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FOREWORD

Over the past 2 decades, the global system has been
subject to a range of forces which have reconfigured
relationships among individuals, organizations, and
nation-states. As an aspect of that changing structure
and rising interdependence, many security challenges
which confront today’s strategic leaders are grounded
in concerns about economic, social, and environmen-
tal sustainability, and, in turn, about political stability.
Furthermore, with increasing frequency, many ob-
servers are concluding that those types of challenges
cannot be addressed by stakeholders from any single
sector. That insight has prompted calls for collabora-
tive efforts involving citizen groups; for-profit and
not-for-profit companies; local, regional, and national
governments; and intergovernmental organizations.

Nevertheless, initiating and managing a cross-
sector collaborative initiative is a difficult undertak-
ing. It requires a broad range of skill sets, including
the ability to think in system terms; help various par-
ticipants articulate their respective interests and find
common ground; marshal resources; create processes
and structures that will enable collaboration; establish
baselines; and celebrate progress. Acquiring those
types of skills is relevant to strategic leaders in all pro-
fessions, including those in the defense and security
communities.

This volume reflects the proceedings of a work-
shop held in Carlisle, PA, in March 2013, that brought
together a diverse group of scholars and practitioners
from India and the United States who were both deep-
ly knowledgeable and highly experienced in their
respective fields; who regarded sustainable develop-
ment as a critical challenge for the future; and who, at
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some level, had begun to experience the challenges of
participating in cross-sector collaborations. The pur-
pose of this volume is to summarize the ideas shared
by those professionals, in hope they will serve as a
stimulus to further conversation and research about
an increasingly important set of matters.

Q@%ﬁ%@% .

DOUGLAS C. LOVELACE, JR.

Director

Strategic Studies Institute and
U.S. Army War College Press
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION.
THE U.S.-INDIA RELATIONSHIP:
CROSS-SECTOR COLLABORATION
TO PROMOTE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT —
RATIONALE FOR THE WORKSHOP AND
OVERVIEW OF THE VOLUME

Michael J. Fratantuono

In August 2012, my colleague, David Sarcone,
and I learned that a proposal for a workshop entitled,
“The U.S.-India Relationship: Cross-Sector Collabora-
tion to Promote Sustainable Development,” that we
had submitted to the Strategic Studies Institute (SSI)
of the U.S. Army War College (USAWC) had been se-
lected for funding under the Academic Engagement
Program of SSI. The workshop, which we coordinated
and directed in conjunction with SSI, was held at our
home institution, Dickinson College, from March 12-
14, 2013. The roster of participants was diverse and
impressive: It included leading scholars, military of-
ficers, government officials, and representatives from
the for-profit and not-for-profit sectors from India and
the United States. The purpose of this volume is to
share formal contributions made to the workshop by
participants, and to convey some of the insights that
surfaced during workshop sessions.

FOCUS AND RATIONALE FOR THE WORKSHOP

The Workshop participants were asked to address
the following overarching questions. Within the con-
text of the U.S.-India strategic relationship and in light



of the vital national interests shared by both countries,
what factors will contribute to the success of cross-
sector collaborative initiatives intended to address
challenges associated with sustainable development?
What implications do those insights have for strategic
leaders in different sectors?

Those questions were motivated by a set of six
high-level global developments.

1. Over the past 2 decades, the global system has
been characterized by rising interdependence and
changing structure, which in turn has led to increas-
ing attention in many quarters to sustainability-re-
lated dimensions of national security.

For the past 2 decades, the U.S. National Security
Strategy has been based on four overarching national
interests: defense of the homeland; economic prosper-
ity; promotion of U.S. values; and a favorable world
order. While U.S. national interests have not changed,
in the current era strategic leaders in government, the
military, business, and civil society are confronted by
complex challenges that have multiple causes and of-
ten lie at the intersection of matters related to global-
ization, sustainability, and security, and by forces that
will shape the intermediate-term future of the global
system. Developments of that sort have influenced
thinking about national security issues in a range of
arenas, such as featured essays in influential journals;!
the content of university courses about international
relations and security studies;? and the focus of high-
profile conferences.’

