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FOREWORD

On February 25, 2011, Kennesaw State University
(KSU) and the Strategic Studies Institute (SSI) of the
U.S. Army War College, conducted a symposium en-
titled “Conflict Management: A Tool for U.S. National
Security Strategy.” This symposium was the first
collaboration between KSU and SSI, and it was con-
ducted in the inaugural year of KSU’s new Ph.D. pro-
gram in International Conflict Management (INCM).
In addition to the focus on conflict management, the
symposium was designed to examine one of the ongo-
ing research interests in the SSI academic engagement
series, the role of “whole of government” (WoG) ef-
forts in addressing contemporary national and inter-
national security challenges and opportunities. Three
symposium panels addressed the following topics:
“Responding to New Foreign Policy and National
Security Threats,” “WoG Prospects and Challenges,”
and “WoG Lessons from Iraq and Afghanistan.” The
symposium discussions ranged from the conceptual
to the practical, with a focus on the challenges and de-
sirability of interagency cooperation in international
interventions. Invited panelists shared their experi-
ences and expertise on the question of WoG and the
impact of fragile and failing states on national secu-
rity concerns. The panelists engaged the audience in
a discussion that included viewpoints from academia,
the military, government agencies, nongovernmental
organizations, and industry. Despite the broad range
of viewpoints, a number of overarching themes and
tentative agreements emerged. The reader will find
them in the chapters of this edited volume.

The Strategic Studies Institute and the co-editors of
this volume join in thanking the faculty, students, and



staff of KSU for their extraordinary efforts in orga-
nizing and implementing the symposium, and in the
preparation of this book. We also extend a very special
thanks to KSU President Dr. Daniel S. Papp and Dean
of the College of Humanities and Social Sciences Dr.
Richard A. Vengroff for their energetic support of and
commitment to the event and the publication of this
book. In addition, we would like to thank Dr. Jack Mo-
ran, Associate Professor of Political Science, for skill-
fully moderating one of the panels; Mackenzie Du-
elge, INCM Ph.D. student who, as graduate assistant
for the symposium, helped coordinate the conference
logistics and co-authored the conference brief; and
INCM Program Administrator Rose Procter, whose
tireless efforts and great dedication ensured the suc-
cessful organization and effective implementation
of the symposium. Finally, our thanks go to the first
cohort of INCM Ph.D. students, all of whom volun-
teered to serve as program liaison and campus guides
to the panelists.

KSU and SSI are pleased to present this book,
and we hope that readers will engage us further in
the kinds of issues and debates that surfaced at the
symposium and that are captured and extended in the
pages that follow. For both national and international
security, we must continue to develop effective tools
and implement coordinated strategies of conflict man-
agement.

DOUGLAS C. LOVELACE, JR.
Director
Strategic Studies Institute
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PREFACE

THE WHOLE OF GOVERNMENT APPROACH
TO SECURITY, AND BEYOND

Daniel S. Papp

Throughout most of the 20th century, national se-
curity focused primarily, and sometimes exclusively,
on military affairs. In the 21st century, this has changed
as new and more comprehensive ways of thinking
about, studying, and planning for national security
and global security are being adopted in response to
new security challenges and threats that go beyond
the dangers posed by traditional causes of war and
conflict. In addition to terrorism, these other threats to
security are posed by, but not limited to, shortfalls of
energy and nonfuel mineral resources, scarcity of food
and fresh water, encroaching desertification, and cy-
ber attacks. To some, these new challenges and threats
present as much, and over time perhaps more, of a
challenge and threat to security as do guns, bombs,
and missiles.

The faculty of the Ph.D. Program in International
Conflict Management (INCM) at Kennesaw State Uni-
versity (KSU) recognized this reality and, in conjunc-
tion with the Strategic Studies Institute (SSI) of the
U.S. Army War College (USAWC), structured a series
of meetings and conferences to discuss emerging se-
curity challenges and threats to debate and analyze
the strengths and weaknesses of the Barack Obama
administration’s whole of government (WoG) ap-
proach to dealing with these challenges and threats.
This volume contains papers delivered at the first
KSU-SSI conference.
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Why are such meetings and conferences valuable
and why is this volume worth reading? According to
many, including high officials in the previous George
Bush and current Barack Obama administrations, the
often interrelated and predominantly nontraditional
nature of many of the emerging challenges and threats
to national and global security require new ways of
thinking and new plans of action. While traditional
military capabilities are requisite to counter tradition-
al military challenges and satisfy traditional military
needs, new thinking about security is needed if the
21st century world is to become safer and more secure.

Steps were initiated to move in this direction dur-
ing the Bush administration (2001-09) when at vari-
ous times the President implied that the United States
should unite defense, diplomacy, and development
(“The Three Ds”) to achieve a more peaceful and
secure world. This so-called Three Ds conception
sought to link ways in which both traditional and non-
traditional challenges and threats to security could be
countered. Conversely, critics of the Three Ds concept
asserted that boundaries between the Three Ds pre-
vented effective implementation of policies to counter
traditional and nontraditional challenges and threats.
Other critics avowed that defense, diplomacy, and de-
velopment by themselves were not sufficient to cope
with 21st century security challenges and threats, and
that a more inclusive concept was needed.

These criticisms were undoubtedly key factors
in influencing the Obama administration to adopt a
new approach to traditional and nontraditional secu-
rity challenges and threats in its May 2010 National
Security Strategy (NSS), which declared that “a broad
conception of what constitutes our national security”
was needed, and that the international order that the
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United States sought to create could only be reached
by:

... resolv[ing] the challenges of our times— counter-
ing violent extremism and insurgency; stopping the
spread of nuclear weapons and securing nuclear ma-
terials; combating a changing climate and sustaining
global growth; helping countries feed themselves and
care for their sick; resolving and preventing conflict,
while also healing its wounds.

But how to do this? Again according to the May
2010 NSS, the answer was to adopt a WoG approach to
national and global security that viewed national and
global security, as well as the challenges and threats
to national and global security, in a comprehensive
manner. Thus, the May 2010 NSS argued that a more
holistic approach to national and global security must
be developed and implemented.

That more holistic approach is what the conference
from which this volume is derived examined. The con-
ference itself was an eye-opening and mind-expanding
exercise in thinking about 21st century challenges and
threats to security, and what is needed to respond to
these challenges and threats to make the world a more
safe and secure place. Indeed, the KSU Ph.D. Program
in INCM, and SSI of the USAWC, are both fully com-
mitted to educating students, conducting research,
and participating in programs that will help achieve
these laudable objectives as we move deeper into the
21st century. We trust that readers of this volume will
appreciate, and in their own ways contribute to, these
same objectives.

Finally, I would like to thank the Director of SSI,
Professor Douglas Lovelace, and Dr. Robert H. (Rob-
in) Dorff for helping to plan and execute the confer-



ence, as well as for chairing a panel and co-editing this
volume; I would also like to thank Dr. James Pierce
and Ms. Rita Rummel for their excellent work in pub-
lishing this monograph. Additionally, thanks also to
Dean Richard Vengroff of the Kennesaw State College
of Humanities and Social Sciences; Dr. Volker Franke,
Director of the KSU Ph.D. Program in INCM; and the
entire INCM staff, but especially Ms. Rose Proctor, for
their invaluable work in planning and conducting the
conference.

ENDNOTES - PREFACE

1. See for example, President Bush’s July 17, 2001 address to
the World Bank in which he said that the United States “must be
guided by three great goals,” the first “to keep peace with military
forces in support of freedom and free states,” the second “to ignite
a new era of global economic growth through a world trading
system that is dramatically more open and more free,” and the
third “to work in true partnership with developing countries to
remove the huge obstacles to development, to help them fight il-
literacy, disease, unsustainable debt.” George W. Bush, “Speech
to the World Bank,” Washington, DC, July 17, 2001. Even after
the September 11, 2001, attacks on the United States, Bush em-
phasized a non-explicit form of the Three Ds. For example, in his
March 22, 2002, speech to the United Nations, “Financing for De-
velopment” Conference in Monterrey, Mexico, Bush declared his
intention to increase U.S. development assistance by 50 percent
and create a “Millennium Challenge Account” to help developing
states. George W. Bush, “Speech to the United Nations ‘Financ-
ing for Development” Conference,” Monterrey, Mexico, March 22,
2002. Similarly, Bush in his introductory remarks to the Septem-
ber 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States of America
also obliquely referenced what later became the Three Ds:

We will actively work to bring the hope of democracy, de-

velopment, free markets, and free trade to every corner of
the world . . .
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The United States will deliver greater develop-
ment assistance through the New Millennium Chal-
lenge Account to nations that govern justly, invest in
their people, and encourage economic freedom. We
will also continue to lead the world in efforts to re-
duce the terrible toll of HIV/AIDS and other infectious
diseases. . . .

We are also guided by the conviction that no nation can
build a safer, better world alone. Alliances and multilateral
institutions can multiply the strength of freedom-loving na-
tions.

2. “The Three D’s: Defense, Diplomacy, and Development,”
Washington, DC: Center for American Progress, August 1, 2008,
available from www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/08/three_ds.
html.

3. The White House, National Security Strategy, Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, May 2010, p. 51.

4. Barack Obama, “Introductory Remarks,” in Ibid.

5. The White House, 2010 National Security Strategy, pp. 14-16.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Volker C. Franke and Robert H. Dorff

When President Barack Obama unveiled his ad-
ministration’s National Security Strategy (NSS) in May
2010, he proclaimed:

We live in a time of sweeping change. The success
of free nations, open markets and social progress in
recent decades has accelerated globalization on an
unprecedented scale. This has opened the doors of op-
portunity around the globe, extended democracy to
hundreds of millions of people, and made peace pos-
sible among major powers. Yet globalization has also
intensified the dangers we face—from international
terrorism and the spread of deadly technologies to
economic upheaval and a changing climate.'

A decade into the new century, the security ar-
chitecture established in the aftermath of World War
II seems to be “buckling under the weight of new
threats.”? Today, America faces security challenges
from violent extremist organizations, ongoing opera-
tions in Afghanistan, Iraq, and most recently Libya, the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD),
the global financial crisis, the revolutionary wave of
demonstrations and uprisings in the Arab world and,
more generally, weak and failing states. These chal-
lenges are exceedingly dynamic and complex, in part
because of the ever changing mix and number of ac-
tors involved and the pace with which the strategic
and operational environments change. To meet these
new security challenges more effectively, Secretary



of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and then-Secretary
of Defense Robert Gates advocated strengthening ci-
vilian instruments of national power and enhancing
America’s whole-of-government (WoG) capabilities.
“Development,” Secretary Clinton explained, is “one
of the most powerful tools we have for advancing
global progress, peace, and prosperity.”?

Indeed, our experiences since the end of the Cold
War have demonstrated that development and se-
curity are intrinsically linked, and that political sta-
bility, economic opportunity and lasting peace are
predicated on the successful transformation of violent
conflict and the creation of sustainable legitimate gov-
ernment. In the past, the international community,
the U.S. Government included, responded to emerg-
ing security challenges largely in an ad hoc fashion
by “recreating and refashioning the necessary tools,
strategies, and relationships anew with each crisis.”*

Today, however, responding quickly to global cri-
ses and emerging threats has become part of the modus
operandi in the White House, the Pentagon, and at the
State Department (State). As a result, conflict manage-
ment in fragile, failing, and failed states has become
the new face of U.S. national security. Active engage-
ment in conflict or post-conflict environments draws
heavily on military and civilian capabilities and re-
sources alike, and more than ever before requires the
close coordination and cooperation of a wide range
of state and nonstate, international and domestic ac-
tors. In today’s conflict contexts, the political, security,
economic, social, and cultural spheres are so highly
interdependent that failure in one sphere risks failure
in all others. No single actor or agency and no single
strategy suffice for developing and implementing en-
during and sustainable solutions to these challenges.



Drawing lessons from the operational experienc-
es in Iraq and Afghanistan showed the need for im-
proved coordination between civilian organizations
and the military and, as a result, in July 2004 Congress
authorized the funds to create the Office of the Coor-
dinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS)
in State to lead, coordinate, and institutionalize U.S.
Government civilian capacity to support stabilization
and post-conflict reconstruction efforts. Recognizing
existing inefficiencies in responding to international
crises both in terms of time and resources, President
George Bush signed National Security Presidential
Directive (NSPD) 44 in December 2005, outlining
the responsibilities of the new office for integrating
more effectively the government’s civilian and mili-
tary capacities. NSPD-44 specifies that America “has
a significant stake in enhancing the capacity to assist
in stabilizing and reconstructing countries or regions,
especially those at risk of, in, or in transition from con-
flict or civil strife, and to help them establish a sustain-
able path toward peaceful societies, democracies, and
market economies.”> Aimed at promoting the security
of the United States “through improved coordina-
tion, planning, and implementation for reconstruction
and stabilization assistance,”® NSPD-44 charges the
State Department with coordinating and strengthen-
ing “U.S. reconstruction and stabilization assistance”
and with harmonizing “such efforts with U.S. military
plans and operations.””

Acknowledging the need for building and inte-
grating joint civil-military capabilities for advancing
American interests as well as interests shared with
other countries and peoples, President Obama under-
scored in his foreword to the 2010 NSS that:



our armed forces will always be a cornerstone of our
security, but they must be complemented. Our secu-
rity also depends on diplomats who can act in every
corner of the world, from grand capitals to dangerous
outposts; development experts who can strengthen
governance and support human dignity; and intel-
ligence and law enforcement that can unravel plots,
strengthen justice systems and work seamlessly with
other countries.?

Aimed at strengthening civilian conflict manage-
ment capacity, the President requested more than
$320 million in his fiscal year (FY) 2010 Budget for
the Civilian Stabilization Initiative (CSI), in part to
support the recruitment, development, training, and
equipping of the Civilian Response Corps (CRC), au-
thorized by Congress in 2008 “to help address the rise
of new challenges to U.S. national security, including
weak governance, political conflict, and internal vio-
lence in countries around the world.”® The CRC con-
sists of civilian federal employees who are specially
trained and equipped for rapid deployment “to pro-
vide conflict prevention and stabilization assistance to
countries in crisis or emerging from conflict.” "

Effective conflict prevention and transformation,
most experts agree, require greater coherence between
security, governance and development policies, and
enhanced coordination among governmental agencies
and with local, regional, and international partners.
With its increased emphasis on civil-military coop-
eration to more effectively meet the mission objectives
in peace building and stability operations—includ-
ing the CRC—the U.S. Government has recognized
the benefits of employing what some observers have
termed smart power: using the right tool, or combina-
tion of tools, for each operational context."



Secretary Clinton explained:

With the right tools, training, and leadership, our dip-
lomats and development experts can defuse crises be-
fore they explode. Creating new opportunities for ad-
vancing democracy, promoting sustainable economic
growth, and strengthening the rule of law in fragile
states are all overlapping and mutually reinforcing
endeavors. They cut across bureaus and offices and
agencies. They demand not just the skills of our State
Department diplomats and USAID [U.S. Agency for
International Development] experts, but also the ex-
pertise of civilian specialists across the U.S. Govern-
ment.” "

The need for the comprehensive integration and
coordination of civilian and military, governmental
and nongovernmental, national and international
capabilities to improve efficiency and effectiveness
of conflict prevention/resolution and post-conflict
stabilization and peace building efforts is widely rec-
ognized. While many academic and policy observers,
military experts, and peace practitioners have lauded
Washington'’s efforts for integrating civil-military rela-
tions and strengthening interagency cooperation, oth-
ers have criticized contemporary attempts at creating
WoG responses to international crises and conflicts for
over commitment of resources, lack of sufficient fund-
ing and personnel, competition between agencies,
ambiguous mission objectives, and undermining the
military’s primary purpose of defending the national
interest. The “buzz” the WoG idea has generated mer-
its a closer look at the advantages and disadvantages
of the concept and calls for a more systematic analysis
of its challenges and opportunities.



On February 25, 2011, a number of leading civil-
ian and military experts came together at a sympo-
sium held at Kennesaw State University to evaluate
the benefits and shortcomings of the WoG approach
in response to the increasingly dynamic and complex
global security environment. Intended to facilitate dia-
logue between academic experts, military leaders, pol-
icymakers, and civilian practitioners, the symposium
provided an opportunity for a state of the art analysis
of current WoG approaches and their effectiveness for
coordinating stabilization and peace building efforts
and, eventually, for shifting the burden of stability
operations to civilian actors and enabling the timely
scaling-down of military deployments.*

This volume presents the central arguments and
key findings of the symposium, tracing the genesis of
the conception of a WoG approach, critically examin-
ing current WoG practices, and drawing lessons from
the operational contexts of Iraq and Afghanistan. The
first part of the book describes the overall global secu-
rity context within which peace building and stabil-
ity operations are currently conducted, examines the
merits of WoG approaches as effective conflict man-
agement strategies, and discusses their efficacy for
responding to a range of emerging threats.

In Chapter 2, Robert Kennedy provides a framing
analysis of the security environment of the early 21st
century with specific focus on the role and position
of the United States, and outlines the issues and chal-
lenges Washington confronts as it attempts to address
emerging threats through an integrated interagency
approach. While it is easy to declare that agencies
ought to cooperate, Kennedy argues, such coopera-
tion is neither easily embraced nor successfully imple-
mented. Effective integration will require giving up



agency fiefdoms and jointly addressing threats rang-
ing from fragile and failing states to terrorism and to-
talitarianism.

Mary Habeck takes Kennedy’s argument to task
and examines the particular challenges underlying the
planning and implementation of government-wide re-
forms in general, and of WoG efforts in particular. In
Chapter 3, she looks specifically at ambiguities in the
definition of planning, organizational and structural
frictions, and coordination failures that undermined
integration attempts during Operation IRAQI FREE-
DOM. Discussing a range of proposals for alleviating
these problems, Habeck concludes that any sustain-
able solution is predicated on broad-based govern-
ment consensus and enforcement from above at the
presidential and/or congressional level. In her view,
proponency, advocacy, and leadership are required.

Reversing the tables, in Chapter 4 Michael Ashke-
nazi discusses the unintended side-effects of Western,
and particularly American, WoG efforts on the re-
cipients of foreign assistance and developmental aid.
Acknowledging the two-fold objectives of develop-
ment — to alleviate misery from poverty and to reduce
security threats posed by the “have-nots” — Ashkenazi
argues that development, as conceived in the West, is
premised on the systematic, intentional, and irrevers-
ible destruction of to-be-developed societies, with the
risk of raising indigenous resentment and, as a result,
further aggravating potential threats to the West.
Therefore, Ashkenazi concludes, effective integrated
development strategies must connect individuals and
agencies in the donor and recipient communities. In
terms of WoG efforts, they will remain largely irrel-
evant if the existing and perhaps inherent contradic-
tions in development (what it is and what it does for
donors and recipients) cannot be reconciled.



The second part of this volume addresses some
of the practical challenges of implementing WoG
approaches to international conflict management
and specifically to U.S. intervention in fragile states.
Echoing Ashkenazi’s advocation of comprehensive
integrated development strategies, Lisa Schirch con-
jectures that one of the key shortcomings of current
WoG approaches is their lack of integration with or-
ganizations that help build and maintain the strong
civil society structures imperative to sustainable peace
and effective development. Following a discussion of
existing tensions between strategies of national and
human security, Schirch argues in Chapter 5 that suc-
cessful stabilization and security require an even more
comprehensive “whole of society” approach that must
include the interests and perspectives of diverse sec-
tors of civil society in the target countries.

Addressing WoG efforts from a macro perspective,
Melanie Alamir reflects in Chapter 6 on the overall
utility of WoG approaches for achieving desired po-
litical end states by examining systematic challenges
at three levels: the donor country’s political system,
the recipient country’s political system, and the sys-
tem of international crisis response. When consider-
ing outcomes, Alamir shows that WoG approaches,
despite their theoretical appeal, have only limited
practical utility because the nature of international in-
terventions depends on the types of parties involved.
Effective interagency cooperation is particularly dif-
ficult to achieve in weak states that lack stable politi-
cal structures. Cooperation in donor countries on the
other hand is determined largely by domestic political
considerations of efficiency and accountability, shift-
ing focus away from the intervention’s primary tar-
gets and desired outcomes.



Tracing the application of WoG to issues of U.S.
national security, Charles Dunlap analyzes the merits
and limitations of greater coordination across gov-
ernment agencies in light of the marked expansion
of diplomatic and civilian development capabilities.
Examining some of the unintended consequences of
integrating response strategies to security threats,
Dunlap contends in Chapter 7 that, despite the widely
accepted WoG mantra, in some instances a unilateral
approach that relies primarily on one particular agen-
cy is the preferred or only practical alternative. As a
result, Dunlap advocates considering WoG as just one
tool in the smart power toolbox that, when selectively
employed, may be very effective, but that should not
serve as a default in all circumstances.

Building on Dunlap’s argument, James Stephen-
son warns in Chapter 8 that U.S. presence in recipient
states has increased to unsustainable levels, in part
as a consequence of the uncritical embracing of WoG
approaches. As a result, Stephenson argues ambassa-
dors have become chief executive officers (CEOs) of
complex interagency missions, and the military has
become ever more engaged in stability operations that
have become largely indistinguishable from civilian
stabilization and reconstruction efforts. A success-
ful WoG approach, Stephenson conjectures, would
streamline efforts and have the various agencies and
their representatives team up to serve the overall mis-
sion objectives before they consider individual agency
interests. Specifically, and to offset continued strain
on military resources, Stephenson suggests an expan-
sion of civilian capacity for taking on a widening set of
responsibilities for diplomacy and development and,
ultimately, the projection of smart power.



In Chapter 9, Jack LeCuyer argues that it is unrea-
sonable to expect successful WoG efforts at the “tip
of the spear” or on the ground, if there is a lack of
integration and coordination at the hub of the national
security system. LeCuyer specifically criticizes the fact
that the role of the National Security Council (NSC),
irrespective of the rapidly changing global security
environment, has remained largely unchanged since
its inception in 1947, and its staff continues to focus
primarily on the urgent and crisis management in-
stead of long-term strategic planning. In order to im-
prove the performance, adaptability, and efficiency of
the overall national security system for meeting new
threats, LeCuyer recommends the proper resourcing
of the NSC staff so that they can fulfill their role as
strategic managers who actively contribute to the inte-
gration of the national security interagency system to
achieve a WoG success at the strategic level.