Perhaps most important, they have been included
in government assessments. In particular, the chang-
ing features of that external environment are pro-
vocatively described by the U.S. National Intelligence
Council (NIC) in its fourth and most recent analysis of
key trends and factors in the global system.* Relative



certainties identified by the NIC include but are not
limited to: the relative rise of new state powers, such
as China and India, and increasing relative power of
nonstate organizations; a shift in wealth and econom-
ic power from West to East; increasing demand for
food, water, and energy resources; rapid population
growth in so-called youth bulge states; and increas-
ingly dangerous capabilities in the hands of terrorists.
Key uncertainties include, among others, the extent of
an energy transition away from oil and gas; the speed
of climate change; the possibility that Russia and Chi-
na will advance toward democracy; whether nuclear
arms in Iran will trigger a regional arms race; whether
the Middle East will become more stable; and whether
nation states continue to engage in multilateral initia-
tives to meet challenges and shape change.

The relative certainties and key uncertainties de-
scribed in the NIC analysis lead one to think about
the notions of “sustainability” and “sustainable devel-
opment.” For some authors, sustainability remains a
“contested concept,” as are other powerful ideas such
as “liberty, social justice, and democracy.”> Neverthe-
less, for the Workshop, we defined “sustainability” as
“the capacity to improve the human condition in this
and future generations without degrading the natu-
ral world,” a definition which is currently being used
in various discussion groups at Dickinson College. In
turn, we defined “sustainable development” as “de-
velopment which meets the needs of the present with-
out compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs,” the definition expressed in the
1987 report of the United Nations (UN) Brundtland
Commission. Those simple yet broad definitions are
consistent with the types of certainties and uncertain-
ties included in the most recent report of the NIC, as
described earlier.



New, system-level challenges have also helped
shape the most recent articulation of U.S. national
strategy issued in May 2010 by the administration of
President Barack Obama.® In the opening paragraph
of his cover letter to National Security Strategy, Presi-
dent Obama says:

Time and again in our Nation’s history, Americans
have risen to meet—and to shape —moments of transi-
tion. This must be one of those moments. We live in a
time of sweeping change. The success of free nations,
openmarkets, and social progress inrecent decades has
accelerated globalization on an unprecedented scale.
This has opened the doors of opportunity around the
globe, extended democracy to hundreds of millions
of people, and made peace possible among the major
powers. Yet globalization has also intensified the dan-
gers we face—from international terrorism and the
spread of deadly technologies, to economic upheaval
and climate change.

2. Arange of factors have contributed to the rise of
India, the geopolitical and geostrategic importance
of India, the challenges still confronting the leaders
of India, and India’s national security objectives.

The Ministry of Defense of the Government of In-
dia makes the following observations on its web site.”

India’s national security objectives have evolved
against a backdrop of India’s core values; namely,
democracy, secularism and peaceful co-existence and
the national goal of social and economic development.
These are: defending the country’s borders as defined
by law and enshrined in the Constitution; protecting
the lives and property of its citizens against war, ter-
rorism, nuclear threats and militant activities; pro-
tecting the country from instability and religious and
other forms of radicalism and extremism emanating



from neighboring states; securing the country against
the use or the threat of use of weapons of mass de-
struction; development of material, equipment and
technologies that have a bearing on India’s security,
particularly its defense preparedness through indige-
nous research, development and production, inter-alia
to overcome restrictions on the transfer of such items;
promoting further co-operation and understanding
with neighboring countries and implementing mutu-
ally agreed confidence-building measures; and pursu-
ing security and strategic dialogues with major pow-
ers and key partners.

To complement that statement of objectives, there
has been much active research and sometimes intense
debate about India as a rising power, the internal
stresses and strains confronting the country’s leader-
ship, the external challenges confronting the country,
the possible role India will play in shaping the evolv-
ing global system, and the purpose of India’s national
strategy and foreign policy. For example, Pratap Bha-
nu Mehta recently argued that India lacks an over-
arching national strategy.®

As observed by Rohan Mukherjee and David M.
Malone, there is general consensus that over time, In-
dia’s foreign policy orientation has passed through a
series of stages; that is, periods of idealism and non-
alignment in the 1950s and 1960s; of hard realism
and alignment with the Soviet Union in the 1970s
and 1980s; and a period of economically motivated
pragmatism from 1991 forward.’ The third stage com-
mands interest. In 1991, India was faced with difficul-
ties in its external financial obligations. As a quid pro
quo for multilateral concession, under the coordina-
tion of then Finance Minister Manmohan Singh, India
pursued a series of externally-oriented liberalization



measures, such as reductions in tariff rates.