The third part of the book examines WoG efforts
in the field and attempts to draw lessons learned from
operational experiences in Afghanistan and Iraq to po-
tential future interventions. Looking in from “outside
the box,” Christopher Holshek explores the extent to
which lessons drawn from Iraq and Afghanistan can be
applied to other mission contexts. Although winning
hearts and minds has been a cornerstone of American
counterinsurgency strategy, Holshek argues in Chap-
ter 10 that it has proven counterproductive in differ-
ent cultural and operational environments and its
techniques and tools—e.g., Provincial Reconstruction
Teams—have only limited applicability in places like
sub-Saharan Africa. Consequently, Holshek suggests,
there is also much to be learned from operational ex-
periences beyond Afghanistan and Iraq. These more
general lessons, Holshek concludes, should not only
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have profound implications for U.S. WoG engage-
ments around the world, but also should help re-shape
the American approach to national security writ large
back home, because “we can no longer afford any
other way.”*

Using a combination of historical and current case
examples, William Flavin asks in Chapter 11 whether
and to what extent civil-military teaming efforts may
present an effective and efficient alternative to address-
ing the problems associated with current conflicts.
Flavin identifies what constitutes a successful team
and analyzes the effects of successful civil-military
teaming on transitioning conflict. Flavin concludes
that successful mission accomplishment is possible, as
long as the focus of the civil-military teaming efforts is
on the population, actively engaging local stakehold-
ers and building legitimacy and local capacity to pro-
vide good governance.

Exploring lessons from the use of contractors in
peace and stability operations, Doug Brooks and
Mackenzie Duelge argue in Chapter 12 that by far,
the biggest drain in Afghanistan and Iraq has been
waste stemming from failures of planning, coordina-
tion, contract oversight and management, flexibility,
and communication. Specifically, Brooks and Duelge
examine the extent to which a generally negative at-
titude towards contractors has hindered their abil-
ity to perform and has interfered with the success of
stability operations. Analyzing shortfalls in current
practices framing government-private sector partner-
ships, Brooks and Duelge conclude that consolidating
contracting government-wide as a hybrid approach,
rather than a pure WoG approach, may be the most ef-
fective way to unify communications and record keep-
ing, while keeping the work on the ground divided
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among those most qualified to do it. Ultimately, this
kind of hybrid approach, the authors suggest, could
not only help eliminate waste, but could also improve
oversight, flexibility, and ethical behavior.

Focusing on the need for a qualitatively deeper
command of cultural matters, Gregory Meyjes argues
in the concluding chapter that U.S. interventions,
whether based on a military or WoG approach, are
only as viable as their conceptual framework permits;
to be successful they require a three-tiered approach
to ethnic, state, and global realities, based on a grasp
of ethno-cultural dynamics. Instead of the prevail-
ing two-dimensional approach whereby traditional
national security efforts are complemented by local
information in theater, Meyjes describes international
conflict management strategies grounded in cultural
self-awareness, intercultural competence, recognition
of collective cultural rights, and the protection of sub-
state ethno-nationalities. These insights, processes,
and capabilities, Meyjes concludes, revolve around
the inescapability of ethno-cultural justice as the key
to peace and stability in multiethnic societies and, by
extension, to international security. They are deemed
critical for intervention and WoG more generally to
meet the demands of a world greatly imperiled by
ethnic conflict.

The chapters in this book reflect the perspectives
of authors who have seen, worked with, and studied
both the problems and the approaches to conflict man-
agement in a variety of different settings and contexts.
Not all of them are enthusiastic proponents of the
WoG concept for implementing conflict management;
nor are they all strict skeptics of the concept. It is no
surprise, then, that together the chapters in this edited
volume do not offer the reader a collective answer to
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questions about the future of WoG. But together they
do provide important and necessary insights into the
challenges we face and the considerations we must in-
clude in our efforts to address the complexities of link-
ing development and security in an integrated effort
to manage conflict as part of an overall strategy. WoG
is certainly one conceivable strategic way to achieve
this linkage. Is it the best or the most appropriate way?
What is success and what should we reasonably ex-
pect to accomplish? Is WoG a strategically useful con-
cept for even thinking about the available tools in our
conflict management efforts? These are only a few of
the questions raised and addressed by the authors in
the chapters that follow. We believe these chapters are
well worth reading by those who wrestle with these
problems as scholars, practitioners, or both.
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CHAPTER 2

SECURITY SECTOR REFORM:
12 CENTRAL QUESTIONS FOR RESPONDING
TO THE SECURITY CHALLENGES OF THE 21ST
CENTURY

Robert Kennedy

At the end of the Cold War, John Mearsheimer
penned an article, “Why We Will Soon Miss the Cold
War,”! in which he suggested that one day we might
wake up lamenting the loss of order afforded us dur-
ing the Cold War. Though his concerns were focused
on the potential rise of instabilities in Europe, they
have nonetheless unfortunately proven true in the
wider context of global instabilities that now give rise
to activities that threaten the security of the United
States as well as that of other nations. Indeed, the se-
curity challenges that now confront the United States
are exceedingly complex. The reasons are many and
varied. However, often they stem less from the pros-
pect of war among nation-states than from threats that
arise from intrastate instabilities that have emerged
following the end of the Cold War. As a result, pro-
cesses and structures designed to meet the demands
of the Cold War and the threats to U.S. national secu-
rity posed by the Soviet Union are no longer adequate.
In recent years, to meet the challenges of the 21st cen-
tury security environment, there have been calls for
an integration of the instruments of national power,
from across government collaborative planning to in-
tegrated responses organized on an interagency basis.

This chapter examines the security environment
that has come to characterize the early 21st century
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and outlines the issues and challenges the United
States confronts as it attempts to address the threats
of tomorrow through an integrated interagency ap-
proach. The chapter concludes that the emerging en-
vironment does indeed demand a greater integration
of effort than has thus far been emblematic of U.S. for-
eign and security policies, and to accomplish that will
require, at a minimum, answers to a number of central
questions, which are addressed below.

THE SECURITY ENVIRONMENT OF THE 21ST
CENTURY

When the Cold War ended, so ended a conflict
that spanned nearly half a century, consumed vast
resources, and threatened the annihilation of much
of humanity. For many, the horizons seemed bright.
Visions of a more peaceful world order were enter-
tained. However, relief from conflict was brief. Iraq’s
invasion of Kuwait and conflicts in such places as Bos-
nia, Somalia, Rwanda, Kosovo, and finally the attacks
on September 11, 2001 (9/11), shattered illusions that
the world had reached the “End of History,” as Fran-
cis Fukuyama argued, when conflict is replaced by
“economic calculations, the endless solving of techni-
cal problems, environmental concerns, and the satis-
faction of sophisticated consumer demands.”?

Indeed, history did not end. Conflict has not been
replaced by other concerns. For the time being, the
security environment of the early 21st century does
not threaten human annihilation. Nevertheless the
dangers are real and in many respects demand more
articulated approaches than those used to hold the So-
viet Union at bay during the Cold War. So how has
the security environment changed, and what are the
dangers that lie ahead?
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Cold War Restraints Gone.

Gone are the Soviet Union and threats of nuclear
annihilation. Also gone is the stability imposed by the
bipolar nuclear standoff that in many respects result-
ed in the “Long Peace” as John Lewis Gaddis put it,
and with it went the systemic discipline that rendered
the rise of dissident groups difficult, if not impossible,
in many parts of the world. With the demise of the
Soviet Union, the cooker lid has been released and
pressures within have emerged to wreck their havoc.
Multi-national, multi-ethnic, multi-religious, and/or
multi-tribal states, often created by the stroke of a pen
on a map and once held together by dictators, sup-
ported by one side or the other during the Cold War,
frequently have given way to weak and feckless gov-
ernments in the post-Cold War period. The internal
cohesion imposed by the restraints of the Cold War
has disappeared, exposing historic tensions among
differing groups and giving rise to instabilities, failing
governments, and internal conflicts, as well as creat-
ing havens and new opportunities for violent and ex-
tremist groups.

Diminished Deterrence.

Furthermore, the deterrence equation that often
held conflict in check has been undermined. Deter-
rence of conflict works best when the costs and risks
are shared and stark. During the Cold War, the cost of
acquiring the ability to deliver a devastating military
attack on the United States or any of its client states
by the Soviet Union or vice versa was immense, and
the risk was the potential for mutual annihilation.
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However, even during the Cold War, deterrence had
its limits. Threats of massive retaliation broke down
in lesser conflicts where direct attacks by one super-
power on the homeland of the other superpower were
not the issue. Nevertheless, where the superpowers
abetted and served as mentors and suppliers of need-
ed economic aid and military arms and equipment to
competing factions in so-called Third World countries,
the superpowers were usually able to keep conflict in
check, modulating the behavior of their respective cli-
ent states to ensure that superpower fundamental se-
curity interests were not directly threatened.

Today, the cost of attacks such as those on the
World Trade Center or the Pentagon is a trifle in com-
parison to the devastation they could cause. Moreover,
many of today’s potential aggressors are not state ac-
tors. Nor do they require the assistance of a state to
threaten the security of others. They hold no territory
that can be easily threatened with a military counter-
attack. They do not mind sacrificing themselves, their
families, or others to accomplish their objectives. Fur-
thermore, precise knowledge of which of the many
individuals or independent or semi-affiliated groups
perpetrated an event may not be known. Yes, known
terrorist training camps can be attacked, forces can
sometimes be sent to foreign lands in an attempt to
ferret out the perpetrators, alliances can sometimes
be forged to bring the weight of the international
community to bear. But successful outcomes are not
assured. As a result, the risks to the aggressors of ef-
fective military reprisal are often low, and the threat
of such a reprisal is largely ineffective. Hence, if the
efforts of such groups are to be thwarted, other ap-
proaches for dealing with the threats they pose will
need to be added to the arsenal of policy tools.
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Globalization.

The globalization of technology, the media, and
know-how also has played a major role in altering
the contemporary security environment. The Internet,
still in its infancy as the Cold War was coming to an
end, now provides easy access to a breadth of informa-
tion that in the past only the most dedicated, diligent,
determined, and educated segments of society could
acquire. Globalization of communications and the
concomitant emergence of a wide range of commu-
nications technologies have made instant interchange
with any place or person on the globe the standard
rather than the exception. Money can be moved, peo-
ple contacted, and plans instantly shared or changed.
Such technologies have had a vast and often positive
impact on societies. But they do have a darker side.

Today terrorists, criminals, extremist organiza-
tions, and others bent on doing harm can gain ac-
cess, with the mere click of a mouse, to information
widely available on the Internet on such things as how
to combine commonly available materials to make
bombs, the advantages and limitations of using certain
chemical compounds or pathogens to cause harm, and
how to construct nuclear weapons. They can obtain
information often available through the Internet or the
media or both on such activities as the movements of
individuals they may wish to target, materials they
may wish to acquire, and actions planned by govern-
ments or in progress to thwart their efforts. They can
move funds instantly to support their activities and
communicate with cohorts around the world in order
to coordinate their efforts. They can also attack cyber
networks and endanger national political, economic,
and military infrastructures, with global implications
for the safety and welfare of peoples.
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Loose Nukes and the Proliferation of Weapons of
Mass Destruction.

Since the breakup of the Union of Soviet Social-
ist Republics (USSR) concerns have been voiced over
what has come to be known as the “loose nuclear
weapons” problem. The term “loose nukes” original-
ly referred to nuclear weapons that no longer could
be accounted for following the collapse of the Soviet
Union. It is estimated that during the Cold War, the
USSR had more than 27,000 nuclear weapons and
enough weapons-grade uranium and plutonium to
triple that number.? Given the severe economic stress,
rampant crime, and widespread corruption following
the breakup of the Soviet Union, concerns were ex-
pressed that nuclear weapons, particularly so-called
“suitcase bombs,” may have fallen into the hands of
terrorists or criminals.*

Today the term “loose nukes” has acquired a wider
definition, referring not only to nuclear weapons, but
also to nuclear know-how and fissile materials. The
problem created by the breakup of the USSR is further
exacerbated by the continued proliferation of nuclear
weapon states and potential proliferation of fissile ma-
terials as additional nations are added to the number
of states possessing nuclear weapons. Today, in addi-
tion to the five so-called “declared” nuclear weapon
states under the terms of the Nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty (NPT) (China, France, Russia, the United
Kingdom, and the United States), three states not par-
ties to the Treaty have tested nuclear weapons —India,
Pakistan, and North Korea. Israel is believed to have
nuclear weapons, and Iran (an NPT state) is believed
to be seeking to develop nuclear weapons.
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For all that has been said about the stability induced
by the acquisition of nuclear weapons during the Cold
War, the further proliferation of such weapons threat-
ens to induce instabilities of grand proportion as op-
portunities for acquiring materials and know-how
multiply. Arguably, it is the acquisition of the fissile
materials — plutonium and highly enriched uranium
(HEU) — that poses the most difficult problem for ter-
rorists or criminals seeking to build a nuclear weapon
or an improvised nuclear device. Creating a nuclear
weapon from HEU is technically easier than building
a plutonium weapon. HEU is the ingredient required
to produce the simplest gun assembly weapon of the
type dropped on Hiroshima, Japan. Such weapons
need not be tested to assure an atomic explosion. In
2002, the U.S. National Research Council warned that
such weapons could be fabricated without state assis-
tance.”

Unfortunately, HEU is widely available today. A
2003 estimate noted that there were about 50 tons of
HEU available in civilian power and research pro-
grams in over 50 nations® and perhaps as many as
2,000 tons in nuclear weapons programs globally.” It
only takes as little as 40-60 kilograms (kg) of HEU to
produce a crude nuclear device. There have been no
confirmed reports of missing/unaccounted for nuclear
weapons, but there is ample evidence of a black mar-
ket in nuclear materials. In the 1990s, U.S. authorities
discovered attempts by al-Qaeda to obtain nuclear ma-
terials. Then Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) Direc-
tor George Tenet told Congress that Osama bin Laden
had sought to acquire or develop a nuclear device.
Russians report that they have broken up hundreds of
nuclear-material smuggling deals. The International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has reported more
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than 100 nuclear smuggling incidents since 1993.% In
April 2010, Georgian president Saakashvilli reported
that his country had seized a shipment of HEU, pre-
sumably smuggled through the Caucasus.’

Moreover, the problem may not be entirely one
originating in foreign lands. Russia has accused the
United States of lax protection standards at nuclear
and biological facilities. They contend that secret in-
formation from the U.S. Los Alamos Laboratory end-
ed up in the hands of drug gangs, that several U.S.
institutions dealing in viruses failed to provide suf-
ficient security to prevent an intruder from entering
their facilities, and that some 1,500 sources of ionizing
radiation (e.g. spent nuclear fuel rods) were lost by the
United States between 1996 and 2001."

President Barack Obama highlighted the issue on
the eve of the Nuclear Security Summit held in Wash-
ington, DC, in April 2010, warning that the prospect of
nuclear terrorism is “the single biggest threat to U.S.
security, both short-term, medium-term and long-
term. This is something that could change the security
landscape of this country and around the world for
years to come.” "

Hyper-Ethnicism, Religious Extremism, and
Tribalism.

Unlike the most devastating conflicts of the 20th
century, which were frequently driven by fanatical
nationalism or the Cold War that was driven largely
by ideology, many of today’s conflicts are fueled by
hyper-ethnicism, religious extremism, and/or tribal-
ism."? It is the very absence of nationalism (that state
of mind, that collective group consciousness, that
sense of being one with nation®) that often not only
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leads to conflict but also confounds efforts at conflict
management and resolution. Seemingly irreconcilable
differences, fueled by parochial interests and diverse
ethnic, religious, and tribal groupings make it difficult
to find common ground upon which to build a stable
peace. Furthermore, in places like Afghanistan, where
tribal cultures oftentimes eschew western ethics and
the western sense of fair play, duplicity in diplomatic
dealings and a willingness to sell one’s community to
the highest bidder, make any permanent settlement
problematic. One has only to read Peter Hopkirk’s
works on Central Asia to gain a historical appre-
ciation of the complexities of achieving permanence
to any deal done in such a tribal environment or to
understand the concerns expressed by U.S. military
leaders currently in Afghanistan as they try to piece
together local coalitions to fight against al-Qaeda or
the Taliban. A deal done today may be a deal undone
tomorrow for any number of reasons that are unlikely
to be well understood by western diplomats or mili-
tary leaders.

Latent as Well as Manifest Frustrations.

In addition to the issues mentioned above, instabili-
ties also can arise from latent frustrations over corrupt,
incompetent, or authoritarian governments brought
to the fore by natural or manmade disasters (earth-
quakes, floods, inability to protect against guerrilla
or terrorist attacks, etc.); unforeseen political events
such as assassinations of political figures; or economic
downturns and corresponding rising unemployment.
In the former category, for example, the earthquake
that devastated Managua in 1972 and the blatant cor-
ruption that saw little relief money finding its way to
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those in need, flooded the ranks of the Sandinistas and
helped create an unstable situation that ultimately led
to the overthrow of the dictator Anastasio “Tachito”
Somoza Debayle. Similarly, the December 2007 assas-
sination of Benazir Bhutto exacerbated extant politi-
cal turmoil in Pakistan and contributed to events that
led to the August 2008 resignation of President Pervez
Musharraf. Of course, recent events in Tunisia, Egypt,
Yemen, Libya, and elsewhere in the Middle East bear
testimony to the impact of the combined effects of eco-
nomic downturn, unemployment, and popular dis-
content with authoritarian rule. Blatantly manifested
frustrations, such as those arising from the inability
of the Israelis and Palestinians to resolve issues aris-
ing from over a half century of tensions between these
peoples, also remain a major source of global concern
as irritants spill over and sometimes threaten the secu-
rity and safety of peoples of other nations.

Today’s Challenges.

Today the United States is faced with a multiplicity
of threats and challenges, none of which is as perilous
or as potentially deadly as the Cold War confrontation
between the two superpowers. Nonetheless, some of
the problems pose potentially dangerous consequenc-
es for the United States, its allies and friends, and in-
deed others. However, for the most part, the dangers
that lie ahead flow not “from the strength of deter-
mined opponents,” but often “from the weaknesses
of other states.”’™ To be sure, the United States must
guard against the rise of potentially hostile military
peer competitors, as well as be prepared to protect
its security interests and those of its allies. Of course,
these tasks do not, a priori, demand the expansion
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or use of military power. Rather, a commonality of
interests among leading states in a less ideologically
driven world might lead cooler heads to find win-win
solutions to complex problems involving competing
or conflicting interests.

The United States also must address the difficult
security challenges that a nuclear North Korea or the
further proliferation of nuclear weapons may pose,
for example, in Iran. Nor can the United States ignore
determined opponents who attempt to acquire capa-
bilities disproportionate to their relative size through
access to high-tech arms or through the use of the
damaging and potentially crippling compounding ef-
fects of cyber and other technologies that are increas-
ing available on a global scale.

However, the problem of fragile, fractured, and fail-
ing states that has largely arisen as a result of changes
in the post-Cold War security environment is likely
to remain among the more serious security challenges
that confront the United States and the world commu-
nity in the decades ahead. Such states can provide a
breeding ground and safe haven for crime; drug and
human trafficking; ethnic, religious, and tribal strife;
and violent extremist groups. Here one has only to
think, as President Obama has suggested, of al-Qae-
da or some other terrorist group armed with weap-
ons of mass destruction (WMD), especially nuclear
weapons or devices. They also can destabilize entire
regions, making wider conflicts more probable. Thus,
precluding instabilities and mitigating and managing
conflicts, particularly in fragile, fractured, or failing
states, but also elsewhere, are among the major secu-
rity challenges confronting the United States.

The operative question, then, is how should the U.S.
Government address such challenges? The answer has
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become increasingly clear that the kind of relatively
undifferentiated containment policies, which relied
principally on military power during the Cold War,
will not suffice. Rather, successfully addressing the se-
curity environment of the 21st century will require the
skillful application of smart power'® which integrates
the instruments of America’s soft and hard power.

INTEGRATING THE INSTRUMENTS OF
NATIONAL POWER: ISSUES AND
CHALLENGES

More than a decade ago, the Hart-Rudman Com-
mission signaled the need for “strategic fusion of all
appropriate instruments of national power,” noting,
“The nature of the future security environment ap-
pears to require advanced, integrated, collaborative
planning and organized interagency responses be-
yond what is possible under the current interagency
system.! In January 2009, the Department of Defense
(DoD) Quadrennial Roles and Missions Review Report
struck a similar note supporting efforts “to increase
unity across the government for addressing common
national security problems” —a so-called “whole-of-
government” approach.' Likewise, Secretary of State
Hillary Clinton has affirmed:

One of our goals coming into the administration was
... to begin to make the case that defense, diplomacy
and development were not separate entities, either in
substance or process, but that indeed they had to be
viewed as part of an integrated whole and that the
whole of government then had to be enlisted in their
pursuit.”"
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It is, of course, facile to contend that U.S. efforts
to preclude, limit, and terminate conflict and assist
countries in their transformation to peace and stability
require greater coherence between and among U.S. se-
curity, governance, and development policies, as well
as enhanced coordination, and consolidation among
U.S. governmental agencies and with local, regional,
and international partners. If national or grand strate-
gy can be defined as the integration of the instruments
of national power (political, economic, psychologi-
cal, military, etc.) to achieve national objectives, then
it only makes sense that all agencies of government
entrusted with such tasks be integrated in efforts to
address threats and potential threats to U.S. securi-
ty. Indeed, it is surprising that some 235 years since
its founding, over 100 years since the United States
emerged on the world scene following the Spanish-
American War, more than 66 years since the end of
World War II and the emergence of the United States
as a superpower, and 20 years since the end of the
Cold War, only in recent years has Washington begun
to take seriously the notion that an integrated effort in
foreign and security policy is required.” Nevertheless,
integrating the efforts of the many U.S. departments
and agencies that have foreign and security respon-
sibilities in a whole of government (WoG) approach
raises a number of important, indeed critical issues:

1. What Should Be the Objectives of America’s
Foreign Security Policy?

Beyond simply responding to crises as they arise
around the world, does the United States have a vision
of itself in the world? Has it defined the kind of world
it hopes will emerge in the 21st century and the role
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the United States can play in encouraging the emer-
gence of such a world?* Henry Kissinger noted over
30 years ago: "[W]e will never be able to contribute to
building a stable and creative world order unless we
first form some conception of it.”> He further argued
that there was “no focal point for long-range planning
on an interagency basis.” As a result, often “foreign
policy turns into a series of unrelated decisions—
crisis-oriented, ad hoc and after-the-fact in nature.”
Thus longer-term objectives are seldom considered.”
Today, the need to frame short-term responses within
the context of a broad vision of U.S. long-term objec-
tives remains a continuing foreign policy challenge.
Perhaps, equally important, does the United States
have a clear conception of the political, economic, psy-
chological, and military challenges it is likely to con-
front in attempting to forge a dynamically stable (i.e.,
stable, yet creative) environment and has the United
States defined a broad strategy, which includes other
international actors,® that is designed to shape the
strategic environment through a blending of the in-
struments of soft and hard power and a balancing of
short-, medium-, and long-term objectives?
Washington bureaucrats may have found it exhila-
rating following the breakup of the Soviet Union to
contend that the United States had won the Cold War
and that Russia need not be consulted on major issues
of the day. They also may have been inclined to roll
their eyes dismissively when a Central Asian country
was mentioned. They failed to see the future impor-
tance of Russia and the countries of Central Asia to
any conception of a secure world. They soon found out
that America needed Russia as a partner in addressing
a number of important security considerations, and
the assistance of some Central Asian countries in its
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war on terrorism. The ability to see forward, to think
beyond conventional limits — outside of the box, if you
will—is essential if U.S. policymakers are to address
successfully current and future security challenges.
Yet such a trait is not always welcomed nor rewarded
in Washington.” Breaking with this pattern is requi-
site in the setting of foreign policy and national secu-
rity objectives.