As noted by Gurcharan Das, those measures
helped stimulate forces that had been set in play dur-
ing the early-1980s, and collectively have contributed
to the rapid growth that India has enjoyed for nearly
20 years. That is, from 1980 to 2002, the economy grew
at an average annual rate of more than 6 percent,
and from 2002 to the present, has grown at roughly a
rate of 8 percent. That growth implied that, in the 25
years leading to 2005, India rose to be the fourth larg-
est economy in the world; the size of the middle class
quadrupled; and, when coupled with a reduction in
birth rates from 2.2 percent to 1.7 percent per year,
resulted in a rise in per capita income, based on pur-
chasing power parity, from roughly $1,200 to $3,000.'
Despite that success, progress on the economic front
will continue to be a policy priority. For example, La-
vanya Rajamani indicates that “India currently ranks
128th on the Human Development Index, 34.3 per-
cent of its population lives on less than U.S.$1 a day,
and an estimated 44 percent does not have access to
electricity.”"

Meanwhile, Das points to a range of other economic
concerns that have resulted in widespread discontent
with the central bureaucracy and a movement in India
for an active civil society to work around government
to find solutions to social ills. To elaborate, Das argues
that India has progressed along an un-trodden path of
economic development, in that it has relied on “its do-
mestic market more than exports, consumption more
than investment, services more than industry, and
hi-tech more than low-skilled manufacturing.” As a
result of those features, gains in employment have not
been widely dispersed throughout the country, and
there is pervasive poverty in rural areas. Success has



been based on the efforts of entrepreneurs. Further-
more, “rather than rising with the help of the state,
India is in many ways rising despite the state.” Many
complain that the central bureaucracy has impeded
the efforts of small business, has for too long main-
tained rigid labor laws that benefit small segments
of the workforce and has failed to deliver good per-
formance in critical areas such as public education or
health care.

Mukherjee and Malone elaborate a range of other
internal and external national security concerns for In-
dia. The country is faced with political fragmentation,
which makes consensus more difficult and slows the
process of policy formation. Far more serious, India
is coping with domestic insurgencies and secessionist
movements that are prompted by uneven economic
development and by the tensions between the central
government and regionally based ethnic and religious
groups, and are often manifested in politically moti-
vated violence. India has regional security challenges:
based on one measure, India counts as neighbors six
of the “top 25 dysfunctional states in the world.” It
is engaged in tricky bilateral relationships with Paki-
stan, China, Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka,
and Nepal. At a global level, India is threatened by
international terrorism, as vividly illustrated by the
2008 incidents in Mumbai; it is currently a concerned
participant in debate about the nuclear proliferation
regime; and, is in the process of redefining its relation-
ship with the United States.



3. Over the past few years, the relationship be-
tween India and the United States has become both
deeper and broader.

Stimulated by rising interdependence and chang-
ing structure in the global system and by what have
been perceived as “common interests” and “common
values,” there has been bipartisan support in the Unit-
ed States and India for a closer bilateral relationship.
Ties have indeed grown stronger. For example, the
administrations of U.S. President George W. Bush and
India Prime Minister Manmohan Singh took a large
step forward in 2008 by finalizing an agreement be-
tween the two countries regarding India’s access to
civilian-use nuclear power technology.

From the outset, President Obama and his team
have continued to build on that foundation, and with-
in the past 2 years, the two countries have announced
a range of initiatives to address shared national secu-
rity concerns. Some of those initiatives call for state-
to-state or military-to-military cooperation to address
what one might regard as traditional security chal-
lenges. Other initiatives call for cross-sector collabora-
tion—i.e., collaboration involving some combination
of representatives from the state, military, private
(for-profit) business, and civil (nonprofit) sectors—to
address newly emerging security challenges, includ-
ing those that are sustainability-related —i.e., those
that contribute to social, economic, and environmen-
tal outcomes that are favorable, equitable, and wide-
spread in the current period and in the future.