As has now become all too evident, acting alone
the United States cannot address successfully many of
the issues that now confront or will confront it in the
future. Shaping the political environment so that the
cooperation of others is forthcoming is likely to be one
of America’s most important tasks and difficult chal-
lenges. This will require the United States to be seen as
working not just to advance its own interests but also
those of the broader community of nations. No WoG
approach will be successful if this is not understood.
This will require leadership. But leadership* “does
not come cheap.” As Joseph Joffe noted a decade ago,

[T]he price [of leadership] is measured in the currency
of obligation. Leaders succeed not only because of
their superior power, but also because they have a fine
sense for the quirks and qualities of others—because
they act in the interest of all [emphasis added]. Their
labor is the source of their authority. And so a truly
great power must not just prevent but pre-empt hos-
tile coalitions —by providing essential services. Those
who respect the needs of others engage in supply-side
diplomacy: They create a demand for their services,
and that translates into political profits, also known as
“leadership.”%

Thus the vision that must serve as guide to Amer-
ica’s foreign and security policy objectives must
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transcend narrow and often short-term national self-
interest. The model for action must reflect Breton
Woods, Dumbarton Oaks, and Marshall Plan values
rather than narrower national concerns. This is likely
to entail a broadening of the scope of national security
beyond traditional concepts. This also is where vision
may play its greatest role, and ignorance cause the
greatest distraction.

2. When Should the United States Become
Involved?

With a vision to the future, where, when, and un-
der what circumstances should the United States be-
come involved in issues confronting other nations?
Since the end of World War II, the United States has
deployed its military forces far and wide and been
otherwise involved in countless efforts around the
globe in the name of preventing the spread of com-
munism, preserving the peace, averting humanitarian
disasters, and/or precluding or managing instabili-
ties and conflicts. For example, following World War
II, U.S. military forces occupied Germany, Japan, the
southern half of Korea, and a part of Austria, and re-
occupied the Philippines. The United States also went
to the assistance of South Korea when it was attacked
by North Korea; South Vietham when it was threat-
ened by the communist-led Viet Cong; Kuwait when
it was attacked by Iraq; and Kosovo when it was un-
der attack by Serb forces. Following the 9/11 attacks,
U.S. forces were deployed to Afghanistan where they
remain to this day, attempting to shore up Afghan se-
curity forces, assisting in the defeat al-Qaeda and their
Taliban supporters, and assuring a more democratic,
stable peace. U.S. forces also were deployed to Iraq
for a variety of reasons, and as of this writing, a sig-

32



nificant number remain there to help forge a stable en-
vironment and democratic peace. More recently U.S.
forces have been deployed to the Mediterranean in
support of a United Nations (UN) mandated “No Fly
Zone” established to protect civilians from attacks by
the Gadhafi regime and its supporters.

Furthermore, U.S. military forces have been in-
volved in vast numbers of other security related ef-
forts. This is not to mention the many covert activities
involving U.S. military, paramilitary, and intelligence
agencies in which the United States has engaged in
order to advance American interests.”® In addition, to
direct and covert U.S. involvement in foreign coun-
tries, the United States often has provided security
related and development assistance not just to assist
poor countries, but also to address potential instabili-
ties that might lead to conflict and more recently as
a weapon against terrorism. Also, financial aid and
technical assistance frequently have been provided
to foreign governments to strengthen and profes-
sionalize their military and police forces, as well as
economic and humanitarian assistance to stabilize
their economies, encourage development, alleviate
poverty, mitigate disasters, and the like. Such devel-
opmental assistance is often channeled through mul-
tinational organizations and nongovernmental orga-
nizations and/or provided directly through bilateral
agreements with recipient countries.

Many of the above-mentioned efforts have been
relatively low cost. However, some have been a heavy
burden, costly in lives and national treasure, and
sometimes resulting in great domestic dissent and
division among the American polity, a weakening
of America’s reputation, a consequent weakening of
support abroad, and have been counterproductive in
terms of long-term policy objectives.
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Thus, among the more important factors that must
be considered as Washington addresses the challenges
of the coming decades is: Under what circumstances
and how should the United States get involved? Clear-
ly the United States has had an expansive view of its
appropriate global role since the end of World War II.
The operative question is whether, in their entirety,
the long-term benefits of each of those efforts have
outweighed the costs. Did the U.S. Government have
processes in place at the time to answer that question
before engaging, for example, in Vietnam in the 1950s
and 1960s or Iraq in 2003? Does the United States have
such processes in place now to address the current cri-
ses in Libya and at other locations in the Middle East
or those that may arise elsewhere? Should it?

These are not unreasonable questions, driven by a
desire for retrenchment or pessimism about America’s
future. As Washington attempts, to put it in former
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates” words, “to adapt
and reform our 63-year old national security apparatus
to be more effective, above all, at building the capacity
of other countries to provide for their own security,”?
it is reasonable to ask whether the United States needs
to be as involved in the future in the security affairs of
other countries to the same extent that it was during
the Cold War. It is reasonable to ask in what countries
America’s security demands involvement today; pre-
cisely why, to what ends both in terms of immediate,
local objectives, and in the broadest strategic context;
and under what circumstances are those ends likely to
be achievable. Involvement has costs. Over extension
of a nation’s resources can be just as threatening to its
future as under involvement in meeting its challenges.

An important corollary to questions of when and
where the United States should become involved is
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the question: How should it be involved? Senior ad-
ministration officials including the President and
Secretary of State have indicated that they regard eco-
nomic development as a weapon against terrorism.
President Obama, signaling his support for develop-
ment assistance for poor countries, noted: “Extremely
poor societies . . . provide optimal breeding grounds
for disease, terrorism, and conflict.”* The proposition
clearly seems plausible. It is reasonable to assume that
the poor, the uneducated, those with little and there-
fore little to lose, embittered by societal disparities of
wealth, and with few if any prospects for improve-
ment are more likely to be recruited into the ranks of
the terrorists. The problem is that studies have shown
that “There is no evidence that sympathy for terror-
ism is greater among deprived people.”* According
to Alan Krueger, former U.S. Assistant Secretary of
the Treasury for Economic Policy and professor at
Princeton University, studies have shown little evi-
dence that a typical terrorist is usually poor or ill-edu-
cated. Indeed, Krueger examined 956 terrorist events
from 1997 to 2003 and found that the poorest coun-
tries, those with low literacy, or those with relatively
stagnant economies, did not produce more terrorists.
Moreover, he found that when data were restricted
to suicide attacks, there was a statistically significant
pattern in the opposite direction, with people from
poorer countries less likely to commit suicide attacks.
Other studies have had similar results.”> On the other
hand, many of these same studies suggest that terror-
ist organizations prefer better educated, better skilled,
more mature individuals, particularly for attacks on
important targets, and that as economic conditions
worsen, high unemployment among these groups en-
ables terrorist organizations to recruit from the ranks
of such individuals.
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Hence one conclusion that can be drawn from this
is that while promoting economic development in the
poorest countries may well be a good idea, it is unlike-
ly to be a fully effective tool in terms of reducing or
eliminating terrorism, or for that matter, other dissi-
dent and potentially dangerous groups. Rather, more
selective assistance aimed at reducing unemployment
or underemployment among the better educated, bet-
ter skilled, more mature individuals, may be of rela-
tively greater value.

Moreover, an equally plausible proposition is
that extremely poor nations provide optimal breed-
ing grounds for terrorism and conflict because they
are unable to develop and maintain effective govern-
mental sovereignty. As a result, drug cartels, terror-
ist organizations, and other extremist elements are
able to establish themselves within areas where the
weak state is unable to maintain control. Such condi-
tions may demand that relatively greater emphasis
be placed on efforts to eliminate corruption, improve
legal systems and law enforcement, assist in political
integration, and the like.

So in deciding which implements in the foreign
policy tool bag to choose in a given situation, the de-
velopment tool needs to be carefully assessed along
with other policy instruments in terms of their short-,
medium-, and long-term implications for U.S. objec-
tives.*® Undifferentiated economic development is a
worthy goal from a humanitarian perspective. How-
ever, in terms of advancing American security, the de-
termination of how the United States should become
involved should be the product of a fully integrated
process among governmental agencies that envisions
responses as an integrated and collaborative effort.

36



3. Who Should Decide When the United States
Should Get Involved, the Extent of Involvement
and Upon What Criteria Should Those Decisions
Rest?

Of course, decisions on U.S. involvement ulti-
mately rest with Congress and the President. Con-
gress must authorize and appropriate funds for such
efforts. The President, as head of the executive branch
and commander in chief of the armed forces (and
militia when called to federal service) is pledged to
“preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the
United States.” And, constitutionally, only Congress
can declare war, though America’s Founding Fathers
would be appalled at the increasing usurpation of
power by American presidents, with congressional
acquiescence, in introducing American armed forces
into hostilities or taking the nation to war.** However,
this is another issue.

The present issue is: Does the United States have in
place the human capital to make appropriate recom-
mendations to the President, senior national security
advisors, and the Congress? Is there a team of pro-
fessionals armed with sufficient historic and cultural
knowledge, a clear view of past and contemporary
political, economic, psychological, and military re-
alities, an understanding of the strengths and weak-
nesses of the various instruments of national power, a
broad strategic prospective, and “patterns of thinking
that best match resources and capabilities to achiev-
ing the desired policy ends”?®* In other words, are
there trained strategists capable of identifying and
evaluating an array of political, diplomatic, economic,
informational, and military options and making rec-
ommendations concerning whether, to what extent,
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and in what manner the United States should become
involved in the security concerns of other nations?™* If
not, how can these strategists be acquired and under
whose authority should they reside — the National Se-
curity Council (NSC), the Department of State (State),
the DoD, the now moribund National Security Policy
Planning Committee established in the last months of
the George W. Bush administration, or perhaps some
new agency??’ Will such a body require an expanded
interchange with experts in academia, with society
at large, and with foreign experts? And, how would
such a system be managed?

Perhaps equally important, upon what criteria
should decisions for involvement be based? The ag-
gregate of national priorities as set by Congress, the
President, members of the President’s Cabinet, or for
that matter the U.S. National Security Strategy (NSS)
can seem, and often are confusing, competing, and/
or opaque and therefore seldom serve as guides to
specific foreign or security policy related decisions. In
theory, decisions concerning U.S. involvement in for-
eign nations should be grounded in an evaluation of
unfolding foreign events in terms of U.S. national in-
terests. Yet “national interests” is an amorphous term,
with decreasing clarity as one moves from defense
of the homeland against attack, to providing for the
economic well-being of American citizens, to insur-
ing a favorable world order, to advancing American
values, including humanitarian; and as one tries to
differentiate between and among those interests that
can be tabbed as survival or vital (both of which are
generally understood as justification for some level of
military response if needed) and major, or peripheral.

In 1944 Walter Lippmann wrote: “Fate has brought
it about that America is at the center, no longer the
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edges, of Western civilization. In this fact resides the
American destiny.”?* As a result, during the Cold War
a tendency emerged to equate a loss to communism
anywhere in the world, to a loss everywhere. Such
thinking was central to President Dwight Eisenhow-
er’s famous “falling domino” principle.* In his 1955
letter to British Prime Minister Churchill, Eisenhower
wrote:

We have come to the point where every additional
backward step must be deemed a defeat for the West-
ern world. In fact, it is a triple defeat. First, we lose a
potential ally. Next, we give to an implacable enemy
another recruit. Beyond this, every such retreat creates
in the minds of neutrals the fear that we do not mean
what we say when we pledge our support to people
who want to remain free.*

Thus, the distinction between what was a vital and
what was a peripheral interest became blurred. All in-
terests seemed vital. All threats seemed to demand an
American response.

Today, asin fact the history of the Cold War proved,
all challenges to American interests are not vital. All
challenges to American interests, all opportunities to
protect or enhance those interests, do not demand a
direct American response, and those that do, need to
be carefully evaluated in terms of their immediate and
long-term implications for U.S. national security and
the cost, risks, and probabilities of success associated
with policy responses that might be contemplated.
Though this approach seems to be generally under-
stood in Washington, it remains unclear whether U.S
policymakers have in mind clear criteria for making
such judgments.
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Recent efforts to bring some clarity to this equa-
tion, as the United States carefully chose its response
to events in Libya as rebels attempt to overthrow the
long repressive government of Muammar Gadhafi,
are somewhat encouraging, though not definitive.
Then Secretary of Defense Gates and Secretary of State
Clinton made it clear that the United States does have
a number of interests associated with the conflict and
a stake in the outcome. But as Gates put it, the events
in Libya are “not a vital national interest to the United
States,” while making it clear that other interests may
warrant American action,* including the limited use
of American military forces.*?

4. When/Under What Circumstances Should the
United States Assume the Leading/Senior Partner
Role and When Should it Play Primarily a
Supporting Role?

One critique of American efforts in Vietnam was
that it quickly transformed itself into the senior part-
ner. It became America’s war to win or lose. As a re-
sult, it is argued that the United States lost the leverage
needed to force the South Vietnamese government to
make changes in its manner of governance that might
have had an effect on the outcome of the conflict. Has
such become an issue as the United States attempts
to encourage reforms in Afghanistan or elsewhere?
Some, perhaps many, initiatives such as the ongoing
effort to bring stability to Somalia may best be ad-
dressed by others (namely in this case, Uganda and
Burundi under the command of the African Union),
with the United States playing, as it has, a supporting
role in efforts to defeat the al-Qaeda supported Sha-
bab.
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Likewise, U.S. reluctance to play the leading role
in Libya was likely driven, at least in part, by concerns
that such a role might be counterproductive to long-
term American objectives in the region and elsewhere.
When contemplating the deployment or employment
of U.S. military forces abroad, the United States must
not only consider the risks and costs of such action in
terms of U.S. lives and national treasure, but also the
risks, costs, and opportunities understood in terms of
broader national interests. Such interests include, for
example, garnering the cooperation of others in efforts
to curb terrorism, limit the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, forge new cooperative relationships
in the post-Cold War environment, and build a more
peaceful, dynamically stable world order. In such an
environment, effective leadership demands the Unit-
ed States avoid, whenever possible, unilateral action.
Moreover, when the United States does act, effective
leadership does not always require being out in front.
As President Obama has put it:

American leadership is not simply a matter of going it
alone and bearing all the burdens ourselves. Real lead-
ership creates the conditions and coalitions for others
to step up as well: to work with allies and partners so
that they bear their share of the burden and pay their
share of the costs; and to see that the principles of jus-
tice and human dignity are upheld by all.#

Perhaps equally important and inherent in the Presi-
dent’s comments is the requirement to create among
others a sense of ownership of the objectives, the pro-
cesses, and the outcomes. Such ownership on the part
of others reinforces notions of shared responsibility,
often bears fruit in terms of cooperation on other is-
sues, and can contribute to reducing perceptions of
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American hegemony and beliefs that the United States
is driven by a desire to create a world order solely in
its interests and image.

5. Does the United States Have in Place
Individuals Who Can Manage the Processes of a
Whole-of-Government, Integrated Approach?

Does the United States have professionals who
understand the bureaucratic processes across depart-
mental lines, can work in the interagency environment,
and together forge consensus for effective action? If
so, are there enough of them to manage integrated
WoG solutions to the many complex challenges that
lie ahead? If not, it might be wise to examine carefully
the 2010 study by the Project on National Security Re-
form (PNSR), The Power of People. In that study, the
PNSR contends:

. . . the strategic environment of the 21st century and
the President’s National Security Strateqy demand that
the United States establish an Integrated National Se-
curity Professional system [INSP system]. Complex
problems require National Security Professionals
[NSPs] who are trained and experienced to collaborate
across interagency and intergovernmental boundaries
in both day-to-day work and crisis response. Many of
these individuals have been designated under the cur-
rent program, which lacks centralized management,
strong leadership, a formalized human capital pro-
gram, and a common funding source. Without these
system attributes, the United States will not be able to
develop and sustain the well qualified workforce of
NSPs it requires.*

This is not to say that some progress on this issue
has not already been made. Building on the lessons

of Hurricane Katrina, President George W. Bush’s
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2007 Executive Order 13434 mandated that depart-
ments and agencies establish programs for the “De-
velopment of Security Professionals.” The executive
order called for those programs to provide the U.S.
Government with security professionals who by their
training, education, and professional experience will
emerge with enhanced mission knowledge, skills, and
experience and consequently be better able to manage
and direct integrated interagency responses and thus
“enhance the national security of the United States, in-
cluding preventing [italics added], protecting against,
responding to, and recovering from natural and man-
made disasters, such as acts of terrorism.” %

In response, departments and agencies of the U.S.
Government have established programs and created
courses open not only to members of their organiza-
tions but also to those of other organizations involved
in national security. Critical shared capabilities have
been identified. Some rotational assignments have
been established and memoranda of understanding
have been signed, permitting reimbursement of indi-
viduals assigned to other agencies. Moreover, depart-
ment and agency programs often include educational
components that are to help individuals develop an
understanding of the cultural, religious, political, and
social norms of other peoples and a modicum of for-
eign language capability if the mission so requires,
as well as the ability to think creatively and strategi-
cally.*

However, the PNSR study notes, among other
things, “results have been agency-centric and there-
fore disparate and non-uniform. Programs also suffer
from a lack of centralized leadership, ill-defined roles
and responsibilities, lack of a common lexicon, poor
communication among programs, no direct funding
source, and a lack of clearly defined metrics for evalu-

43



ation.”* To address such deficiencies, the PNSR study
calls for an Integrated Security Professional System
and sets a pathway to achieve such a system.

Of course, the success of any program designed to
produce security professionals will turn not just on
developing people who understand the interagency
system and can manage human and material resourc-
es. Successful management and direction will largely
depend on their ability to understand the context in
which decisions must be made. This will demand in-
dividuals who, in their areas of responsibility, have
at least a modicum of understanding of the history,
culture, traditions, politics, and the past and current
conditions that might lead to a crisis, and who can put
the dots together in such a fashion as to successfully
manage efforts to prevent a crisis from emerging or
wisely manage efforts to assist in stabilizing a situa-
tion once a crisis has occurred.

6. Does the United States Have the Ability to Assess
Accurately What is Likely to be Necessary in Order
to Restore Stability in Pre- or Post- Crisis or Conflict
Situations?

In 2008 under the auspices of the Reconstruction
and Stabilization Coordinating Committee,* an in-
teragency working group was formed. The Working
Group was co-chaired by the Department of State Of-
fice of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabili-
zation (S5/CRS) and the U.S. Agency for International
Development (USAID) Office of Conflict Management
and Mitigation, and included representatives of the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, Joint Forces Com-
mand, and the Army’s Peacekeeping and Stability Op-
erations Institute. The Working Group ran a successful
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trial of an Interagency Conflict Assessment Frame-
work (ICAF) in a workshop on Tajikistan. The ICAF
provides tools for agencies of the U.S. Government to
develop a shared understanding of the dynamics of a
particular crisis and prepare for interagency planning
for conflict prevention, mitigation, and stabilization.
It assists interagency teams in understanding why
unstable conditions exist and how best to engage in
order to transform the situation. Thus, an ICAF analy-
sis is designed to “be part of the first step in any inter-
agency planning process to inform the establishment
of USG [U.S. Government] goals, design or reshaping
of activities, implementation or revision of programs,
or re/allocation of resources.”*

As with so many other assessment tools, the value
of this tool will depend strongly on the personnel cho-
sen to employ it. Indeed, such a tool is likely to require
personnel with foresight, who possess a significant
level of understanding of the historical, cultural, po-
litical, economic, and other factors that are likely to af-
fect a given situation and often will need to be drawn
together quickly. Thus only time will tell whether
such a tool will be effective.

7. Does the United States Have the Organization
and Personnel to Help Stabilize Pre-and Post-Crises
or Conflict Situations?

While the jury is still out, some substantial prog-
ress has been made. In 2004, the S/ CRS —recently des-
ignated the Bureau of Conflict and Stabilization Op-
erations — was created by congressional authorization.
Its “mandate was to organize the civilian side of the
U.S. government to run large stabilization operations
such as Iraq and Afghanistan effectively and to create
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a pool of civilian experts with the right skills to deploy
in such operations.”* In December 2005, President G.
W. Bush issued National Security Presidential Direc-
tive (NSPD)-44, directing the Secretary of State to take
the lead in coordinating and integrating all U.S. stabi-
lization and reconstruction efforts. The idea was that
this office would not take on the functions performed
by others in State or other agencies of government, but
rather would plan, organize, and coordinate the ac-
tivities of the different agencies under the policy guid-
ance of the NSC and the Secretary of State. By early
2007, eight departments and agencies— Agriculture,
Commerce, Health and Human Services, Homeland
Security, Justice, State, Treasury, and USAID —agreed
to build a Civilian Response Corps (CRC) drawn from
employees of the eight agencies and to establish pro-
cedures, collectively called the Interagency Manage-
ment System, for running future stability operations.
The Department of Transportation joined in February
2011.

The concept called for 250 Active and 2,000
Standby members drawn from the eight designated
agencies and a 2,000 member CRC composed of indi-
viduals from outside of the Federal government who
would enlist for 4 years. The full-time job of Active
members would be to deploy in foreign crises. Stand-
by members would have full-time positions in one of
the eight agencies, but be available for deployment in
large crises, while CRC members would be available
for deployments of up to 1 year. Congress began fund-
ing the Active and Standby components of the CRC
in 2008. By the end of 2010, there were 131 Active and
over 1,000 Standby members including agronomists,
development specialists, diplomats, economists, engi-
neers, law enforcement and corrections officers, law-
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yers, public administrators, health officials, and others
with a range of skills needed in foreign crises to assist
in restoring stability, promoting economic recovery
and sustainable growth, and advancing the rule of law
as quickly as possible in fragile or failing states.

Even as the CRC was in the process of being es-
tablished, its members along with the S/CRS created
a civilian-military planning group and produced an
Afghanistan strategy approved by the American am-
bassador and the NSC. In 2010, the Corps participated
in 292 deployments to 28 overseas posts. Major de-
ployments included Afghanistan, Haiti, the Kyrgyz
Republic, and Sudan.”

Nevertheless, budgets for reconstruction and sta-
bilization among the collaborating agencies remain
uneven. Lack of agreement on what constitutes recon-
struction and stabilization hinders interagency col-
laboration. Guidance on roles and responsibilities is
unclear and inconsistent.’> Moreover, the CRC, which
was to be composed of experts outside of government,
was authorized but as of this writing has yet to be
funded by Congress. State is now proposing that the
Reserve be replaced by a more cost-effective “Expert
Corps” consisting of an actively managed roster of
technical experts, willing but not obligated to deploy
to critical conflict zones.”® However, there is no cer-
tainty that Congress will be any more willing to fund
such an expert group than it was the CRC.

On the brighter side, development resources man-
aged by State and USAID under the purview of the
Secretary of State have grown from about $10 billion
in Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 to $26 billion in FY 2010.>*
However, funding for State and USAID programs suf-
fered a setback in FY 2011.”° The DoD also has taken
steps to create a body of personnel able to assist in,
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among other things, stability operations through the
creation of a Civilian Expeditionary Workforce (CEW),
the Afghanistan/Pakistan (AFPAK) Hands program,
and the Ministry of Defense Advisors (MoDA) pro-
gram. The programs work hand-in-hand. Created in
January 2009, the CEW draws on DoD civilians from
a variety of career fields, including civil engineering,
contracting, financial administration, and transporta-
tion, as well as foreign affairs and language special-
ists and lawyers. Workforce members are trained and
equipped to deploy overseas in support of worldwide
DoD missions, including “combat, contingencies,
emergency operations; humanitarian and civic assis-
tance activities; disaster relief; restoration of order;
drug interdiction; and stability operations . . .”*

The AFPAK Hands program was initiated in 2009
by then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral
Mike Mullen. AFPAK Hands is a language (Pashto and
Dari for Afghanistan, Urdu for Pakistan) and cultural
immersion initiative for DoD military and civilian per-
sonnel aimed at creating a cadre of personnel who can
assist the United States in building better long-term
relationships with the Afghan and Pakistani people,
governments, and militaries.”” The program requires
a 45-month commitment for those who join and two
deployments to Afghanistan or Pakistan of 12 and 10
months, respectively. As of March 2011, 179 AFPAK
Hands have been deployed and 160 were in training.”®

The Ministry of Defense Advisors program was
developed as a result of experiences in Afghanistan
and Iraq that highlighted the need to supplement ef-
forts to improve the tactical proficiency of security
forces in those countries with improvements in the
functioning of government ministries. Senior DoD ci-
vilians deploy as advisors for up to 2 years under the
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auspices of the CEW to share their expertise with their
foreign country counterparts and forge long-term re-
lationships while strengthening government security
ministries. To date advisors have been deployed to
support Afghan ministries of defense and interior.”

8. Which Agency Should be the Lead Agency?

Many of the issues involved in addressing the
problems of fragile, fractured, or failing states and the
all too often accompanying instability are political in
nature —effective governance, official corruption, ad-
vancing democracy, developing and protecting civil
society, professionalizing police forces, improving
economic conditions, resolving humanitarian issues,
providing food and shelter, disaster relief, etc. How-
ever, few, if any, of these issues fall under the sole
purview of a single department of government. For
example, while State has responsibility for the over-
all management of foreign policy, The Department of
the Treasury is involved in such efforts as economic
sanctions and embargoes and provides foreign techni-
cal assistance. The Department of Agriculture, among
other things, provides international food assistance.
The Department of Commerce advises on export con-
trols. The Department of Justice is involved in drug
enforcement. Actions by the Department of Home-
land Security can have an impact on a wide range of
issues affecting foreign governments. Furthermore, as
the President and other administration officials have
noted, frequently there is overlap and wasteful dupli-
cation of effort that could be addressed by a greater
integration of effort. Of course in all of this, the DoD
is the 800-pound gorilla with a lion’s share of the re-
sources and control over a large segment of America’s
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intelligence capabilities. Moreover, military personnel
by education, training, and experience are likely to be
better organizers and managers of complex processes
and somewhat better at developing strategies built
upon an integration of the instruments of national
power.®’ A process needs to be developed that will al-
low for a rapid determination of the lead agency and
flexibility in the movement of sufficient resources to
support lead agency efforts to coordinate and fund
WoG efforts, particularly where time is of the essence.

Often State, acting in conjunction with USAID,
serves as the lead agency in reconstruction and sta-
bilization efforts. However, lack of personnel and
funding hamper State/USAID’s ability to respond to
rapidly developing situations that demand a large de-
ployment of resources. Some steps have already been
taken to ameliorate the problem. In 2006 Congress au-
thorized the Secretary of Defense to spend up to $100
million to:

. . . provide services to, and transfer defense articles
and funds to, the Secretary of State for purposes of
facilitating the provision by the Secretary of State of
reconstruction, security, or stabilization assistance to
a foreign country.*!

The flexibility provided in this bill, which included
the authority to provide services and transfer articles
and funds to the Secretary of State, was lost when the
provisions of the bill expired in 2010. However, in 2009
Congress, in the FY 2010 Department of State Foreign
Operations, and Related Programs Act, appropriated
$50 million to a Complex Crisis Fund (CCF).?? The CCF
provides USAID, in consultation with the Secretary of
State, with funds “to support programs and activities
to prevent or respond to emerging or unforeseen cri-
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ses overseas.”® The funds, which could not be used
to mitigate disasters, were to remain available until
expended.

Though the appropriations fell far short of the
Obama administration’s requests for a range of recon-
struction and stabilization programs,* the bill freed
State from sole reliance on funds transferred from
the DoD to support stabilization and reconstruction
projects. Since the monies appropriated are unpro-
grammed, they provide State the needed flexibility to
respond quickly to emerging or unforeseen events.

In its February 2010 defense budget request for FY
2011, the Obama administration sought $100 million
for a CCF. However, Congress only funded $40 mil-
lion. The President’s FY 2012 budget request includes
$125 million to advance cooperative efforts to address
national security challenges. Monies requested include
funding for a new Global Security Contingency Fund
($50 million) that integrates DoD and State resources
to address security crises® and the existing CCF ($75
million).* The budget request also includes authority
to reprogram an additional $450 million from the de-
fense budget, if needed.

Though clearly greater efficiencies in expenditures
can be achieved, given the nature of the security and
stabilization problems that must be addressed, at cur-
rent levels, appropriated monies are unlikely to be
sufficient. Some combination of “pooled funds” for
use by agencies involved in reconstruction, security,
and stabilization and separate funding for State ef-
forts clearly has merit. Thus, Congress should take
seriously the President’s request, including authority
to reprogram funds to meet emerging security, recon-
struction, and stabilization requirements. However,
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in addition to an increase in overall funding for such
programes, if a reduction in the militarization of stabili-
zation and reconstruction is a desired end, the balance
between pooled and separate funding may warrant a
relook.

9. What Role for America’s Armed Forces?

Since traditional treats may continue to emerge,
how should the armed forces be structured and trained
to meet traditional threats as well as the challenges of
the changed security environment of the 21stcentury?
Secretary Gates politely noted: “Our military was de-
signed to defeat other armies, navies, and air forces,
not to advise and equip them.”®” Yet increasingly U.S.
military forces are asked to undertake such tasks as
peacekeeping and stability operations, which often
entail use of the instruments of soft power —commu-
nity relations, humanitarian efforts, negotiations and
bargaining, getting mothers and babies to hospitals,
etc. Indeed, stability operations have become a core
DoD mission.

Yet the question remains: Is there adequate time
to train soldiers to be effective fighters, trainers, and
general peacemakers? Is there adequate time to train
officers, generals, and admirals to be effective combat
leaders and political strategists? Clearly, the actions
of soldiers in unstable or conflict situations can have
an enormous political impact. Yet time devoted to
educating soldiers on the historical and contempo-
rary traditions, cultural sensitivities and the like of the
countries to which they are to be deployed or perhaps
are already deployed likely comes at the cost of train-
ing that could directly affect the success of their mili-
tary mission. Furthermore, such efforts may well be
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resisted or resented by some who have preconceived
notions about the role of the military and its relation-
ship to the application of “soft power.”

On the other hand, if the future of American se-
curity depends as much upon stability operations in
fractured states as upon battlefield successes, then al-
tering traditional career paths in order to create a new
generation of officers and soldiers trained in stability
operations is absolutely essential to success in meet-
ing 21st century threats.

10. Are Current Intelligence Efforts Adequate?

Given the complex nature of the 21st century se-
curity environment, has the United States adequately
assessed its intelligence needs? Are mechanisms for
defining and communicating priorities from Cabinet
departments and the NSC and translating those prior-
ities into collection programs and analysis adequate?
Are intelligence resources adequate to meet informa-
tional requirements for long-term planning as well as
crises—e.g., people, languages, and technologies for
collection, interintelligence agency coordination, and
analysis? Do Cabinet departments and other agencies
have quick access to information needed to make ef-
fective policy choices?

11. How Should the Efforts of Those Willing to
Assist be Integrated?

How should America’s efforts be calibrated with
those of other governments, international government
organizations (IGOs) and nongovernmental organiza-
tions (NGOs)? The effectiveness of integration will
greatly depend on an understanding of the goals of
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such organizations, their organizational structure, the
personalities and temperament of their leaderships,
and how they actually operate. This may be a complex
task. For example, in Afghanistan today there are ap-
proximately 16 IGOs, six NGO coordinating bodies,
about 15 national local NGOs, and a vast number of
foreign NGOs. There are additional NGOs that focus
on women and on children. In Haiti, estimates of the
number of NGOs are as high as 10,000. Furthermore,
many NGOs eschew dealing with, let alone working
in coordination with, the U.S. Government, or for that
matter the agencies of any government.

There are no easy solutions to this problem. Nev-
ertheless, well-integrated and coordinated efforts are
likely to result in more effective solutions at less cost.
The United States is not devoid of experience in such
matters. Perhaps knowledge of past successes and
failures should be put to work to improve future coor-
dination and integration.

12. How Should the Entire Process be Funded?

Current practices allow departments and agencies
to decide how best to arrange their budgets in order
to address national security issues as they see them.
According to Gene L. Dodaro, Director of the Govern-
ment Accountability Office and acting Comptroller
General, this arrangement has created “a patchwork of
activities that waste scarce funds and limit the overall
effectiveness of federal efforts.” According to Dodaro,
“Different organizational structures, planning pro-
cesses and funding sources to plan for and conduct
their national security activities . . . can hinder inter-
agency collaboration,” resulting in “budget requests
and congressional appropriations that tend to reflect
individual agency concerns.”®
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GAO director Dodaro was not the first to recom-
mend changes to the national security budgeting pro-
cesses. Among others, in a 2008 report, the Project on
National Security Reform recommended “the creation
of an integrated national security budget,” arguing
that the current budgeting system exhibits “gross in-
efficiencies” and further noting;:

Since we do not budget by mission, no clear link exists
between strategy and resources for interagency activi-
ties. As things stand, departments and agencies have
little incentive to include funding for interagency pur-
poses; they are virtually never rewarded for doing so.
As a consequence, mission-essential capabilities that
fall outside the core mandates of our departments and
agencies are virtually never planned or trained for—a
veritable formula for being taken unawares and un-
prepared.®’

Similarly, in November 2009 the Center for Ameri-
can Progress, a think tank led by President Obama’s
transition chief, concluded:

The United States has the capability to confront these
threats to global security and stability, but in order to
do so most efficiently and effectively, we must also
address the imbalance between key elements of our
national power. A unified national security budget
that enables policymakers to more readily make the
trade-offs necessary between defense, economic de-
velopment, and diplomacy is the best vehicle to pre-
pare the U.S. government to confront the threats of the
21st century.”

Altering current budgeting processes will not be
an easy task. At present, there is no office in the execu-
tive or congressional branches of government staffed
with the expertise to undertake the task of developing
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a unified national security budget. Moreover, such an
undertaking would likely encounter resistance from
entrenched bureaucratic interests that would be loath
to relinquished cherished budgetary prerogatives.

CONCLUSIONS

There is growing consensus that while the U.S.
Government may have been structured adequately
to address the problems of the Cold War, a major
rethinking is necessary if it is to be able to address
successfully the relatively more complex problems
of the 21st century. During the Cold War, the United
States confronted an adversary that could, in a mat-
ter of minutes, inflict unimaginable destruction on its
peoples and territory. However, that adversary was
geographically defined. Its leadership was relatively
conservative, rational, methodical, and reasonably
predictable. There were, of course, other threats to
U.S. security. However, those threats paled in com-
parison to the dangers posed by the Soviet Union, and
many were assumed to be and were, in fact, aided and
abetted by the USSR.

Today the Cold War is gone, and with it are gone
the relative stability and predictability of the security
environment. Restraints that frequently held intra-
state, and often interstate, conflict in check have been
removed. Threats are more amorphous and diffuse.
Historic multi-ethnic, multi-religious, multi-tribal,
and/or multi-national tensions and latent frustrations
over corrupt, incompetent, or authoritarian govern-
ments threaten the internal stability of states, frac-
turing some. Weak, fractured, failing, or failed states
provide havens for violent and extremist groups. The
proliferation of know-how and materials used in the
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construction of weapons of mass destruction and the
globalization of communications provide new oppor-
tunities and increase exponentially the dangers posed
by such groups.

Add to that mix a Russia that has yet to find its way
to the West, the rise of China, a North Korea that has
threatened to use its newly developed nuclear weap-
ons, an Iran that may be seeking nuclear weapons,
and the unresolved but highly volatile situation in
the Middle East, and you have a much more complex
global security environment than the one that existed
during the Cold War. If the United States is to deal ef-
fectively with such an environment, it will require an
extraordinary effort by the Intelligence Community.
As James Woolsey, former Director of Central Intel-
ligence, put it, today “...it is as if we were struggling
with a large dragon for 45 years, killed it, and then
found ourselves in a jungle full of poisonous snakes —
and the snakes are much harder to keep track of than
the dragon ever was.”” It also will require a clear un-
derstanding of U.S. foreign and security policy objec-
tives and the capabilities and limitations of American
soft and hard power in advancing those objectives, as
well as a coterie of knowledgeable individuals who
can advise the President and senior policy makers if,
when, and how the United States should become in-
volved in the affairs of other states. Equally essential,
efficient and effective foreign and security policies
will demand highly integrated interagency planning
by well-trained professionals, and closely coordinated
and highly integrated interagency responses.

The security environment of the 21st century will
no longer permit Cabinet departments and govern-
ment agencies to operate as individual fiefdoms,
closely guarding their prerogatives and turf. Rather,
they will need to function as part of a WoG team ca-
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pable of delivering well-coordinated and integrated
efforts to shape the global environment and advance
American and global interests. This will not be an easy
task and will require answers to the many questions
raised above.
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CHAPTER 3

THE PUZZLE OF NATIONAL SECURITY
PLANNING FOR THE WHOLE OF
GOVERNMENT

Mary R. Habeck
INTRODUCTION

In the fall of 2005, the School of Advanced Inter-
national Studies (SAIS) of Johns Hopkins University
hosted a 1-day symposium to analyze and critique
whole of government (WoG) planning for the inva-
sion of Iraq. While Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF)
had been highly successful during Phases I through
III, the war plan suffered from several strategic flaws
during Phase IV (the post-conflict period), including
a failure to predict or prepare for an insurgency. The
symposium at SAIS brought together, for the first time
since the invasion occurred, many of the planners for
Phase IV to talk about their experiences and to dis-
cuss what might have gone wrong in the process that
was supposed to prepare the U.S. Government for any
contingency.

The conclusions reached by the participants shed
a clarifying light on the challenges that the U.S. na-
tional security apparatus faces with WoG planning
in general, as well as highlighting specific issues with
planning presented by the new security environment
after September 11, 2001 (9/11). In the run-up to the
Irag War, no government-wide standard procedure,
organization, or leadership existed to guide planning
across agency lines. There was no common definition
for planning and little understanding of how plan-
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ning processes differed within the various agencies,
making it difficult to coordinate and integrate diverse
plans into a general strategy that every agency would
follow. The result was that Phases I, II and 11I, which
were dominated by planners and operators from one
agency (the Department of Defense [DoD]), flowed
relatively smoothly, while Phase IV, which depended
on close coordination between multiple agencies, ex-
perienced near-catastrophic failure.!

The George W. Bush administration took steps to
rectify the situation after OIF, establishing offices to
improve coordination between the DoD and the State
Department (State), creating incentives for interagency
staff assignments, and setting up processes for some
joint operational planning. These efforts were, natu-
rally enough, focused on post-conflict stability and re-
construction operations, and targeted the DoD, State,
and the U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID), the main partners involved in OIF Phase IV.
Other sorts of national security operations that might
require interagency planning and other agencies be-
yond these three were relatively neglected, and a full
reworking of WoG planning for national security is-
sues has failed to materialize in the intervening years.

Any attempt to carry out government-wide re-
forms, even those confined just to national security
matters, will run into difficulties, but there are partic-
ular issues associated with planning that have made
this effort exceptionally challenging. This chapter will
look at a series of general problems that became appar-
ent during OIF, but have not yet been fully dealt with:
the definition of planning, organizational and struc-
tural frictions, and coordination failures. The chapter
then looks at how planning is further complicated —
and yet made more urgent—by the current national
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security environment. The events of 9/11 and after-
ward demonstrate that the United States has serious
gaps in its planning system that must be filled if the
country is to confront and overcome the difficult chal-
lenges of the 21st century. A concluding section pro-
vides some proposals for alleviating these problems,
while acknowledging that a real solution will only be
implemented when a broad consensus emerges with-
in the government that reform is necessary, or change
is enforced from above through a presidential order
and/or through action by Congress. Only then will
the U.S. Government have one of the tools required
to carry out its most basic function: providing for the
common defense.

UNDERSTANDING THE PROBLEM: NATIONAL
SECURITY PLANNING ACROSS THE
INTERAGENCY

There are fundamental structural issues that im-
pede an integrated planning process throughout the
U.S. national security community, most importantly
the vastly different ways that planning is understood
and carried out across the interagency. Planning
touches every facet of U.S. Government national se-
curity operations, beginning with the expression of
policy by the President. This is given written form by
the National Security Council (NSC) staff in the Na-
tional Security Strategy (NSS), a document produced
every 2 years that sets the objectives and priorities of
the administration.? Each department then uses the
NSS to create a document that describes, at times in
detail, the agency’s mission and objectives, how these
will be achieved, and how the agency’s objectives
will, in turn, move national policy forward, thus aid-
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ing the government in achieving its objectives. Top-
level documents are supplemented by more detailed
implementation statements and, in some agencies, by
contingency or longer-term planning papers.

Any attempt to implement and coordinate WoG
planning would need to take into consideration issues
such as differences in how this process is carried out
within the national security community and the dif-
fering missions of the agencies, but it is the divergent
views of what constitutes planning that are especially
troublesome. Put most succinctly, the various agen-
cies that make up the government often believe that
they are having a communication about the same
topic when, in fact, they are talking about quite dif-
ferent things. The word “planning,” for instance, can
mean everything from long-range or contingency to
strategic or policy to operational planning, depending
on the circumstances and the particular agency. The
first category includes everything that is beyond the
immediate, and may be very general in nature (i.e., a
discussion of potential futures) or quite specific (such
as a finely-grained strategy for how to build the force
that the DoD believes will be necessary for the next 10
years). The second category is what agencies gener-
ally mean by the term “planning,” but here again the
opportunities for disagreement are vast. Strategic or
policy planning means planning at its highest level,
but it can range from a matching of overall means to
ends with a detailing of pathways to achieve these
ends, to a much more general document that gives the
objectives and priorities for a department or even the
entire government without detailing means, or ways.
The final category was, before 9/11, the province of
the military, which has personnel specifically trained
for operational planning and which is one of the few
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government institutions that is regularly asked to
engage in operations. Given these diverse ways that
planning might be defined, if simply asked to begin
“planning,” it is unclear that any two agencies would
have the same concept in mind.

A broad comparison of planning at State and the
DoD shows how different the understanding of plan-
ning is within just two agencies. At the DoD, planning
is an integral part of the functioning of the department,
highly coordinated and sequenced, and describing in
detail a matching of resources and ends over time.
The planning cycle begins with the production of the
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), the military’s basic
statement of strategy. The issuing of the QDR leads
to the writing of a series of more detailed documents,
some biennially and others annually produced, which
take the guidance from the QDR and other high-level
strategic statements and determine in great detail how
particular offices, agencies, and the branches will do
their part to fulfill the strategic objectives of the de-
partment. Planning for military operations (i.e., the
creation of an operations plan [OPLAN]) is naturally
well-developed within the DoD and is understood in
a very precise and highly defined way, consisting of
specific steps and agreed-upon categories, and leads
directly to the issuing of orders to carry out the plan.
Because of its importance to the core mission of the
military, the methodologies used for operational plan-
ning tend to dominate the military’s other forms of
planning.

Before OIF, State also engaged in planning, but of
a very different and more general sort than the DoD.?
The office of the Secretary would produce for the de-
partment as a whole, a strategy statement which laid
out the vision and specific objectives for the institution.
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Each bureau and office produced its own paper that
explained, in general terms, how it would implement
the vision laid out by the Secretary. The department-
wide office dedicated solely to long-term planning
was (and is) the Policy Planning Staff, but its mission
has always been to act as “a source of independent
policy analysis and advice for the Secretary of State,”
rather than to provide detailed and comprehensive
planning (in the military sense) for the Department
as a whole.* Given the nature of State’s missions, op-
erational planning was not seen as necessary and, be-
yond a limited plan for evacuating embassies abroad,
not widely practiced or even fully understood.

These differences in understanding of planning,
and operational planning in particular, combined
with problems in coordination, explain the problem-
atic hand-off between the military and State officials
at the start of OIF Phase IV.° The sort of detailed op-
erational planning in which the military routinely en-
gages was nearly unknown at State, and there were
no professionals on its staff who could be dedicated to
the task. The Office of Reconstruction and Humanitar-
ian Assistance (ORHA), the civilian agency that was to
take over planning and implementing Phase IV, thus
became dominated by military planners rather than
State officials as originally envisioned. When asked
to provide inputs for the overall plan, State analysts
used their extensive experience to produce documents
that expressed serious concerns about the potential for
sectarian violence and the possibility of an insurgen-
cy, but they did not generate a comprehensive plan
that discussed ways and means to deal with these
challenges. There was, as well, an inability within
the highly-centralized military planning process to
integrate this sort of nonspecific input, and thus no
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“branch” (i.e., contingency) plan to deal with an insur-
gency or sectarian violence was created by the DoD
or the ORHA military planners. Some DoD planners
even claimed that ORHA was positively discouraged
from working with other agencies during the pre-war
planning period.® The result was that every agency in-
volved in OIF created its own plans for post-war Iraq,
did not coordinate its plans with other agencies, and
believed that the other agencies understood planning
and the planning process in precisely the same way as
their own.