* In July of 2009, Secretary of State Hillary Clin-
ton travelled to India, and at the conclusion of
her visit, she and External Minister Somanahal-
li Mallaiah Krishna committed themselves and



their respective offices to strengthening the bi-

lateral relationships between the two countries,

and indicated that they would co-chair a U.S.-

India Strategic Dialogue that would meet on an

annual basis.

In November of 2009, President Obama hosted

Prime Minister Manmohan Singh at the White

House, the first state visit during his term in

office.

In the National Security Strategy of May 2010,

President Obama notes that the relationship

between the United States and India is “under-

pinned by our shared interests, our shared val-
ues as the world’s two largest democracies, and
close connections among our people.”

In June 2010, Secretary Clinton and Minister

Krishna successfully concluded the first round

of the U.S.-India Strategic Dialogue.

In November of 2010, President Obama visited

India, and during an address to Parliament, he

asserted, “it is my firm belief that the relation-

ship between the United States and India . . .

will be one of the defining partnerships of the

21 century.” He also endorsed India’s call for

a permanent seat on the U.N. Security Council.

In July of 2011, Secretary Clinton and Minis-

ter Krishna successfully concluded the second

round of the U.S-India Strategic Dialogue.

In official comments, they restated or an-

nounced a number of cooperative initiatives

between the two countries that fell under four
major headings.

— Security Partnership for the 21% Century: in-
cludes efforts to address counterterrorism,
maritime security, cyber security, peace-
keeping, and defense cooperation.'
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— Shared Interests in Asia: includes efforts by
both countries to engage countries of East
Asia in dialogue and institution building;
to advance prosperity in Afghanistan; to
develop a shared vision for regional inte-
gration; and to develop a global strategic
partnership.

— Cooperation in Science, Technology and In-
novation: includes efforts by both countries
to jointly promote science and technology
research; to exchange insights about inno-
vation; to develop an open source platform
that will provide citizens of each country
with access to e-government capacities, and
to then share that platform with other coun-
tries; and to establish capacities to engage in
space exploration and earth observation.

— Prosperity: includes efforts to promote bi-
lateral investment flows between the two
countries; to cooperate on aviation safety; to
enhance productivity in the agriculture sec-
tor and efficiency in water utilization; and

to promote conditions leading to general
health.”

Looking beyond those recently launched initia-
tives, in September 2011, the Council on Foreign
Relations and the Aspen Institute India released the
document, The United States and India: A Shared Strate-
gic Future.'® It was the product of a Joint Study Group
which the two organizations had cosponsored. The
Joint Study Group consisted of 17 highly influential
and knowledgeable individuals from the national se-
curity communities of the United States and India.

At the outset, the Report of the Joint Study Group
asserted that “an ever more powerful and influential
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India” is in the interests of the United States, “a Unit-
ed States that maintains its power and influence in the
international arena, especially in Asia,” is in India’s
national interest; and that close:

policy collaboration between India and the Unites
States . . . is increasingly important to both nations,
helps sustain a favorable balance of power in Asia and
beyond, and promotes international peace and stabil-
ity beginning in Asia writ large.

The Report went on to enumerate six vital national
interests that are common to both countries: (1) Slow
the spread of weapons of mass destruction and ensure
the safe and responsible stewardship of nuclear weap-
ons and fissile material; (2) Reduce threats from inter-
national terrorism; (3) Maintain a balance of power in
Asia and in Europe that promotes peace and stability;
(4) Promote the security of the global energy supply;
(5) Cooperate in the management of the global econo-
my; and (6) Effectively address climate change.

4. Cross-sector collaboration has in the past few
years become an increasingly more relevant way to
tackle complex issues.

Cross-sector collaboration is becoming an increas-
ingly important theme in the business literature. The
academic literature in the field of organizational the-
ory from the 1980s and 1990s tended to concentrate
on relationships between organizations in the same
sector. As described by James E. Austin at the turn of
the century, the focus had shifted toward cross-sector
collaboration, such as that between nonprofit organi-
zations (nonprofits) and for-profit companies (busi-
nesses).”” By mid-decade, the focus had broadened
further. For example, John Selsky and Barbara Parker
explore a large range of literature, categorized accord-
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ing to whether partnerships are either between the
Business and Nonprofit, Government and Business,
Government and Nonprofit sectors, or exist among all
three sectors together."