In response to the near failure in Iraq, then Secre-
tary of State Condoleezza Rice implemented a number
of reforms at State and USAID: the addition of an of-
fice to oversee U.S. Government stabilization and re-
construction efforts (including planning for these mis-
sions), a new office in USAID for military affairs, and
the creation of a “team” that “engages the Department
of Defense . . . on global political-military policy issues
and coordinates strategic planning between the De-
partments of State and Defense.”” She created as well
the so-called “F Process,” which plans and coordinates
State and USAID foreign assistance. Current Secretary
of State Hillary Clinton built on these changes with
the mandating of a Quadrennial Diplomacy and Devel-
opment Review (QDDR), which provides longer-range
planning and policy guidance, and synchronized
State planning with that of the DoD. These substantial
reforms brought, for the first time, resources together
with planning at State and began to involve State in
operational planning with the DoD as well.

The DoD carried out its own internal reforms after
OIF, was a full participant in the process that led to
the changes within State and USAID, and also pro-
posed a strategy to reform planning throughout the
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interagency. The 2006 QDR called for “strengthening
interagency operations,” and discussed joint planning
as a special focus for the military over the next 4 years.
The QDR recommended in particular greater coopera-
tion between the DoD and other agencies to leverage
the military’s comparative advantage in planning and
the issuance of a new document called the National
Security Planning Guidance to bridge the gap between
the leadership’s strategic or policy vision and imple-
mentation.®

Despite the deep reforms carried out by State, US-
AID, and the DoD, planning within other parts of the
national security community was largely untouched.
Before 9/11, planning across the interagency tended
to follow the State rather than the DoD model, and this
remained true after the near failures of OIF. The two
exceptions to this general rule were, not coinciden-
tally, new institutions created after 9/11: the National
Counterterrorism Center (NCTC) and the Department
of Homeland Security (DHS). NCTC adopted a WoG
approach to operational planning, although narrowly
directed at counterterror (CT) efforts and the new Qua-
drennial Homeland Security Review (QHSR), attempted
to do for the DHS what the QDR does for the DoD
(but without a full interagency process). Other depart-
ments such as Treasury, Justice, and the many agen-
cies within the intelligence community, all of which
have vital roles to play in the new security environ-
ment, have their own separate processes for planning,
and see them as adequate for the missions that they
are asked to perform. Even within State and USAID,
the changes did not deal with operational planning
beyond post-conflict phases of warfare. Thus despite
the near catastrophe of OIF Phase IV, an approach to
planning that will encompass the entire national secu-
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rity effort of the U.S. has not been realized as of this
writing.

There are a series of meta-reasons for this failure:
frictions between the agencies, no lead agency for re-
form, no mandated planning process or sponsor to
impose one, and no comparable offices or officials
dedicated to planning within each agency that could
coordinate with each other. The frictions come from
many sources, some of which are related to the need
for a lead agency. As the 2006 QDR makes clear, the
DoD sees itself as the obvious institution to shape a
new planning process. The military’s clear-cut rules
for creating planning documents, its cadre of pro-
fessionals who have been specifically trained for the
task, as well as its experience in bridging the planning
and implementation gap, seem to make it the obvious
choice to take the lead on this problem. Yet the very
confidence of the military creates anxieties and resent-
ments among the other agencies, which have added to
the delays over the realization of proposals for plan-
ning reforms. Other agencies are also not convinced
that they need reform since, unlike State they have not
yet suffered a failure comparable to the OIF Phase IV
experience.’

Lack of a powerful sponsor for planning reform
helps to explain why the changes that have occurred
have been piecemeal and partial rather than systemic.
It is here that the comparison to the Goldwater-Nich-
ols Act is most helpful.'’ A series of near catastrophes
in the 1970s and 1980s convinced both military and
political leaders that greater jointness between the
branches of the military was an absolute necessity.
Yet despite this agreement, it took an act of Congress
for reforms to move forward, and for the powerful
Navy and Army, in particular, to cede some of their
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prerogatives for the greater good. In much the same
way, agencies agree that greater coordination and
cooperation is needed and that, in particular, a better
process for WoG planning is vital. Despite this agree-
ment , and the funding by Congress of a team to study
and recommend such reforms (the Project for a Na-
tional Security Reform [PNSR]), the entire process has
stalled without the direct attention and support of the
President or influential members of Congress.

A final challenge is posed by two related struc-
tural issues: a dearth of civilians trained in planning
and a corresponding dearth of planning offices on an
equal footing that could coordinate with each other.
The creation within all the relevant agencies of a cadre
of civilians who understand and are trained in stra-
tegic or operational planning is a necessary precon-
dition for any reforms that will encompass the entire
national security effort of the U.S. Government. While
military planners might form the core of such a cadre,
it is necessary to have civilians who understand the
operations of their particular agency well and can pro-
vide the necessary nexus between the agency and the
interagency planning process. In much the same way,
the many existing planning offices lack the uniformity
in how and what they plan that will allow close coor-
dination between them. Offices can be created by fiat,
but it will take time to train the cadres necessary to
man these offices, a fact which again argues for reform
to begin now.
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THE CURRENT NATIONAL SECURITY
ENVIRONMENT AND WHOLE OF
GOVERNMENT PLANNING

If the complexities surrounding a WoG approach
to planning create structural and organizational/cul-
tural challenges that must be surmounted, the new
security environment after 9/11 highlights why re-
form is so urgently required. Even before the events
of 9/11, the need for better coordination and coopera-
tion within the interagency was well-understood and
commented upon by scholars and practitioners. The
terrorist attacks then and afterward, the growth of
al-Qaeda and its affiliates, the rise of nonstate threats
around the globe, and the inadequate capacity of tra-
ditional international mechanisms to deal with these
problems argue more than ever for a transformation
of how the United States is organized for national se-
curity, and the planning processes for national secu-
rity in particular.

The most important shift in the security environ-
ment is the worldwide and irregular nature of the
challenges confronting the United States. The evo-
lution of al-Qaeda is but one illustration of how the
threat from irregular forces is expanding. The group
that attacked New York and Washington has aspira-
tions both to carry out terrorist atrocities around the
world and to provoke a global insurgency; and, since
9/11, it has begun to develop the capabilities to do so.
In addition to branches in Iraq, Pakistan/ Afghanistan,
Yemen, North Africa, and Somalia, al-Qaeda has allies
that align themselves with the group’s objectives and
ideology in Indonesia, India, Central Asia, Chechnya,
and elsewhere. Al-Qaeda also has numerous individ-
ual supporters in many Western countries and within
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the United States itself. Planning for a regular war that
turned irregular in a single country, Iraq stretched the
capacities of the U.S. Government. Coordinating a
global CT campaign since 9/11 has been difficult, but
generally doable. But if the United States must carry
out a global counterinsurgency, much more will need
to be done to reshape the national security community
to confront and overcome the challenge.

A significant implication of the ascendance of ir-
regular threats around the globe is that the United
States must coordinate the usual elements of Ameri-
can power (the military, State/USAID, and the intel-
ligence community) with other agencies that have not
traditionally been involved in national security on the
international stage. To combat insurgencies in places
like Iraq and Afghanistan, agencies like the Depart-
ment of Justice, the Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion (DEA), and even the Department of Agriculture
have been asked to take on new roles and responsi-
bilities and to coordinate their actions with State and
the DoD. Fighting the drug lord/criminal nexus that
is spreading across the border from Mexico might re-
quire the DHS or the Department of Alcohol, Tobacco,
and Firearms (ATF) to become involved in operation-
al missions that would benefit from military experi-
ence with planning. Building capacity in threatened
states so that they will be able to protect themselves
has meant including local police and their expertise
for training. Police and Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion (FBI) agents are also the front line for combating
radicalization within the United States itself, mak-
ing it even more important for them to have access
to information and planning that would otherwise
be irrelevant for their daily work. In this new envi-
ronment, a deep understanding of the human terrain
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(religious beliefs, general culture, languages, tribal
relationships, and much more) becomes as important
as knowing the physical terrain, which might require
adding private sector resources, including U.S. aca-
demic and scholarly capacity, to the mix.

Coordinating U.S. agencies to fight a global war is
daunting enough, but the nature of the new threats
also requires much more coordination of both plan-
ning and action with other nations. The vast range of
the challenges, and the capacities of potential partners
to meet them, means that each agency would need
careful time and attention to see how cooperation and
coordination could be achieved. At one end of the
spectrum is the planning necessary to work closely
with allies such as Britain or Germany in an irregular
war in Afghanistan. Working with capable partners
like Mexico to deal with the drug cartels, or with In-
donesia and the Philippines to prevent al-Qaeda af-
filiated groups from growing or spreading is less in-
tense than a war, but made more difficult by the lesser
capacity of the governments involved. Even more
demanding is working with fragile countries such as
Pakistan or Egypt to ensure that indigenous threats
do not overwhelm the country or spread throughout
their respective regions. Finally, there are the grave
difficulties of working with failing states like Somalia
or extremely weak states like Yemen and Chad, that
have difficulty defending themselves, let alone stop-
ping a group like al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula.
A serious discussion of internal U.S. planning reforms
must take into consideration that any new offices, in-
stitutions, or processes created must work not only
across the interagency, but with international partners
and allies as well.
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Finally, the events of 9/11 and afterward show
that the U.S. Government is in dire need of planning
that goes beyond the immediate. Almost all the strate-
gic planning processes described above are predicat-
ed on cycles that run yearly, biennially, or, for a very
few, every 4 years. Over the past 10 years, much has
been written about the need for longer-term or con-
tingency planning processes within the U.S. Govern-
ment, since the planning that exists, even when called
“long-term,” often becomes focused on vital day-to-
day matters and is ruled by the tyranny of the urgent.
Perhaps more importantly, there are very few offices
or people assigned to work on over-the-horizon plan-
ning, making it a challenge to find the right locus and
trained personnel who would take on these tasks,
since most planners have to be concerned with routine
tasks or dealing with crises. As others have pointed
out, a failure to plan beyond today has left the United
States unprepared for future 9/11s and at the mercy of
events, rather than being their master.'?

There are two sorts of planning that would look be-
yond these limits: long-term and contingency. Long-
term planning would provide analysis and context
for trends or events beyond the near-term that might
be threats to the United States. This sort of planning
might also suggest general ways to prepare the coun-
try to meet these challenges. There are a few offices that
provide certain types of long-term planning, includ-
ing the National Intelligence Council, which prepares
unclassified reports with a 20-year time frame, and the
DoD’s policy planning shop (now under the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense [DASD] for Strategy),
which among other tasks provides long-range fore-
casting. Their analyses are not, however, well inte-
grated into other interagency planning processes, nor

80



does every agency have a relevant office that could
coordinate with these entities. There is not, in other
words, a systemic effort to provide well-coordinated
planning for the long-term across the interagency.

Contingency planning is supposed to anticipate
gaps in U.S. strategic planning, (i.e., Donald Rums-
feld’s “unknowns unknowns”), and to prepare the
country for high-impact/low-probability events.”
When the United States does not pay attention to
contingency planning, it can find itself dealing with
crises and bolts out of the blue that leave the country
without time to spend on a well-considered response.
Once again there are several offices that are concerned
with potential future threats (especially within the
DoD), and that provide general concepts for dealing
with them; but as with long-range planning, there is
little interagency coordination and few other offices
dedicated to this question. Even the DoD tends to do
well with branch planning within an OPLAN, but less
well with contingencies that are full of unknowns and
therefore fall outside the range of detailed operational
planning.

Any reforms to WoG planning would need to con-
sider how to include, in an organic and systematic way,
realistic and feasible planning for both contingencies
and the long-term. For this particular sort of planning,
each of these terms is vital: organic, since the planning
would need to come from within each of the agencies
and reflect their knowledge bases of future potential
threats; systematic, since it would be across the inter-
agency and as uniform and coordinated as possible;
realistic, to avoid wild theorizing; and feasible, that is,
creating plans that have some reasonable chance for
application in the real world.
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A PROPOSAL FOR REFORM

The relatively disorganized state of planning with-
in the interagency, combined with the greater needs
of the new security environment, mean that there has
never been a larger gap between supply and demand
for planning within the U.S. Government. Not long af-
ter OIF, a number of experts proposed that there be a
new Goldwater-Nichols reform to reorganize the gov-
ernment’s national security system and, among other
things, implement the sort of planning that the new se-
curity challenges required." As mentioned above, the
ambitious PNSR was set up and funded by Congress
to diagnose the fundamental problems that might ex-
ist and to propose a transformation in how the United
States organizes to carry out the vital role of protect-
ing itself. After months of work, the PNSR proposed
a radical series of reforms—including wide-ranging
changes to the strategy and planning processes within
the government.®

Unfortunately, the Congress has thus far been un-
able to carry through the restructuring proposed by
the PNSR and others. Despite this failure, it is worth
discussing the minimum changes that should be put
into place to create the necessary preconditions for
planning reform. A first step, and one that would
meet the most imperative needs, is the creation of
comparable offices dedicated to carrying out planning
within each relevant agency. Existing policy planning
and strategy offices in the agencies would be the basis
for the new organizations, but they would need to be
standardized in composition, and the importance of
their mission should elevate them administratively
within each organization. Thus the heads of these of-
fices should answer directly to the principal for the
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agency and coordinate their activity through the NSC
interagency committee process.

Because strategic, long-term, and contingency
planning is needed across the interagency, the offices
would be dedicated to these tasks, rather than to op-
erational planning. The main objective for the offices
would then be to produce planning documents, con-
sistent throughout the government and coordinated
in time, sequencing, format, and process with each
other. The papers would need to be more than just
broad descriptions of department policy, but should
instead be detailed plans to guide the operation of the
agency and its coordination with other agencies, along
with general guidance to prepare the department for
extraordinary events or longer-term trends. The NSS,
already mandated by Congress, would form the start-
ing point for an agency’s planning process, but even
this seminal policy platform will need modification.
Rather than simply listing the national security objec-
tives of the Executive Branch, the NSS will need to
be supplemented by a document that establishes pri-
orities, ways, and means —including specific resourc-
ing—for achieving these objectives, and include as
well a strategic assessment of the risks of action and
inaction. It follows that the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) will need a planning office as well, and
must be included organically in the new national se-
curity planning process.

The simple writing of planning documents will
not, however, ensure that particular policies are, in
fact, carried out by either individual agencies or by
the government as a whole. Thus the other main objec-
tive for these offices must be to follow up and report
back to their principals on the implementation of their
guidance. There are offices within some agencies that
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provide follow-up on specific issues, but there is far
less assessment of progress on implementing the over-
all strategies of the agencies, and none that assesses
progress across the interagency. The reports from the
assessments would provide the basis for reworking
strategic and contingency plans, providing the neces-
sary flexibility for the planning process.

The obvious institution to coordinate planning
across the interagency is a new directorate within the
NSC staff, which would oversee, as well, implementa-
tion and work through frictions that are certain to ap-
pear. As others have suggested, this will require that
the office be headed by at least a senior director and
perhaps even a Deputy National Security Advisor, to
increase the influence of the new directorate and to
make clear that its mission is given priority.' The of-
fice would coordinate the writing of the NSS as well as
the supplementary National Security Planning Guidance
(NSPG) already recommended by the DoD and other
observers. This seminal document would provide the
detailed matching of means and ends necessary to
implement the NSS, and thus be the backbone for the
more finely grained documents produced by each of
the agencies.

The new NSC directorate should also be charged
with developing over-the-horizon strategies, includ-
ing long-range policy forecasting and a series of strate-
gic contingency plans. These documents, coordinated
with the other planning offices, would provide the ba-
sis for guidance and implementation papers, similar
to those created through the regular planning process,
but somewhat less detailed and more flexible, given
the longer time frames and conditional nature of the
scenarios discussed.

84



The final purpose of the directorate is to provide
periodic net assessments of national security policy
implementation across the government. Conducted
with the aid of the individual agency planning offices,
the assessment would include a re-examination of as-
sumptions and strategic objectives and recommenda-
tions for adjustments to the NSS, the NSPG, and other
plans developed by the agencies. To allow fresh per-
spectives on policy, the process might include outsid-
ers such as the Defense Policy Board, which already
has the necessary clearances and access to provide
well-informed advice. The military once again has
experience with these sorts of assessments, which are
generally carried out by commanders in the field ev-
ery 6 months, and this might provide a guide for the
timing of these regular assessments. The creation of
a strong feedback loop will increase the flexibility of
the planning and execution processes, and will intro-
duce necessary fine-tuning of resourcing, emphases,
and guidance from leadership. It will also, for the first
time, provide the President with a detailed overview
of how well his policy vision for U.S. national security
is being executed.

The composition of the new planning offices is vi-
tal, given the multiple tasks that they will be asked
to carry out. Strategy development (including contin-
gency planning), strategic planning, and implementa-
tion oversight each require quite different skill sets
and previous experience. The offices would thus need
to include a mix of personnel: strategic thinkers, stra-
tegic planners, and practitioners working together as
a close-knit unit. Strategic thinkers would be asked
to match means and ends, weigh the risks of action
and inaction, conceptualize long-term strategies, and
envision scenarios for contingencies. Academics in
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universities or think tanks might be the best source
for members of this group. Planners would take the
concepts of the thinkers and generate detailed plans
for implementation. They would need to be trained in
strategic and perhaps operational planning, using as a
model the U.S. experts in this field — the military —and
would therefore most likely be drawn from that insti-
tution. The practitioners should have long experience
in how the government works and would follow up
with the other offices in their own agency on progress
made in carrying out the strategies produced by the
planning office.

CONCLUSION

Many of the proposals described above seem com-
monsensical and several (with variations) have been
proposed by the PNSR and other keen observers of
the U.S. national security system. The fact that there
is an obvious need for reform, multiple proposals for
how to carry it out, and yet little has been done to re-
alize a WoG approach to planning suggest that two
elements are still missing: the necessary desire for re-
form and sponsors who would be able to mandate it.
With the exception of the DoD, State, USAID, and the
new organizations created after 9/11, there has been
little appetite for reform from the agencies that make
up the national security system of the United States.
This is unsurprising, since wide-ranging transforma-
tions of the government are rarely carried out without
a serious failure in policy that pushes the system to
seek change. Even then, there can be little movement
without the support and constant pressure of power-
ful patrons —either the President himself or members
of Congress —who would take on the project and see it
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through. Lacking a desire for reform and sponsors for
change, the United States may have to again experi-
ence systemic failure before there is enough pressure
to transform how the country carries out planning for
its own survival.
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CHAPTER 4

DEVELOPMENT IS DESTRUCTION,
AND OTHER THINGS YOU WEREN'T TOLD AT
SCHOOL

Michael Ashkenazi

INTRODUCTION: WHO, WHAT, AND WHY ARE
WE “DEVELOPING"?

In virtually all seminal writing on development,
development is viewed as a good thing.! Indeed, who
could argue against better education, health care, em-
ployment, eradication of disease, and personal secu-
rity? At the same time, some of the obvious targets for
development—the leadership, and indeed the rank
and file of underdeveloped societies —seem to be the
most virulently opposed to development. A large (but
unknown) proportion of Afghans, Sudanese, and oth-
er Africans seem to be at the forefront of the resistance
to development. They resist—passively or actively —
the package called “development” (though always
happy to receive some of its material gifts) sometimes
to the point of violence. The Muslim world in particu-
lar is seen as a hotbed of anti-development activity.?
Afghanistan, where the U.S. Government and people
are hugely involved, seems to move backward with
every step forward. Clearly, we need to try to exam-
ine where the fault lines lie between what the subjects
of development want (or do not want) to receive and
what those acting in development want to give.

It is useful at the start to distinguish between de-
velopment as a (cultural and political) idea, and de-
velopment as a human activity. The former, as all
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ideological positions, is subject to interpretation and
reinterpretation, and thus to argument and debate.
The latter is a matter for organizational analysis.
Development as an activity is a multibillion dollar
industry with two objectives: a humanitarian objec-
tive — to reduce misery from poverty and lack of mod-
ern practices, policies, and technology in those sectors
of humanity which currently have not achieved some
minimally accepted standard (such as the Millennium
Development Goals); and a security objective—to
reduce security threats by the have-nots against the
haves. As such, development can be seen as one tool
in military efforts at post-war stabilization, notably in
asymmetric conflicts, e.g., Afghanistan and Iragq.
Analytically, I argue that development as it is
conceived of in the West (the primary agent of de-
velopment) starts with the systematic, intentional, and
irreversible destruction of many features of the to-be-
developed society and economy. As Michael Rosberg
notes, this is driven by idealism—a poorly explored
“social conscience theory” —which is based more on
the moral view of the developer than on the identi-
fied needs and wants of the developing.® This kind of
idealism-driven development, and the destruction it
wreaks, can be a major cause, and is almost always a
contributing cause, to resentment on the part of the
to-be-developed when cardinal tenets of their cul-
ture are threatened. I demonstrate this argument by
reference to both examples and analytical structures.
In the last section of this chapter, I return to the issue
of the whole of government (WoG): those in develop-
ing countries and those in the developed countries, to
show how difficult the concept is to operationalize.
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DEVELOPMENT AND THE “WHOLE OF
GOVERNMENT”

While my major interest is in development, this in-
terest relates to the issue of WoG as well. Starting as re-
sult of September 11, 2001 (9/11), American and other
governments expressed an interest in, and the need
for, a WoG approach to security and to development,
in which programs will cross-cut agency and minis-
terial boundaries,* eliminating duplication, ensuring
program continuity in the face of intradepartmental
budget limitations, and bringing multiple viewpoints
to bear. While the need for such coordination and in-
teragency cooperation is palpable, I would argue that
they are manifestly impossible: The functional vertical
segmentation of governments is not arbitrary, but the
result of some fundamental social rules.’

It is also worthwhile considering that where either
development or government reform are concerned,
WoG has two perspectives: the developing donor, and
the development recipient; that is, as it may be, the
governments of the United States and Afghanistan,
or Germany and South Sudan, or Britain and Sierra
Leone. Thus utilizing a WoG approach by the donor
party needs to be matched by the recipient govern-
ment as well.

It is with the recipient government(s) that I am
concerned here. Since the major thrust of the WoG
approach is somewhere within the semantic domains
of change, development, and reform, it is on develop-
ment that I focus most of my attention. In this chapter,
I want to highlight and illustrate some of the problems
of assuming that applying a WoG approach to devel-
opment will be effective in the developing countries’
governments. Much the same argument could be
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made about the donor country’s government as well.
Put bluntly, and somewhat more forcefully, the WoG
approach is unlikely to work because there are some
fundamental issues that need to be addressed first.

The Normative Paradigm of Development and Its
Goals.

The normative paradigm of development (that is,
the minimal set of elements that virtually all who have
thought of as development would consider valid) op-
erates at two distinct clusters of ideas. First, develop-
ment is a process which has an effect on the wellbe-
ing of individuals. Second, development is a process
which has an effect on the wellbeing of the body poli-
tic. Ultimately, individual development will enhance
political development, and/or political development
will enhance individual development.

Beyond those points, development is a contested
term. For the dyed-in-the-wool capitalist, develop-
ment is about promoting and enhancing capitalism in
states that have balance of payments deficits, lack in-
dustrial capacity, or have low gross national products
(GNP). For liberals, development is about changing
the entire range of social institutions in order to create
social wellbeing at the individual or communal level.®

What is worth noting is the disconnect—some-
times by oversight—of the relationship, if any, be-
tween political development (using the term without
prejudice) and economic development: The second is
somehow supposed to follow once the first has been
attained, but the mechanism is obscure.” I argue here
that a further dimension is also missing: What to this
chapter is critical, is the issue of the impact this social
tinkering called development, has on essential social
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institutions. As I show here, this tinkering, however
well-meant, has a major effect on often disregarded
issues of any given culture. These may appear to be
minor (to the onlooker), but of great import to the sub-
ject of this activity.

Simplifying the Concept of Development.

What does development actually do? I want here
to simplify (perhaps over simplify) the development
paradigm into a series of propositions:

Underdevelopment is an economic condition
where individuals/groups are unable to enjoy
the benefits which individuals/groups in de-
veloped countries enjoy.

These benefits fall into two classes: immediate
levels of goods and services, and the ability to
sustain that level of goods and services for the
long term.

In practice, development functions in three in-
terrelated institutions: the political (including
democratization and the right of choice), secu-
rity (including adherence to the rule of national
law and legally binding law enforcement), and
the economic/material (including engaging
in economically viable occupations, definite
property ownership, and responsible fiscal
behavior).

Sustaining development, as well as attaining it,
requires a level of popular education: politi-
cal, so that people can identify their rights and
work to ensure them those rights; security, so
that people can ensure their own and others’
security; and economic, so that people will
know how to function as economic persons to
their best (and thus the collective’s) benefit.
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* Development agents work to enhance and en-
courage abilities in those three domains, as well
as to ensure that these practices/resources/
abilities are sustainable.

Clearly as the causal arrow points, this argument re-
quires some examination of context. As Myrdal notes,
development is a total package: one cannot pick and
choose, and certainly he feels that if implementation
requires major modifications in existing institutions,
then so be it.® Parenthetically, Marxist development
theory would probably make the same argument.

Essentially, classic development therefore: (a) sees
a society’s institutions as a single whole; and (b) there-
fore acknowledges, even demands that that whole
shift entirely into more developed modern institution-
al layouts. The results being obvious to the observer,
the costs are negligible (to the observer). Here, I want
to devote some time to these costs as they appear to the
subjects of development.

SOME FUNDAMENTAL REALITIES OF HUMAN
SOCIETY

The argument I provide here relies heavily on
some of the fundamentals of how human societies are
organized and, in order to ensure that we are speak-
ing the same language, this section provides a very
brief (and somewhat superficial) overview of a way to
discuss these fundamentals. I also accept the fact that
another social analyst might use different terms and
dispute my view. However, the framework presented
here remains a powerful means to examine human
interactions, and, inter-alia, provide some predictive
strength to the analysis. I rely heavily for some of this
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analysis on my predecessors, notably Barbara Myer-
hoff and Raymond Firth.? It is also useful to remember
two things about social analysis: First, any kind of so-
cial analysis tends to focus on a particular level of ab-
straction for its analytical force. Thus an analysis at the
level of very abstract social entities, e.g., ethnic groups
and nations, cannot easily be compared to analyses at
the level of interpersonal interaction. Second, often
the level of analysis is a matter of where the analyst
feels most comfortable, not necessarily an abstract
or disinterested position. In this section I shall move
from a very abstract level to a much more concrete
one, endeavoring to state clearly the level dealt with.

Some Theory First: Structure and Organization,
Determinacies and Indeterminacies.

For analytic convenience (and because we are un-
able to deal with the multiplex of meanings, and si-
multaneity of social activity) we group human activi-
ties into institutions: patterned ways that groups of
humans have evolved to deal with some fundamental
existence problems that all are faced with. This is, how-
ever, an analyst’s tool: a presentation of reality, and
sometimes not an effective one. Firth noted that we
can see human institutions as structures (apparently
static entities) or organizations (dynamic interactions)
according to analytical choice, though it is difficult for
mere humans to think of, let alone describe, the simul-
taneity of these views, somewhat like the difficulty of
thinking of light as both particles and waves.*

Anthropologists, at least, tend to talk of institu-
tions. Kinship and marriage (the regulation of repro-
duction and its consequences), politics (the contest for
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the right to regulate human activities), and economics
(the organization of production, exchange, and con-
sumption) among others are all “institutions” —ba-
sically, patterned ways of doing things. These have
some freedom of play (how one actually goes about
ensuring reproduction, for example) but are severely
constrained by different societies in many ways (e.g.,
gay marriage). Institutions therefore have embedded
within them processes that preserve the structure, and
yet simultaneously have some other processes that
create change. Virtually all institutions are dynamic:
They change over time.

To examine the fundamental processes of all hu-
man societies, I want to follow Myerhoff who has
argued for what she called the “porridge pot” theory
of society." Myerhoff’s argument relies on two basic
social processes she calls determinacy and indetermi-
nacy. Determinacies are those processes which build
up repertoires of regularity in any individual human
or group’s behaviors. In essence, these are the norms
of which any institution is made up. Determinacies
confer a social advantage: They allow individuals
to predict what other social beings are doing. This is
critical: If I extend a hand, I expect it to be shaken. If I
drive at 55 mph, it is because I can predict others will
do the same, and there will be penalties for those who
do not. However, in every society there are processes
of indeterminacy operating simultaneously with deter-
minacies: You stick out your hand, expecting a similar
response; I reach for your wallet. You drive at 55 mph;
I drive at 70 and slip by the railway crossing while
you wait impatiently. Cumulatively, indeterminacies
break down the regularities that determinacies build
up, thus bringing about change—somewhat like a
pot of porridge that forms lumps (determinacies) un-
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til broken down by a spoon (indeterminacies), while
other lumps are forming elsewhere.

These two processes happen simultaneously,
sometimes in the same social institution, with indi-
viduals and groups dynamically working to shore up
some parts of their social world, and to destroy other
parts. This implies that like a light particle that is also
a wave, all social structures are both dynamic and
static and, constructive and deconstructive at the same
time. This perspective allows the observer, at least ab-
stractedly, to tie together the most abstract level of na-
tions, cultures and communities, with the intermedi-
ate abstraction of social institutions, and the concrete
activities of individuals and their personal networks
of association.

In the final analysis, all this sociological verbiage
boils down to the acts of individuals. Individuals act,
and are acted upon simultaneously, not by institutions
nor by social structures, but by other individuals, in-
teracting with them and the material world through
many channels simultaneously. Nevertheless, and
even though many people will state and believe that
they are unique and their activities are sui generis, one
can clearly identify repetitive patterns in human be-
haviors. Here, too, one can see that in some instances
individuals support the status quo (whatever that
might be), in other words, support determinacy pro-
cesses, and at other times try to destroy it, creating
indeterminacy.
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Production and Reproduction in the Development
Paradigm.

Production (in the larger sense of ensuring the sur-
vival of individuals and their society) and reproduction
(ensuring the survival of a society over time) are the
two fundamental human activities upon which all
others are based. Production and reproduction are al-
ways regulated, with agreed-upon (within the society)
degrees of freedom, which may be great or little. For
example, development is always associated with en-
gaging and harnessing the whole of a population (not
just the government) in development, which in turn
implies much about gender equality in access to de-
velopment benefits. However, as I shall show below,
this can pose insurmountable barriers for both devel-
opment and, ultimately, the whole of a government.

Reproduction is never haphazard, always regu-
lated. As in all forms of reproduction practiced by hu-
mans, one can identify two fundamental social rules:
(a) No marriage may take place within a socially de-
fined group (otherwise known as the universal incest
rule); (b) Men decide (otherwise known as the male
domination rule)."? It is useful to note at the outset that
Fox’s rules are not ideological statements, but empiri-
cal ones, identifiable in the overwhelming majority of
societies we have information about; whether this is
a good or bad thing is a different discussion. Each of
these statements needs some amplification.

All societies have rules about who is excluded,
who is preferred, and who is included in the pool of
potential mates for marriage. Prescriptive rules—who
is forbidden —tend to be stricter of course. Neverthe-
less, proscriptive rules can also play a major role, for
instance in the Arab world, ensuring that resources are
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kept within the patrimonial group of brothers. This
makes sense notably in a world in which most people
one comes into contact with can become hostile (often
legitimately so, by social rules) for what in other soci-
eties might be considered minor transgressions.

All societies also have bias towards the dominance
of men. Even in societies such as modern Sweden
that claim gender equality, a careful analytical scheme
would disclose that this is not the case. Thus, in vir-
tually all societies we know, the preferences of men
dominate, and it is the male point of view that takes
precedence in matters of reproduction.

Pashtun Family and Marriage and the Schooling
of Women.

The relationships between men and women in Af-
ghan society are complex, and worthy of study. Here
I extract from what those more knowledgeable than I
have written into a simple set of propositions:

1. Men control women'’s fertility absolutely, and
treat it as a political (one can create alliances by trans-
ferring fertility rights) and economic (one can sell the
fertility rights) resource.

2. Women create a risk for men and their reputa-
tion when this fertility is not under control.

3. Thus women need to be controlled by men to as
great a degree as is feasible.

4. The value of a girl child lies therefore largely in
the fertility potential she represents; threats to that po-
tential can have very serious economic and political
consequences.

Now, against these, let us consider the possibility
of offering women/ girls an education —part of essen-
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tially non-negotiable development theory.” Educate a girl
child, and an Afghan wali (an Islamic term which es-
sentially means the guardian of a minor, including a
woman) is faced with a real problem: For a great deal
of her time, a girl child will not be under control. Con-
ceivably, the education the child receives will allow
her to be able to offer additional economic benefits
to her allied family and spouse, but there is no fertility
benefit whatsoever, and it is the issue of fertility that is
at stake. In other words, looking at the issue from the
Afghan perspective —all risk, no gain. Note that what
a wali offers is not his charge as a person: That plays a
minor role in the marriage institution. What he offers
is control of her fertility —an immutable quality that
cannot be improved upon, but given human biology,
can be easily threatened.

In theory, of course, one could change the institu-
tion. To give a fanciful example from other societies,
if proven fertility (having had children) was more
valued in Afghan society than total fertility control
(including virginity and chastity), female education
would be less problematic. But changing the repro-
duction institution, which is fundamental to Afghan
society, would change the entire society radically to
the point that it would be a different society.

From the Afghan cultural perspective, the intro-
duction of the discussion about human rights, the de-
fense of women, and the defense of little girls might
strike individual resonance, but culturally, the efforts
to ensure that a man does not have his full rights in
marriage is an attack on the real fundamentals of cul-
tural life. Not only that, but a quick scan through the
development literature would appear, to an unbiased
eye, let alone an Afghan one, as truly triumphalistic
since fundamental change of a cherished institution
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(male dominance) is more or less an important sub
theme.™

Unsurprisingly, as I argue here, the average Af-
ghan individual is very easily able to identify with an
anti-developmental perspective, since very early on
he is exposed to the idea that this is out to destroy
not some superficial cultural practice, but the very

bases — political, economic, reproductive and social —
of his life.

Cattle Raiding and Marriage in Southern Sudan.

Another example, from a rather different post-con-
flict development area, is that Southern Sudan is riven
by linguistic (which also means cultural) distinctions,
with some 400 local languages playing a part in the
mosaic. One of the larger people groups within South-
ern Sudan are the Nuer (about 3/4 million people)
divided into several smaller, occasionally competing,
sub-groups. Given the natural surroundings (a scrub
bush, with shallow soils that do not permit plough
agriculture; annual flooding; and high temperatures),
the Nuer economy is based largely on cattle (supple-
mented by some subsistence crops, and more recently,
urban labor). The Nuer are polygamous, with wealthy
older men having up to several tens of wives. Nuer
social structure is a dynamic in which cattle and wom-
en play a dominant mutual role as exchange objects.
Cattle are raised by men and used by them to pur-
chase wives. The wives produce sons, who, in turn,
must produce cattle to buy wives. Men to whom one
is related by male descent are critical for survival be-
cause aggression is highly valued in Nuer society, and
local quarrels and feuds are common, for which one
needs as many allies as possible, one’s brothers and
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sons being the best allies. Feuds and quarrels occur for
two reasons: the theft of cows (remember, more cows
allow for purchase of more wives, and thus for greater
authority and power) and the theft of wives (if one is
relatively poor in cattle, one can steal a woman; and
of course, nonpayment of bride-price leads to quarrels
and feuds and is viewed as a form of theft as well). It
needs to be emphasized that for the Nuer as for their
cultural relatives, the Dinka, the only cattle that can be
used for bride-price are cattle that have been raised,
or cattle that have been stolen. Bought cattle, from, for
example, the proceeds of construction labor, are ineli-
gible.”

This dynamic—cattle to wives to sons to more
cattle — characterizes Nuer society to an extraordinary
degree. The process, in fact, defines who is a “real”
Nuer, for example, in contrast to their linguistic rela-
tives the sedentary Shilluk, or to “fishing Nuer” who
live mainly on Nile fish.'® Ecologically speaking, the
system 1is relatively well-balanced, and has allowed
the Nuer historical opportunities for dominance
throughout central Southern Sudan.

Now, let us consider this through the lens of devel-
opment. In 2005, a mission from the U.S. 4F Club vis-
ited Southern Sudan, and, among their recommenda-
tions was the establishment of cattle ranches along the
lines (presumably) of the visitors’ central and western
U.S. heritage. Presumably, monogamy played a part,
as did suppression of cattle rustling. Unsurprisingly,
this initiative never saw the light of day. We cannot
lose track of the idea that raiding, polygamy, and cattle
are an essential part, in fact the defining characteristic, of
the Nuer as a people. So, the question is which elements
of Nuer society is one going to “develop”? Because,
and this needs to be kept in mind, any change in these
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three major factors will destroy Nuer society —for the
better or the worse is irrelevant. From the perspective
of the majority of Nuer, these are values worth fight-
ing for.

The Tale of Rinderpest.

As an example of the social and material destruc-
tiveness of development, in the 1970s, after much ef-
fort, a Swiss charity managed to introduce and imple-
ment an inoculation program against rinderpest (a
common and deadly cattle disease) into Southern Su-
dan. The program was largely a success by 1993, not-
withstanding the civil war.” Rinderpest is an insect
borne-disease, particularly prevalent in forested areas.
The southern, forested part of Southern Sudan (cur-
rent Central, Western, and Eastern Equatorial states)
has been settled for millennia by farmers, who burn
new fields out of the bush every few years. By 2005,
however, and continuing to today, these farmers have
been under constant pressure by development. In the
tirst instance, swidden farming has a bad reputation
among modern agricultural specialists, since it is seen
as destructive and inefficient. No less important in the
Sudanese context, the forested areas which were of
no interest to the transhumant cattle herders —Dinka,
Toposa, Nuer, Murle, and others —because of the rin-
derpest, are now open for exploitation. Development
in one area, and the cultural prejudices of the develop-
ment agencies, have meant that the Bari-speaking and
other farmers are, effectively, losing their livelihoods
and ways of life. Unsurprisingly, they are somewhat
prejudiced against some aspects of development.
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IS DEVELOPMENT GOOD FOR HUMAN
SOCIETIES? A SUMMARY OF THE OBJECTIONS

I have noted above that for analytical purposes so-
cial scientists identify and characterize human societ-
ies in the form of regular patterns of activity, which
we call institutions. The reality is, of course, that these
institutions are merely analytical illusions (or aids, if
we want to be charitable). In reality, all institutions
intertwine, supporting one another, while at the same
time offering individuals and groups within a society
means and ways to manipulate the rules: processes of
determinacy and indeterminacy.

Is Development Good?

So is development good? Well, that obviously de-
pends on one’s perspective (a trite conclusion), but
it is worth examining further. Development is a slip-
pery concept, not least because it originates in, and is
a child of, Western perceptions. The closest we have
ever gotten to a universal (or at least value neutral)
definition of development are the Millennium Devel-
opment Goals (MDG). This is not to say that they are
either perfect or unimpeachable, but the MDG at least
have the virtue of measurability: They are empirical
rather than being ideological. The American idea that
development implies “being like us because we are the
most developed” and, of course, similar versions from
other countries such as the United Kingdom (UK),
the former Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR),
and the Nordic countries, are highly ideological and
must be treated with caution. These ideas represent
what Rosberg calls “morals based development.”’®
Even the MDG, however, hide within them the seeds
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of destruction of complex, often finely balanced cul-
tural institutions which we tamper with only to de-
stroy. Provide the Nuer with more cattle than they
need, and raiding increases, not declines, because bred
cattle are plentiful, and lose their appeal. Remove the
cattle entirely, and substitute some other productive
activity, and, as the Nuer argue, they will no longer
be Nuer and the Nuer are as passionately attached to being
Nuer as Americans are to being American.

Given that: (a) institutions are all fundamentally
and deeply intertwined; and that (b) the contest be-
tween determinacy and indeterminacy is a constant,
development is inherently destructive. This would
not pose a problem but for the causes of determinacy:
the need to be able to predict. We all want the conve-
nience of being able to predict the next social move of
our social peers. That is our comfort zone, from which
we venture only when we can perceive a definite per-
sonal advantage. These determinacies are expressed
in what we call culture: basically, sets of determined
patterns we are used to and feel comfortable with,
which we feel will be retained “forever” and within
which we can be free to see to our own comfort. We
are passionately attached to these cultures, not be-
cause they are inherently of value: That is a superficial
explanation. We are attached to them because they
are so fundamental to our comfort. Development will
inevitably destroy many aspects of any given develop-
ing culture. As such, it will inevitably be resisted, be-
cause it is not possible to pick and choose. Change the
economic fundamentals, and the kinship and marital
consequences will emerge as well: Change only arises
from the ashes.
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WHOLE OF GOVERNMENT, CONFLICT
MANAGEMENT, AND CONFLICT MANAGERS

What does all of the destruction of development
have to do with WoG, conflict, and conflict manage-
ment? In this section, I will make reference mainly to
the “receiving” government (that is, the “underdevel-
oped”) with which I am more familiar, but the same
principles can be applied to the donor government
and its attempts to institute a WoG approach.

Governments in the Development Game: “Natives”
and “Stabilizers.”

Governments may not be the best development
agents because they have multiple, sometimes con-
flicting objectives. Consider that a government policy
is likely to differ in its priorities from the policies of
an external peacekeeping or stabilizing force. In fact,
even the definition of development may differ quite
radically.

Well, what do governments want? Primarily a gov-
ernment wants two things: control over the domain of
force, and a steady income to finance its goals. In the
modern world, both of these depend highly on ensur-
ing that the government and its state can keep up with
the Joneses technologically: The monopoly of force
superficially depends on a state’s ability to possess
armed forces that can outgun any competition, and
subsistence economies are losers in the long-run eco-
nomic sweepstakes. However, technological upkeep,
in turn, depends highly on a pyramid of education,
social “rationalization,” and adaptability to change —
all of these constituting ongoing threats to the cur-
rent order, in other words, these are all processes that
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bring about indeterminacy. As indeterminate processes
whose outcome the average individual cannot foresee, they
are going to be strongly resisted by anyone (which
means virtually everyone) who feels out of their com-
fort zone (that is, out of their ability to predict).

This is true even within government (including its
instruments of force: the armed services). Yes, many
individuals will feel comfortable with this or the other
aspect of a new developmental process, because, at the
individual level, some individuals are always entre-
preneurial and able to find opportunities.’” However,
the vast mass of people exploit only those opportuni-
ties which clearly benefit them, thus allowing for only
a very slow process of breakdown of the “traditional”
system. Remember, from each individual's perspec-
tive, cheating (i.e., producing indeterminacies) works
only if everyone else is playing by the rules (i.e., pro-
ducing determinacy). Radical change causes most in-
dividuals to freeze, like rabbits in a headlight: “How
can I exploit this opportunity?” becomes “How do I
maintain at least my status quo?” Determinacies are
adhered to.

It would be surprising not to find this occurring
in the armed forces as well. Given, for example, the
cases in Afghanistan and Sudan where being armed
is a traditional form of activity with clear and known
rewards. Armed men will be driven towards follow-
ing well-known patterns that yield results that can
be predicted, and are therefore desirable, rather than
taking risks by following untried and untested new
paths, such as engaging in peaceful pursuits.

To alesser or greater degree, this is followed with-
in the civil side of government as well. Government
managers (that is, the key personnel for change) are
as reluctant to face organizational change as any other
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managers.” Thus while they may subscribe to prevail-
ing policies at least publicly, they are as likely as any
other individual to resist them in private. We need
therefore to reach, finally, the sinews of the WoG —its
people.

Managers in the Development Game: “I’'m Exempt,
Of Course.”

While studies of managers in developing countries
often attribute to them a “western” existence,? this
needs to be taken with caution. Alex Inkeles’ very wide
study of modernization focused on attitudes towards
modernization.”? He pointed out that the concept of
modernization is a composite of many elements, in
which modern attitudes clash with traditional ones in
the same person. In this case, development should be
seen as a form of modernization.

It must be kept in mind that government managers
are not exempt from social rules. Those responsible
for development in a given country are themselves
subject to producing both determinacy and indeter-
minacy: They expect to be able to predict others, while
allowing themselves tactical leeway to be unpredict-
able. However, indeterminacy at this analytical level
can be seen to be largely egocentric: “How can I take
advantage of the situation.” I in this case do not want
the system to change, and, in fact, I will resist such
change overtly or covertly as the situation requires,
since I am familiar with it and its rules. I merely want
to exploit it insofar as I can. In other words, while for
some aspects of development (or in the terms used here,
in some institutional clusters) a government employee
will be supportive of development, once the fact that
development will affect all social institutions dawns,
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he may very well oppose the foreseen changes — vio-
lently.

Given this analytical picture, it is hardly surprising
that there is resistance to development. It is built into
the system. To make things worse, it is built in at both
input and output ends. So let us consider output of
change for a moment.

Rewards for Development.

What are the rewards for development for the in-
dividual government actor/official concerned? One
of the major interesting features of both the American
and the Chinese Communist systems is the emphasis
on financial reward. To quote Deng Xiaoping, “Get-
ting rich is glorious.””? While there are similarities in
the purposes to which riches are put in China and the
United States, there are also many differences —some-
thing worth considering. So what are the rewards for
development?