In that context, John M. Bryson, Barbara C. Crosby,
and Melissa Middleton Stone define cross-sector col-
laboration as:

[T]he linking or sharing of information, resources,
activities, and capabilities by organizations in two
or more sectors to achieve jointly an outcome that
could not be achieved by organizations in one sector
separately."

In similar fashion, Mark Gerencser and colleagues
from the consultancy Booz Allen Hamilton assert that
in the contemporary age, complex problems will re-
quire the collaborative efforts of “megacommunities”;
that is, “communities of organizations whose leaders
and members have deliberately come together across
national, organizational, and sectoral boundaries to
reach the goals they cannot achieve alone.” In their
view, megacommunities take on:

goals that are ongoing and mutable over time. Most
importantly, megacommunities demand a change in orien-
tation from the leaders of the various organizations involved
[italics included by Gerencser et al.].*°

5. President Obama has called for meaningful
cross-sector collaboration in addressing challenges
to U.S. national interests.

In the May 2010 National Security Strategy released
by his Office, President Obama turns time and again
to the notion of cross-sector collaboration, both with-
in the United States and across national boundaries,
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as a means of responding to different dangers and
challenges.

... we will pursue engagement among peoples —not
just governments—around the world. The United
States Government will make a sustained effort to en-
gage civil society and citizens and facilitate increased
connections among the American people and people
around the world — through effort ranging from pub-
lic service and educational exchanges, to increased
commerce and private sector partnerships. In many
instances, these modes of engagement have a power-
ful and enduring impact beyond our borders, and are
a cost-effective way of projecting a positive vision of
American leadership (p. 12).

. our international order must recognize the in-
creasing influence of individuals in today’s world.
There must be opportunities for civil society to thrive
within nations and to forge connections among them.
And there must be opportunities for individuals and
the private sector to play a major role in addressing
common challenges —whether supporting a nuclear
fuel bank, promoting global health, fostering entrepre-
neurship, or exposing violations of universal rights. In
the 21st century, the ability of individuals and non-
governmental actors to play a positive role in shaping
the international environment presents a distinct op-
portunity for the United States (p. 13).

New skills are needed to foster effective interaction to
convene, connect, and mobilize not only other govern-
ments and international organizations, but also non-
state actors such as corporations, foundations, non-
governmental organizations, universities, think tanks,
and faith-based organizations, all of whom increas-
ingly have a distinct role to play on both diplomatic
and development issues (p. 14, emphasis added).
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6. In the near future, strategic leaders from vari-
ous sectors will need the skill sets to engage in high-
level cross-sector collaboration.

As explained by Peter G. Northouse, people who
serve as principal decisionmakers in organizations
are confronted with the need to perform two distinct
yet related sets of activities: management and leader-
ship. Management produces order and consistency by
planning and budgeting, organizing and staffing, and
controlling and problem solving. Leadership produc-
es change and movement by establishing direction,
aligning people, and motivating and inspiring.**

In recent years, decisionmakers have found it in-
creasingly difficult to perform those two critical activi-
ties. In 2010, the IBM Institute for Business Value and
IBM Strategy & Change reported the results of their
fourth biennial survey of more than 1,500 chief ex-
ecutive officers (CEOs), general managers, and senior
public sector leaders around the world.* In the execu-
tive summary, the authors observed the following.

In our past three global CEO studies, CEOs consistent-
ly said that coping with change was their most press-
ing challenge. In 2010, our conversations identified a
new primary challenge: complexity. CEOs told us they
operate in a world that is substantially more volatile,
uncertain and complex. Many shared the view that in-
cremental changes are no longer sufficient in a world
that is operating in fundamentally different ways.

The authors reported four major findings:

Today’s complexity is only expected to rise, and more
than half of CEOs doubt their ability to manage it;
Creativity is the most important leadership quality,
according to CEOs; The most successful organiza-
tions co-create products and services with customers,
and integrate customers into core processes; and Bet-
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ter performers manage complexity on behalf of their
organizations, customers and partners.