We have already noted that for governments (a col-
lective illusion we can, nevertheless, view as a single
body for a given level of analysis) the keys remain the
monopoly of force, and the financial sinews to fulfill
objectives, including the monopoly of force. But is this
true of the elements that make up government— the
“workers in the vineyard”? What rewards do they get?

Primarily, I would argue, the rewards for develop-
ing governments’ employees —the people who actu-
ally do or do not carry out policies decided upon by
their superiors —need to be examined very carefully.
The first substrate is clearly money —cash, or in other
words, a salary. This is far more complex than can
be discussed here, since it involves relative rewards,
payoffs, perceptions of equity, and other peripheral
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issues. Crucially, however, the cash itself constitutes
only part of the reward. Once the cash is secured, what
next? With the exception of a few eccentrics, money is
not an inherent reward. It is what can be done with
money that causes gratification. A case in point is So-
mali pirates. One way of identifying a Somali pirate,
I have argued, is that they are able at a fairly young
age to acquire additional wives: a critical marker for
wealth and maturity in Somali society. Similar iden-
tifying markers could be found for male Sudanese
bureaucrats (multiple wives, cattle herds, farming es-
tates). I imagine one could identify similar features of
Afghan bureaucrats who appear “successful” in their
own cultures (a large chaykhana** would certainly be
on the list).

It is useful to note that each of these examples is
nondevelopmental: Part of the cultural baggage of
development is gender equality, and thus monogamy
and cattle should be replaced by corporate shares and
stocks, and large areas devoted to the entertainment
of male guests for political purposes would no doubt
offend the idea of equality. The critical point here,
however, is that many of the individuals in the coun-
tries concerned are aware that development may well
threaten these coveted rewards. After all, rewards
are coveted because they are scarce. So while a gov-
ernment agent may support development policies as
lip service (one of the array of survival techniques ev-
eryone learns) he/she may well be, at the same time,
implacably opposed to the implications that develop-
ment brings, that he/she is aware of, but the outside
developer is not. Education of women will threaten
the monopoly on fertility (Afghan version) or the abil-
ity to participate in cattle exchange and growth (Su-
dan version). In both cases, for the external developer,
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the challenge will be to find some way to modify the
rewards which means destroying the old system of re-
wards, that is, the old cultural values. Alternatively, as
is the case in reality, the outside development agency
assumes unthinkingly that higher economic rewards
will be used in much the same way, and for the same
purposes as he/she would use them, and thus that the
reward is not a problem.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Putting together what has been said here with the
findings of others, notably Gilbert Rist and Rosberg,
leads to conclusions at four levels.”

1. At the theoretical level of social conscience that
motivates a WoG approach to development, there is
going to be fundamental if unexpressed opposition to
the fiat of getting everyone behind the approach.

2. At a slightly lower level of abstraction are Rist’s
two fundamental arguments: that economic success is
bought by the coin of self-definition, and that there is
an assumption of growth without limit.* Both because
of demographics (birth rate) and because there is al-
ways a resource limitation, this is not going to happen.
Someone will always have the short end of the stick.

3. At another, still lower level of abstraction and
growing concreteness, is the issue of development as
destruction as presented here and the consequent re-
sistance that this causes.

4. Finally, is the power of greed: People in devel-
oping areas utilize strategies for survival which, on
the whole, are egocentric. When they use cooperative
strategies, they do succeed (e.g., Vietham, China).
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I am not a great believer in the unalloyed benefits
of development for a number of reasons. Primarily my
suspicion is pointed at governments. Notably, the mo-
tives for governments, and for the people who make
them up, as well as their citizens or subjects, are very
different. Nevertheless, development is worthwhile,
because of moral and philosophical, as well as mate-
rial reasons. Like fire, development makes a good ser-
vant, but a very bad master. As such, we need to ad-
dress developing anyone with a great deal of caution.
We need to understand first of all that development is
not an unalloyed good. In fact, while there are overt
individual and collective benefits, these may well be
perceived, by the subjects of development, to be outweighed
by negative consequences.

Second, when we examine the benefits and draw-
backs of development, we need to be clear about the
level of analysis. What benefits government does not
necessarily benefit those in it, and may well be viewed
as utterly destructive by Joe Bloggs in the street. This
in turn implies that a careful teasing out of the dif-
ferent analytical levels is critical for development to
occur with lessened resistance.

Third, and slightly more positively, parsing the
perceived benefits and drawbacks allows us also to
identify, to some degree, individuals who might sup-
port or oppose development. However, and this is a
critical point, by-and-large such individuals are those
who see some positive benefit to themselves —junior
people seeing in change an opportunity to supersede
their superiors, or senior officials who foresee eco-
nomic opportunities in social upheavals, for example
in the discontinuity from the previous social and cul-
tural regime, in other words, from indeterminacy.
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Such individuals are double-edged swords, as exam-
ples from Afghanistan’s power structure show.?”

Critically, therefore, whether one does or does not
adopt a WoG approach is a secondary issue, in my
opinion. Given that development is likely to affect all ar-
eas of life, the involvement of the entire governmental
structure in development issues is in effect, a tautol-
ogy. Governments and their structures are essentially
at the same time institutions (in government’s guise
as an arena for political contestation) and an organiza-
tional expression of social institutions (economics, so-
cialization, etc.). To take this a step further, insofar as
security is linked to development (and we have seen
that it is: Development creates resistance for reasons
discussed above, and this resistance is often violent),
the resistance to development is easily mobilized
within government, where the conflict between deter-
minacy and indeterminacy in both inputs and outputs
can be at its sharpest, because government agents/
functionaries are at a position to do something, not
just resist passively.

What is crucial is to understand how within gov-
ernment structures and organizations inputs and
outputs affect individual perceptions and reactions.
One needs to assume the following axiom: “Every
development activity has both negative and positive
consequences.” What this means, essentially, is that
a clear and detailed mapping of development activi-
ties—what is known more-or-less systematically as a
“do no harm” approach —needs to be carried out for
all levels of a development activity. Note, for exam-
ple, the provision of water sources for households in
a settlement —a development activity par excellence.?®
However, what role does the traditional (highly pol-
luted, distant, inconvenient) water system play? Are
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you affecting ownership? What about the time spent
(by women, one might add) on getting water, or the
social exchanges at the well side which might be cru-
cial for social cohesion?

There is no cut and dried formula for assessing
whether there will be support or opposition to devel-
opment as a whole (notwithstanding attempts to im-
plement a “no harm” strategy). What can be examined
with a high degree of validity is the potential opposi-
tion to or support for specific projects. This requires:

1. Carefully examining the social dynamics of peo-
ple who might be affected by the project for the short
and the long term.

2. Assessing the benefits and disadvantages in their
terms.

3. Negotiating strategies which will mitigate del-
eterious features to those who will suffer them.

Finally, only if the development agent is able to
demonstrate clearly and in an unbiased fashion that:
(@) The development activity, whatever it is, out-
weighs doing nothing; and (b) that there are sufficient
resources (including that most difficult to estimate —
long-term developer willpower); and (c) that there are
clear indicators of when to stop—only then may it be
necessary and wise to force development through.

Final Words.

I believe I have highlighted three major issues in
this chapter: First, development is a complex activity
that can be and must be analyzed in great detail and
at many levels to ensure success rather than failure.
To me, success means that the human condition — per-
haps measured grossly by the MDG, perhaps using
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other measures —be improved for individuals. This is
not wishy-washy liberalism, but a cold-blooded rec-
ognition that more complex human structures are
emergent properties of smaller atoms representing in-
dividuals, who, as individuals as well as in the collec-
tive, can make or break development, and that greed
trumps morality over time and space.

Second, governments are not where it is at. As-
suming that the locus of success, in Afghanistan or
anywhere else is at the governmental level is heading
for failure. Governments are made up of people, who
may be simultaneously enthused by one aspect of de-
velopment and disgusted by another; be honest with
personal monies and relationships and corrupt with
public funds; and utilize and excuse violence while
preaching peace and tolerance. And this may be just
one person.

Third, development agencies repeatedly focus on
their own problems, not the problems of the subjects
of development. They may be aware of the problems
of their colleagues in other departments or programs
within their own government while viewing these si-
multaneously as working in the same direction and as
competitors for funds, posts, and kudos. In a similar
vein, the solutions to underdevelopment are, more of-
ten than not, lazy solutions. Rather than doing proper
spadework, developers apply tried-and-tested solu-
tions from their own experience to problems with super-
ficial similarity in other contexts; and they screw up.

Whether one involves part of government or the
whole of government to solve problems in, say, Af-
ghanistan, would make, in my opinion, very little dif-
ference. Analytically-speaking, what has been done
is merely to look for the issues and solutions at the
same level of analysis. Whereas, the real problem, and
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the real solution (however lengthy, difficult, time and
treasure-consuming it is) lies at a different analytical
level entirely.
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CHAPTER 5

WHERE DOES WHOLE OF GOVERNMENT
MEET WHOLE OF SOCIETY?

Lisa Schirch

In response to the challenges in Afghanistan and
Iraq, top U.S. military and political leaders elevated
the importance of stabilization activities such as de-
velopment, called for strengthened civilian capacities,
and put more resources toward civil-military coop-
eration. The U.S. Government is ramping up efforts
to create this whole of government (WoG) approach.
This chapter argues that WoG is not enough. Stabi-
lization and security require a “whole of society” or
comprehensive approach including the interests and
perspectives of diverse sectors of civil society.

Research for this paper included five focus group
dialogues between 140 people, including equal num-
bers of military personnel from U.S. and International
Security Assistance Forces in Afghanistan, staff of civil
society organizations in the United States and Afghan-
istan, and university professors and nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) working on civil-military rela-
tions across Africa and Asia. The research took place
between 2010 and 2011. The research project was
led by the author of this chapter, the director of the
university-based program called 3P Human Security,
and a partnership exploring peace building policy
at Eastern Mennonite University. Co-sponsors of the
dialogues included the University of Notre Dame,
U.S. Institute of Peace, National Defense University,
Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute at the
U.S. Army War College, and the International Secu-
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rity Assistance Forces in Afghanistan. The research
dialogues explored perceptions of commonalities; dif-
ferences; tensions; and potentials for collaboration, co-
operation, and communication between military and
civil society personnel.

A comprehensive approach, according to U.S. mili-
tary stability operations doctrine,' integrates coopera-
tive efforts of the departments and agencies of the U.S.
Government, intergovernmental agencies and NGOs,
multinational partners, and private sector entities such
as civil society organizations (CSOs) to achieve unity
of effort toward a shared goal. But in this comprehen-
sive approach, civilian government, civilian contrac-
tors, CSOs, and the civilian public are very different
kinds of civilians, each requiring a different form of
relationship and communication with military forces.
The intense challenges of coordinating government
civilians with military personnel and the increasing
use of civilian contractors confuses and overshadows
the distinct nature of how an independent civil soci-
ety relates to military forces and plays important roles
in democratization, good governance, stability, and
peace. The current WoG approach ignores a large part
of the equation necessary for peace and security, how
government and military forces will relate to local and
international civil society efforts related to develop-
ment and peace.

Based on a series of five dialogues between civil
society and European and U.S. Government and
military personnel, this chapter provides an orienta-
tion to the perceptions, tensions, and opportunities
between civil society organizations and government
and military personnel in conflict-affected regions.?
Current tensions between government and military
personnel on one hand and many civil society actors
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on the other, make it impossible to achieve a compre-
hensive approach. While many CSOs play important
roles in peace and security, they are best able to play
these roles when they are independent from govern-
ment and military forces. A whole of society approach
recognizes the key roles civil society plays in building
security from the ground up and gives civil society
space and independence to play these roles without
being tightly coordinated with government or mili-
tary forces. A comprehensive approach that respects
the independent roles of civil society is most likely
to enable their contributions to stability and security.
This chapter makes the case for a more robust concep-
tion of civil society, a better understanding of historic
civil society-military tensions, and a set of recommen-
dations to address these tensions.

MILITARY STABILIZATION EFFORTS AND
CIVIL SOCIETY

U.S. military personnel increasingly conduct hu-
manitarian, development, and peace building activi-
ties to achieve stabilization effects under a new De-
partment of Defense Directive® that puts stabilization
on par with warfighting. In this new emphasis on
stabilization activities, military forces use activities
frequently referred to as “winning hearts and minds”
(WHAM) or “quick impact projects” (QIPs)* to achieve
a variety of impacts related to their stabilization mis-
sion. Military personnel listed the following goals for
such activities.

* Functions of Military-Led Development for

Stabilization:
— Address Drivers of Instability: to address
perceived root causes of violence. For exam-
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ple, developing job creation programs such
as rebuilding factories or large public works
projects to address unemployment.

— Win Loyalty of Local Population for Local
Government: to gain support of local popu-
lations for U.S. and Coalition efforts to sup-
port the local government.

— Win Loyalty of Local Elites/Host Nation
Support: to supply local elites with public
goods such as humanitarian aid, schools,
or bridges so as to increase and extend the
state’s local legitimacy and authority.

— Gain Access/Information: to provide an op-
portunity to gain access to and information
about local populations.

— Force Protection/Undermine Insurgent Re-
cruitment: to convince local populations of
U.S. military goodwill, and reduce their in-
centive to attack military forces.

—Humanitarian Access: to provide humani-

tarian assistance in insecure areas where the
United Nations (UN) and NGOs are not able,
as per Geneva Conventions.’

Historically, military strategy advised on how to
“pacify” civil society. Today, in contrast, building civil
society is a key element in reconstruction and stabili-
zation strategies. Military leaders list “building civil
society” and “local ownership” as important elements
in their stabilization strategies and seek NGOs as im-
plementing partners to carry out these projects with
government or military funds. The North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) civil-military coopera-
tion (CIMIC) policy states: “The immediate purpose
of CIMIC is to establish and maintain the full co-
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operation of the NATO commander and the civilian
authorities, organizations, agencies, and population
within a commander’s area of operations in order to
allow him to fulfill his mission.”® Current U.S. coun-
terinsurgency guidance identifies empowering local
populations to interact effectively with their own gov-
ernment as key.”

But many CSOs do not want military or govern-
ment representatives to call them or use them as “force
multipliers” since they believe this approach makes
them soft targets for armed opposition groups. Many
CSOs conducting humanitarian aid, development,
and peace building vehemently oppose military in-
volvement in these activities, and some are withdraw-
ing from all contact with military personnel. Many
claim that military efforts in these activities more of-
ten undermine rather than complement efforts by civil
society in places like Afghanistan.® Residual military
references to more widespread “population control
and pacification” as well as the metaphor of “human
terrain” continue to raise suspicions, misunderstand-
ings, or confusion of military objectives by CSOs.’

Furthermore, CSO research calls for examining the
underlying assumptions about and effectiveness of
QIP and WHAM efforts.!* Civil society organizations
claim some stabilization activities using humanitar-
ian and development programs endanger their safety;
undermine sustainable development; are not cost-ef-
fective; and lead to unintended, counterproductive ef-
fects."! While military personnel focus on short-term,
quick-impact relief and development efforts to reduce
immediate national security threats, CSOs gener-
ally take a long-term, relationship-based approach.
Civilians do not yet have the capacity to coordinate
massive humanitarian relief efforts and acknowledge
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there may be a temporary role for the military in ex-
treme cases or in situations where military capacity to
rebuild factories and roads is beyond the scope of any
CSO. However, very little research or consultation
mechanisms exist to help deconflict military stabiliza-
tion from CSO peace and development work.

TOWARDS A BROADER CONCEPTION OF
CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS

While there is growing interest in a comprehensive
approach that includes partnerships with civil society,
a lack of knowledge of and antagonism toward civil
society pose challenges to this approach. In Iraq and
Afghanistan, the U.S. WoG developed programs to re-
build the Iraqi and Afghan states, but largely neglect-
ed local society leaders working on development and
peace in these countries. The overwhelming efforts to
achieve some semblance of a WoG approach meant
personnel focused more on internal coordination with
other U.S. civilians or military personnel and devoted
relatively less energy to listening closely to and work-
ing with local civil society.

This approach fundamentally misunderstood and
devalued the importance of local civil society and the
importance of having local consent and cooperation in
efforts to build a stable and democratic country in Iraq
and Afghanistan. An active local civil society is an in-
dicator of a functioning and democratic state. CSOs
work both in partnership with the state to comple-
ment and supplement its capacity and in oversight of
the state to hold it accountable for its responsibilities
and transparent governance.'? Speculatively, without
an active and strong civil society pushing for account-
ability in the United States, for example, there would
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likely be a much greater level of corruption. The same
is true also for Iraq, Afghanistan, and beyond.

CSOs are groups of citizens not in government that
organize themselves on behalf of some public inter-
est. CSOs include religious and educational groups,
media, community-based organizations (CBOs), busi-
ness and trade associations, traditional and indige-
nous structures, sports associations, musicians, artists,
and more. CSOs conduct a wide variety of activities
including humanitarian aid, economic development,
health, agriculture, human rights, conflict resolution,
participatory governance, and security sector reform,
as well as disarmament, demobilization, reintegra-
tion, and fostering moderation and coexistence. Some
CSOs contribute to a comprehensive approach to
countering extremism and terrorism by conducting
conflict assessments, providing aid, development,
and deradicalization to vulnerable groups, helping
reconcile divided groups, and fostering participatory
governance and security sector reform.

NGOs are a type of CSO. There are several types
of NGOs: humanitarian, religious, developmental,
human rights, research, environmental and peace
building. There are both local NGOs (LNGOs) and in-
ternational NGOs (INGOs). Many NGOs hold several
mandates. NGOs must meet specific legal require-
ments for organizational oversight and accountability.

In the five dialogues that were researched for this
chapter, military personnel shared their concerns and
perceptions of civil society organizations, especially
INGOs who many saw as naive, lacking patriotism,
self-righteous, illegitimate, or corrupt. CSO chal-
lenges mirror those found in the state itself; there are
incapable and corrupt CSOs operating in the midst of
legitimate CSOs. Some CSOs also exacerbate conflict
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and violence by failing to recognize complex local
dynamics. CSOs also experience limitations in their
ability to maintain consistent funding due to donors’
shifting priorities, evaluate their work in complex
settings with multiple variables, and deal with grow-
ing government repression restricting CSO activities.
Those CSOs that work on peace building are currently
threatened with imprisonment if members communi-
cate with groups like the Taliban or insurgent groups
in Iraq, even if the goal of the communication is to
move the group away from violence.”

The dialogues illustrate that it is important for
military and government personnel to build relation-
ships with diverse civil society leaders from both the
local society and INGOs operating in the country.
Civil society has no single representative, and CSOs
do not agree on all issues. For-profit entities and non-
profit NGOs conflict over the missions and motivation
guiding their work. LNGOs and INGOs often differ
in their long-term commitment to the local context.
Local CSOs’ strengths lie in their cultural, linguis-
tic, and socio-political knowledge of and long-term
commitment to the local context. International CSOs’
strengths lie in their technical knowledge, capacity
building, broader resources, experience across con-
texts, and ability to advocate to international policy-
makers. INGOs often hire talented local staff at sala-
ries higher than local government or CSOs can afford.
This can create parallel governmental structures that
undermine local capacity. International CSOs and the
military both increasingly articulate the goal of “local
ownership,” and both struggle to operationalize it by
involving local people in the upfront assessment and
design of programs.*
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One of the primary tensions between government,
military, and civil society members in the dialogues
was the distinction between CSOs acting as govern-
ment contractors or as independent partners. Most
CSOs make a distinction between the nonprofit work
they do, motivated by the humanitarian values and
principles detailed in Figure 5-1, and for-profit con-
tractors who exist to help the state carry out its mis-
sion. CSOs assert that they are independent, impar-
tial, and even neutral in the way they interact with
communities, addressing human needs and working
with communities to achieve locally-driven develop-
ment and peace efforts to improve their lives. Often,
these are not in contradiction with government plans.
But in the midst of a war, development projects be-
come politicized, and it can be difficult for CSOs to
work with military and government funds and proj-
ects. CSOs assert that their space to operate indepen-
dently from government and the military is shrinking,
with more armed actors targeting CSOs who collabo-
rate with government and military counterinsurgency
plans. CSOs find themselves as the “soft targets” of
this soft power approach where CSOs are the “force
multipliers” and “implementing partners” of govern-
ment-designed projects. They lament the loss of “hu-
manitarian space,” as defined by International Hu-
manitarian Law (IHL), which refers to the ability to
pursue humanitarian missions without fear of attack
and while maintaining independence, impartiality,
and freedom of movement. The term does not refer to
physical space but to the clarity of civilian roles.
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Humanitarian Imperative: to save lives, alleviate suffering,
and uphold dignity.

Independence: to make decisions, program plans, and
strategies free from political goals.

Impartiality: to provide resources regardless of the identity
of those suffering.

Partial to Human Rights: to work in support of the human
rights of all people.

Neutrality: to not take sides in armed struggles.

Do no harm: to avoid harming others intentionally or un-
intentionally.

Accountability: to consult and be accountable to local peo-
ple and long-term sustainability.

Figure 5-1. Principles of Civil Society
Humanitarian, Development, and Peace Building."

Many CSO efforts follow a set of principles aimed
to reduce human suffering and increase the qual-
ity of life. Often termed “humanitarian principles,”
many also apply to CSOs involved in development
and peace building. Not all CSOs follow these prin-
ciples. Military personnel interviewed for this project
expressed confusion over the definitions of indepen-
dence, impartiality, and neutrality in the dialogues
that informed this chapter. Many perceived CSO
claims to neutrality as insincere since many CSOs ac-
cept government funds. But CSOs in the dialogues in-
sisted they can both follow their principles and accept
funds where a shared goal exists and that taking these
funds does not mean that CSOs agree with all govern-
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ment policy or are government agents. CSOs make a
distinction between broadly supporting good gover-
nance and development but remaining politically in-
dependent and not supporting a specific government
or political party.

TENSIONS BETWEEN HUMAN SECURITY AND
NATIONAL SECURITY

In conflict-affected regions, also known as “non-
permissive settings,” key tensions and differences
between CSOs and the U.S. military and government
center on how they define and pursue security. All ac-
tors see the need for stability and security. But when
asked “stability for whom and for what purpose?”
their perceptions diverge. A whole of society compre-
hensive approach requires first getting agreement on
the goals of stability missions. This requires address-
ing the tensions between two different security para-
digmes.

A “human security” paradigm emphasizes the
safety of individuals and communities. It recognizes
the interdependence between shared security threats
facing people around the world. Human security
includes civilian protection, fostering stable, citizen-
oriented legitimate governments with participatory
democracy, human rights, human development, and
peace building. It requires a locally led, bottom-up ap-
proach including civil society and local government
that works, when necessary, with civilian-led, legiti-
mate, multilateral actors.