The survey results suggest the need for collabora-
tion to creatively carry out the tasks of leadership and
management in a complex environment.

When the idea of cross-sector collaboration is
added to the entire set of ideas identified here —those
ranging from the increasing interdependence and
changing structure of the global system, including the
rise to prominence of India; to the key certainties and
uncertainties envisioned in the NIC Report; to the no-
tion that sustainability-related matters are critical to
national interest of both the United States and India;
to proposed collaborative initiative in the U.S.-India
strategic relationship —one cannot avoid the idea that
strategic leaders must become comfortable with par-
ticipating in and managing networks, with the notion
of co-evolution of organizations within networks, and
with systems-level frameworks of analysis.”

ORGANIZATION OF THIS VOLUME

This book consists of two major parts. Part I in-
cludes the theoretical papers and transcribed com-
ments of workshop participants. It consists of five sec-
tions, each of which reflects an important theme from
the workshop.

Section 1, “Theoretical Framework and Key Con-
cepts,” begins with a very important paper written
by Drs. John Bryson, Barbara Crosby, and Melissa
Middleton Stone, three of the leading experts on
cross-sector collaboration. Their paper establishes the
theoretical framework for the entire workshop. Chap-
ter 3, a response paper by Sarcone, provides com-

15



mentary on some of the key propositions of the lead
paper, and then poses some initial questions in order
to suggest ways to apply the concepts developed by
Bryson, Crosby, and Stone in a new setting; that is, in
collaborations that are intended to promote sustain-
able development and involve the military along with
stakeholders from other sectors. Chapter 4 concludes
the section with the keynote address by Ambassador
(Retired) Chandrashekhar Dasgupta discussing the
relevance of sustainable development as a critical as-
pect of national security and a central component of
the U.S.-India relationship.

Chapters 2 through 4 explore a range of theory
papers and opinion pieces. Sarcone provides a brief
summary that links the important themes, ideas, and
recommendations of the various authors to relevant
aspects of the model presented by Bryson, Crosby,
and Stone in Chapter 2. This is an important contri-
bution to the volume, since it helps the reader better
appreciate the subtleties, complexity, and power of
cross-sector collaborations.

In Section 2, Chapter 5, “Preparing for the Future:
Brcko, Kabul, Baghdad, and Beyond,” Dr. Jeff Mc-
Causland describes the evolution of the strategic en-
vironment and the missions undertaken by the U.S.
Army over the past 20 years, the growing relevance of
collaboration within that context, and the correspond-
ing challenges those developments have for the Army
with respect to formal education, individual develop-
ment, and organizational change. In Chapter 6, Gener-
al (Retired) V. K. Singh first describes the dynamics of
relations among the United States, India, and China,
and then turns to the relevance of cross-sector collabo-
ration to those relationships. In a rather bold way, he
offers his own insight as to the role a strategic leader
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might play in a top-down initiated collaboration, pro-
vides a Strengths-Weaknesses-Opportunities-Threats
(SWOT) analysis of the ability of South Asia to influ-
ence China, and then proposes areas in which cross-
sector collaboration might be employed as part of an
Ends-Ways-Means approach to managing relation-
ships. In Chapter 7, the conclusion for Section 2, Dr.
Jack Clarke speaks to the necessity for clear commu-
nication across cultures, professional development,
and innovation in processes and structures as keys to
successful cross-sector collaboration.

In Section 3, Chapter 8, “Environment and Secu-
rity: Transnational Challenges, Transnational Solu-
tions,” Dr. Richard Matthew discusses the increas-
ingly strong links between environmental forces and
national security concerns. Dr. Stephen Blank then
offers a provocative, sweeping, and essentially criti-
cal analysis of the New Silk Road Strategy being pur-
sued by the Obama administration in South Asia in
Chapter 9. In his commentary in Chapter 10, Dr. Leif
Rosenberger elaborates on the analysis provided by
Dr. Matthew by focusing on the prospects of innova-
tion for overcoming Malthusian concerns regarding
food and water. He also offers a direct rebuttal to the
opinions of Dr. Blank.