“National security” paradigms, on the other hand,
traditionally prioritize political and economic interests
of the state deemed central to the nation’s survival or
way of life. The 2010 National Security Strategy of the
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United States also names key U.S. values in freedom,
human rights, and democracy.' For example, the nar-
rative of national security interests harnessed both
economic and humanitarian dimensions when the
uprising in Libya threatened supply from Libyan oil
fields at the same time as Gaddhafi’s forces used bru-
tal repression of Libyan citizens. But in other places,
such as the early days of the uprising in Egypt, U.S.
policymakers cited U.S. national interests in stability,
even though Egyptian citizens were calling for the
ousting of the current regime. This illustrated the ten-
sions between U.S. national interests and the human
security of those abroad.

Some military and CSO leaders think human se-
curity and national security need not contradict and,
in fact, often overlap. These leaders want military
services to focus on population-centric security.’” Hu-
man security and national security often do overlap;
transnational threats from natural disasters, diseases,
trafficking of humans, weapons proliferation, extrem-
ist groups, and drug trafficking challenge both na-
tional security and human security. But it is not clear
which takes precedence in situations like the people’s
movement for democracy in Egypt or Nigeria when
U.S. values in democracy and freedom conflict with
U.S. economic and geopolitical interests. With wider
consultation, the two approaches could better comple-
ment each other.

But there are also other questions of legitimacy and
consent. Both local and international CSOs question
the legitimacy of security missions, national or inter-
national, when military forces act without the consent
of local populations, and when no legally enforceable
mechanism exists to hold forces accountable to legiti-
mate local political decisionmaking bodies. CSOs cite
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a long legacy of military forces acting against the in-
terest of local citizens to achieve access to resources
or geo-political gains. Greater consultation with CSOs
before and during military interventions could help
achieve greater legitimacy, consent, and collaboration
on human security goals.

Yet another tension is civilian casualties inflicted
in enemy centric warfare. The U.S. Government gives
military services the authority to use both kinetic (vio-
lent) and nonkinetic (nonviolent) means to detect, de-
ter, and destroy an enemy. U.S. military actions are
subject to international laws such as the Geneva Con-
vention that include provisions to do the least amount
of harm and reduce civilian casualties. Counterinsur-
gency emphasizes population-centric security, focus-
ing on the safety of local citizens. Many CSOs focus
exclusively on human security and make explicit com-
mitments to do no harm. Civilian casualties and hu-
man rights violations increase CSO-military tensions
and highlight the tensions between a human security
and national security approach.

CIVIL SOCIETY AND THE COMPREHENSIVE
APPROACH

Any comprehensive approach or unity of effort re-
quires unity of understanding and unity of mission.
Local CSOs often complain that international actors
do not take the time to consult with local civil soci-
ety to discuss local social, political, and economic fac-
tors. They balk at military human terrain teams and
complain that the “we know best” attitude ignores
democratic principles and the will and capacity of lo-
cal CSOs to provide cultural advice. Military person-
nel on the other hand, may wish to consult CSOs, but
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have no way of identifying whom they should consult.
Underfunded and understaffed U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development (USAID) offices are also often
unaware of local NGO capacity. The comprehensive
approach cannot have a unity of effort including CSOs
until there is a shared understanding of the causes
driving conflict and violence and a transparency of
where national security interests and human security
overlap and where they do not.

CSOs see communication, not integration, as nec-
essary for a comprehensive approach. Many CSOs re-
sist terms that name them as “force multipliers” or re-
quests for them to “coordinate” with or “implement”
a mission and strategy perceived as different from
their own. However many CSOs do recognize the ben-
efits of policy dialogue and communication with gov-
ernment and military personnel. Yet few consultation
structures exist to engage with those CSOs willing to
provide policy advice, share conflict assessments, or

discuss overlapping human security goals (see Figure
5-2).

Government G ¢ Implementation:
Conflict ;Yernmen e.g., COIN's
Assessment anning Shape,

Figure 5-2. Consultation Structure.
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MECHANISMS FOR CIVIL SOCIETY-MILITARY
RELATIONS

Civil society-military relations differ according to
the local context. In many countries, civilian govern-
ments control the military. In others, there is no de-
mocracy, and the military controls the government.
Context, history, and each specific mission shape civil
society-military relations.

Humanitarian CSOs identify a spectrum of civil-
military relationships that exist at the operational
level (see Figure 5-3). The type of CSO-military rela-
tionship depends on whether missions align, or there
is sufficient humanitarian space for CSOs to maintain
their principles.’® The first category, “curtail presence”
refers to situations (such as during the height of the
Iraq war) when civil society-military relations disap-
pear and it becomes impossible for CSOs to operate in
the same space as armed personnel because of a lack
of security and humanitarian space. The other catego-
ries, defined by the UN Office for the Coordination
of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), represent a range
of levels of contact or communication between repre-
sentative CSOs and military personnel. Some nonhu-
manitarian CSOs also use these categories to decide
on their level of interaction with military personnel.
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Where it becomes impossible for CSOs to operate safely,

Curtail international CSOs may pull out and local CSOs may go
Presence . 1
into hiding.
. Where CSOs, government and military operate in the same
Coexistence/ o . . .
o space but their missions do not align, only basic communi-
Communication

cation on logistical details takes place.

Where CSOs, government and military missions partially
Coordination align, there may be some basic coordination to promote
CSO core values in human security.

Where CSOs, government and military missions partially
or fully align, there may be collaboration on joint projects,
particularly in disaster relief or demobilization, disarma-
ment, and reintegration/reconciliation (DDR).

Cooperation

Figure 5-3. Operational Level Civil-Military
Relationships.

CSO-military communication happens informally
and formally. Where there is no coordinating body,
groups coordinate informally when working in the
same area, or groups coordinate via “Heineken diplo-
macy” as individual people build relationships over
an informal drink in a public bar. Coordination by
command refers to some type of government Civil
Military Operations Center (CMOC) or international
coordinating agency (e.g.,, UN OCHA) that has legiti-
macy through formal authority, through the rewards
for being coordinated (e.g., funding) or the punish-
ments for not following commands (e.g., denial of ac-
cess to certain areas or refugee camps). Given CSO hu-
manitarian principles of independence, coordination
by command has not worked in places like Afghani-
stan, Haiti, or Rwanda. More often, there is a degree of
coordination by consensus when a recognized coor-
dination body builds consensus among diverse actors
to work in ways that complement rather than conflict.
(See Figure 5-4.)
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In Rwanda, the United Nations Rwanda Emergency Office
(UNREO) successfully led coordination by consensus. Co-leaders
from UN and NGO backgrounds were able to facilitate partici-
patory style of meetings in a neutral location separate from UN
military offices.

In Ghana, CSOs, government, and security forces coordi-
nated rapid response to potential violence via a “National Archi-
tecture for Peace.” During the 2008 elections, civil society leaders
mediated between political candidates to deescalate impending
election-related violence.

In the Philippines, Filipino military leaders attended train-
ing at a civil society-led peace building institute on negotiation,
mediation, and peace processes. Military leaders then asked for
a peace building training program for thousands of military per-
sonnel.

In Thailand, civil society worked with the military to write
the national security policy for the southern border provinces
from 1999 to 2003. The process of developing this strategy togeth-
er changed how top military leaders saw their role in supporting
a human security agenda.

In Afghanistan, the U.S. State Department and International
Security Assistance Forces (ISAF) in Afghanistan have a staff per-
son with the title “NGO Liaison.” The ISAF NGO Liaison helped
build momentum around a successful CSO pilot police program
to improve sector security reform (SSR) and police-community
relations.

In the United States, the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS) Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties consults with a
group of approximately 20 Arab, Muslim, Sikh, South Asian, and
Somali community leaders. DHS draws on this group for crisis
rapid response phone consultations, for broad community con-
sultations to identify concerns and brainstorm solutions, and to
develop DHS cultural competency.

Figure 5-4. Examples of Coordination and
Cooperation Models.
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AN AGENDA FOR CIVIL SOCIETY-MILITARY
DIALOGUE ON HUMAN SECURITY

As part of this research, a year-long set of five
dialogues between local civil society, international
NGOs, U.S. military forces, and U.S. Government
personnel, identified an agenda for addressing the
tensions preventing and opportunities for improving
civil society-military/government partnerships in a
comprehensive approach. These included develop-
ing a research agenda, discussing options for opera-
tional mechanisms, training, joint work on budget and
legislative issues, and a look at a longer-term human
security commission to continue to build a more effec-
tive whole of society approach that can help overcome
some of the shortcomings of the more limited WoG
approach identified in this chapter. This chapter closes
with some concrete recommendations for addressing
the obstacles to a comprehensive whole of society ap-
proach advocated here.

Research.

1. The Relationship Between “Security” and “De-
velopment.” A wide array of research demonstrates
an association between low levels of development and
the likelihood of violent conflict. Yet the underlying
assumption that development contributes to stabiliza-
tion and security is not yet proven. CSO efforts in war
zones over many decades have often had little impact
on conflict dynamics. Research suggests that harness-
ing development programs for stabilization and coun-
terinsurgency goals is often counterproductive, en-
dangering and undermining long-term development
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and peace building, wasting development funds, and
inadvertently fueling both corruption and insurgen-
cy.” Local CSOs ask: “Do they think we're stupid?”
suggesting that local people tend to see through sim-
plistic hearts and minds programs.” During inter-
views conducted for this project, military personnel,
on the other hand, cite specific positive outcomes from
their hearts and minds QIPs, though to date it is diffi-
cult to find research documenting these outcomes. Fu-
ture research should examine specifically the complex
relationship between development and security and if and
how development contributes to either short-term stabiliza-
tion or longer-term human security.

2. Integration vs. Civil Society Space. Many de-
velopment actors argue that development best con-
tributes to both national and human security goals
when it is free from short-term political and security
imperatives. In other words, they argue that devel-
opment and defense goals should be separate. The
comprehensive approach assumes stabilization re-
quires integrating development with security efforts.
Is it possible to design effective short-term stabiliza-
tion programming that contributes toward long-term
development goals and vice versa? Future research
should examine the perceived benefits of the integration
model to security/stabilization, the costs of this model to
humanitarian and civil society space, and the alternatives
to the existing civil military integration model.

3. The Relationship Between Stabilization Pro-
grams and NGO Insecurity. The number of NGO
personnel targeted and killed each year is increasing.
Many assume an increase in the use of development
activities for stabilization, and confusion between
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military and CSO personnel, coupled with shrink-
ing humanitarian and civil society space, are making
NGOs the “soft targets” for armed opposition groups.
Military personnel question this assumption, pointing
to the increased attacks by insurgents against all kinds
of civilians. Future research should document the rela-
tionship between military hearts and minds QIPs and NGO
insecurity.

Operational Mechanisms.

1. Mechanisms for Multi-stakeholder Consulta-
tions. CSOs, civilian government, and military per-
sonnel do not have adequate forums for information
exchange, monitoring of civil-military guidelines, or
general discussion of issues related to conflict assess-
ment, planning, and implementation. Future research
should examine which mechanisms could provide a forum
for CSOs to share conflict assessments, advise on policy op-
tions, or address field-level issues with the U.S. Govern-
ment and military.

2. Mechanisms for Funding CSOs. The Depart-
ment of Defense (DoD) administers up to 25 percent
of US. development assistance. U.S. military com-
manders use the Commanders Emergency Response
Fund and Provincial Reconstruction Teams to influ-
ence CSOs to implement hearts and minds QIPs with
military funding. This places some CSOs in a dilemma
of balancing their need for resources with principles
of responding impartially to human need and be-
ing independent from government, which they per-
ceive as essential to their security and access to local
populations. Many CSOs will only accept funds from
civilian donor agencies that allow the CSOs to inde-
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pendently identify program plans through impartial
needs assessments. Future research should examine
what alternative funding mechanisms, such as channeling
development dollars through Embassy development offices,
national governments, or international donor pools, could
best address this dilemma.

3. Development of Shared Standards. CSOs, gov-
ernments, and military personnel all share similar
challenges of fostering local ownership and account-
ability, and monitoring what is working and what is
not in their efforts. While CSOs oppose military-led
development, they do argue that such development
should at the very minimum be transparent. Any
transfer of resources for humanitarian assistance or
development programs into a community can foster
corruption and unintentionally give legitimacy to
unpopular local leaders and armed groups. Future
research could examine whether developing shared
standards could help to build civil-military transparency
on program effectiveness, cost, and sustainability.

Training.

1. “Conflict Sensitive Development” Training for
the Military. Despite decades of development exper-
tise, even many CSO development projects still fail
to address causes of poverty and do more to fuel lo-
cal conflict than mitigate it. Development and peace
building CSOs have undergone extensive training
in a “Do No Harm” methodology to avoid negative
impacts of their work.? The Australian and United
Kingdom (UK) Departments for International Devel-
opment co-train civilian and military personnel to un-
derstand the potential for harm in the development
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process and provide basic guidance for QIPs. Given
broad concerns on military-led hearts and minds QIPs, fu-
ture training for the U.S. military could include principles
for a conflict-sensitive approach to development, known to
NGOs as “Do No Harm,” to deconflict military approaches
to short-term stabilization and long-term civil society de-
velopment processes.

2. Training on CSO-Military Relations: Missing
Guidance. While a number of civil-military guide-
lines exist to clarify humanitarian NGO and military
interaction, guidance on military involvement in de-
velopment and peace building is missing. Despite
high-level endorsement, there is still minimal wider
understanding or monitoring of these existing guide-
lines. Civil society organizations are reluctant to es-
tablish guidelines for military involvement in areas
they contest, such as development and peace building.
Yet the increasing number of military personnel con-
ducting development creates urgency for short-term
pragmatic agreements. Moreover, in the broader field
of peace building, Organization for Economic Coop-
eration and Development (OECD) guidelines on SSR,
and DDR call for civilian oversight and participation
working with military personnel when shared goals
exist.?

Both CSOs and the military suffer from a lack of
training and capacity for managing their interactions.
Knowledge of existing humanitarian NGO guidelines
and International Humanitarian Law is lacking. Quick
field guides for U.S. military personnel that address
issues with nonhumanitarian CSOs and the use of
development and peace building activities for short-
term stabilization goals are absent. Future research
could examine what curricula and training opportunities
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could assist CSOs and the military to advance their under-
standing of the issues outlined in this chapter.

Legislation and Budget.

1. Legalizing Civil Society Humanitarian, Devel-
opment, and Peace Building Efforts. Current War on
Terror legislation makes it impossible for many CSOs
to play positive roles in countering extremism, foster-
ing democracy and providing civilian oversight of
SSR and DDR. CSO contact with groups on terror lists
is illegal, even when that work aims to end violence
via negotiation training or DDR activities. Future re-
search could examine what the military and CSOs could
do to help educate Congress about the roles of civil soci-
ety in countering extremism and the need for more precise
legislation that would permit the work of legitimate CSOs
with groups on terror lists.

2. Budgeting for Comparative Advantage. The
2010 UN CIMIC Policy calls for military personnel to
support the creation of “an enabling environment . . .
maximizing the comparative advantage of all actors
operating in the mission area.”? CSOs want military
personnel to focus on population-centric security, not
development. CSOs and military personnel generally
agree that civilian agencies do not yet have the size ca-
pacity to address all the humanitarian, development
and peace building needs in complex conflict settings
and military organizations do not have the skill capac-
ity for these tasks. CSOs believe there is no quick mili-
tary fix to this problem, as these forms of assistance
require extensive expertise to be effective and to avoid
negative impacts. Future research could examine what
CSOs and military officials could do together with Congress

149



to create an institutional plan and funding mechanisms to
address the lack of civilian size capacity.

Human Security Commission.

1. Broader Research and Dialogue on Human Se-
curity. Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Admiral
Michael Mullen both called for “demilitarizing U.S.
foreign policy.” Addressing the tensions between
CSOs and military personnel in the United States
requires a dialogue including Congress, the admin-
istration and civilian agencies, the international com-
munity, and the many for-profit contractors who also
work on security and development. How does the
United States balance its own national interests when
they conflict with broader global human security and
without the distracting influence of those motivated
by profit or power? Future projects could include set-
ting up a Human Security Commission, congressional
hearings, or a whole of society dialogue process to examine
national security and global human security.
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CHAPTER 6

SECURITY SYSTEM REFORM
IN WEAK OR FRAGILE STATES:
A THREEFOLD CHALLENGE TO THE
WHOLE OF GOVERNMENT APPROACH

Fouzieh Melanie Alamir
PROBLEM STATEMENT

The issue of whole of government (WoG) ap-
proaches has been high on the agenda of debates on
international conflict management and crisis response
in recent years. Interestingly, very similar debates
have been taking place in several national arenas as
well as international fora, including big international
organizations such as the United Nations (UN), the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), and the
European Union (EU). The international attention
attributed to the topic leads to the question on the
prospects, challenges, and limits of WoG. Beside this
immanent perspective, this chapter will also reflect
upon whether WoG approaches can help us to better
achieve political end states.

In doing so, the WoG approach comprises three di-
mensions that require separate consideration as they
touch upon three separate and completely different,
though interacting policy arenas which are character-
ized by specific actors, procedural mechanisms and
organizing principles:

1. The recipient country’s political system.

2. The donor country’s political system. And,

3. The system of international crisis response.
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Weak or fragile states pose a particular challenge
since they usually lack the institutional and politi-
cal preconditions to apply a WoG approach. Even in
Western donor countries, policy coherence between
the different departments involved in international
conflict management is more often than not wishful
thinking rather than best practice. Finally, the system
of international crisis response is primarily shaped by
national and organizational interests that are not con-
ducive to comprehensive policy approaches. Hence,
the challenges of a WoG approach differ considerably
in these three policy arenas and therefore require spe-
cific coping strategies.

In order to elicit the prospects and challenges of a
WoG approach in practice, recent international secu-
rity system reform (SSR)' efforts will serve as suitable
examples. Programmatic papers of SSR, according to
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and De-
velopment (OECD) Development Assistance Commit-
tee (DAC) guidelines,? explicitly recommend WoG as
one of the primary implementing principles for SSR
programs and activities. Moreover, SSR processes and
projects in many parts of the world provide ample ex-
periences and reference cases.

Following a definition of the WoG approach, a
brief outline is given on the concept of SSR before
scrutinization of the challenges of WoG by arenas and
deriving recommendations on coping strategies. The
following arguments will draw on practical case ex-
amples for illustrative purposes but, due to the given
space limits of this chapter, will not go deeper into the
cases and analyze details.
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WHAT CHARACTERIZES A WHOLE OF
GOVERNMENT APPROACH?

The term whole of government is, though widely
used, not based on a commonly accepted definition.
The least common denominator is an understanding
of WoG as policies that have been conceptualized, de-
cided, and implemented by legitimate state actors in
a coordinated fashion. The Australian Management
Advisory Committee defines it as:

Whole of government denotes public service agen-
cies working across portfolio boundaries to achieve a
shared goal and an integrated government response to
particular issues. Approaches can be formal and infor-
mal. They can focus on policy development, program
management and service delivery.?

However, public services in advanced industri-
alized societies such as security, health care, social
services, or critical infrastructures are, to a growing
extent, delivered and/or operated by nongovern-
mental actors or different formats of public-private
partnerships. Moreover, hardly any modern political
decisionmaking process can be conceived of without
civil society interests and perspectives being taken
into account. It is therefore doubtful whether the strict
exclusion of nonstate actors in a definition of a WoG
approach is useful. In particular with regard to in-
ternational conflict management and crisis response
where nongovernmental actors play an essential role
in achieving policy goals, it seems more adequate to
develop a WoG definition by coming from the pro-
cedural side rather than from the actor’s side. In this
perspective and for the purposes of this chapter, WoG
will be defined as:
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policies and/or public services as a result of a coor-
dinated process of cross-departmental and cross-or-
ganizational decision making, program design, imple-
mentation, and evaluation. State actors are the lead
and primary actors of a WoG approach, but nonstate
actors can be included at all stages of the policy cycle
as long as they share the overarching policy goals and
contribute in the spirit of a unity of effort.

According to this definition, the main features of an
ideal WoG approach are:

a common understanding of a shared responsibil-
ity by all actors involved;

a common understanding of the political issue at
stake;

a coordinated process of problem analysis, includ-
ing all relevant perspectives;

a coordinated process of political decisionmak-
ing based on shared political goals and a common
stocktaking of resources, ways, and means;

a coordinated process of program design, provid-
ing for goal orientation, complementary integra-
tion of the single strands of activities, and efficien-
cy of the overall effort;

a coordinated process of program implementation,
avoiding duplication and unintended effects as
well as unity of effort;

a coordinated process of permanent evaluation
and adaptation, if necessary, assuring effective-
ness of activities over time.

Apart from the definition, it may seem useful to
add some remarks on the question of why and what
for. Taking into account that international conflict
management and crisis response is confronted with
complex interdependencies between political, secu-
rity, economic, and social factors, WoG approaches
help to improve coherence and interface management
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among these overlapping dimensions. In addition, a
confusing multitude of actors represent divergent in-
terests and goals as they are acting on different levels
in overlapping fields of action with varying mandates
and roles. Moreover, the actors differ in terms of their
pace of activities, levers and instruments, skills and ca-
pacities, as well as institutional cultures. Against this
backdrop, improved coordination via WoG approach-
es is needed to reach common political objectives and
intended end states, to ensure a goal-oriented and
effective use and an even distribution of resources,
to guarantee transparency and credibility, to avoid
contradictions or collision of activities, and to prevent
duplication of activities. In other words, the WoG ap-
proach is designed as a vehicle to improve how we are
doing things.

WHAT IS SECURITY SYSTEM REFORM?

The origins of the concept of security system re-
form can be traced back to the late 1990s, when is-
sues of conflict, peace, and security pushed on the
international development policy agenda. Against
the background of a growing awareness of the secu-
rity-development nexus and the importance of good
governance as a factor for successful and sustainable
poverty reduction and development, the SSR concept
was a practical answer to the immediate needs to im-
prove human security and the more long-term needs
to strengthen state capacities to provide security and
rule of law.

In the commonly accepted understanding, the se-
curity system encompasses:

* the legislative bodies (adopt laws and exert par-

liamentary control);
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the judiciary and penal system (prosecute breach
of law and execute court decisions);

the executive authorities such as ministries and
national security advisory bodies (provide
policy guidelines and monitor core security ac-
tors);

the core security actors for domestic affairs such as
police, intelligence services, disaster response
agencies, border guards, and customs authori-
ties (enforce law and maintain public order);
the core security actors for external affairs such as
armed forces and gendarmerie (defend state
sovereignty, territorial integrity, and popula-
tion);

nonstatutory forces such as militias, private secu-
rity companies, etc. - not part of the state insti-
tutional setting, but part of the syst