Section 4, “Prospects for Collaboration in the U.S.-
India Strategic Relationship,” includes three contribu-
tions. In Chapter 11, Mr. Andrew Salamone assesses
the unique strategic culture of India, which differs
from that of the United States, and therefore implies
the need for greater cross-cultural awareness among
parties in a collaborative initiative. He illustrates his
points by providing insights from classic Hindu texts,
which he then links to comments by contemporary
Indian leaders. In Chapter 12, Mr. Rahul Madhavan
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offers insights about trade in defense assets and tech-
nologies between the two countries, an important as-
pect of the U.S.-India relationship. Dr. Namrata Gos-
wami follows with Chapter 13, a condensed history
of the U.S.-India relationship from the end of World
War II to the present, providing essential background
for those studying recent trends in the improving
U.S.-India strategic relationship. In his commentary
in Chapter 14, Dr. Ivan Welch weaves insights from
these papers together and points to the implications
for cross-sector collaboration.

In Section 5, “Sustainable Development as a Na-
tional Security Concern in India,” in Chapter 15, Ms.
Dhanasree Jayaram traces the growing awareness
in the international community of the transnational
threats posed by climate change, offers implications
for India’s national interests, and recommends re-
forms in the formation and conduct of economic and
environmental policy in India to address these issues.
Group Captain Krishnappa Venkatshamy provides a
far-ranging discussion about the central role of sus-
tainable development in India’s comprehensive na-
tional security strategy in Chapter 16. In his response
in Chapter 17, Dr. Michael D. Beevers provides addi-
tional insight on sustainable development and secu-
rity and suggestions on how the different works com-
prising Section 5 may serve as a point of departure for
additional research.

Part II of this volume includes five case studies of
cross-sector collaborations that were presented dur-
ing the workshop by researchers and practitioners.
As with all case studies, we believe they provide a bit
of “data” for those interested in better understanding
theoretical constructs, which in this instance is that of
cross-sector collaboration. At the outset of the section,
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Sarcone provides an overall summary of the various
case studies and identifies aspects of the model pro-
vided by Bryson, Crosby, and Stone relevant to each.

With respect to the case studies, in Chapter 19, Dr.
Rajesh Chakrabarti and Mr. Santosh Srinivas provide
a full-bodied, retrospective description of the efforts
of Lakshmi Venkatesan, a social entrepreneur who
started the Bharatiya Yuva Shakti Trust (BYST) to
help support entrepreneurship among disadvantaged
youth in India. In Chapter 20, Ms. Lalitha Vaidyana-
than employs the Collective Impact Framework used
at the consultancy FSG to describe reasons for success
of the Global Alliance for Improved Nutrition (GAIN).
Ms. Julie Vastine details the efforts of the Alliance for
Aquatic Resource Monitoring (ALLARM) in helping
teach members of local communities in Pennsylvania
to monitor, gather, and analyze water supply data
in order to develop a more powerful voice in politi-
cal arenas in Chapter 21. Mr. Todd Camp describes
the“Learn to Grow” initiative launched by the Her-
shey Corporation in Ghana that strives to improve
basic educational opportunities for children in that
country, and in the process, to develop infrastructure
that could help disseminate information about agricul-
tural techniques to local farmers engaged in growing
coca in Chapter 22. Finally, in Chapter 23, Dr. Khanjan
Mehta highlights a range of initiatives launched by
the Humanitarian Engineering and Social Entrepre-
neurship (HESE) Program at Pennsylvania State Uni-
versity. These initiatives have successfully introduced
technologies to improve efficiencies in the agricultural
chain, or in the delivery of health care, in communities
all over East Africa.
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Following Part II, in Chapter 24, I offer some
concluding comments about the key insights from
the Workshop. First, the participants did offer some
characterizations about cross-sector collaborations.
They were quite mindful of the complexity of such
initiatives and tended to regard them as a subset of a
larger construct—that of crossing boundaries. In or-
der to make a collaborative initiative successful, they
recognized the necessity of investing time and effort
to understanding the partner. With respect to cross-
sector collaborations and national security, they de-
scribed the means that might be needed in order to
use cross-sector collaboration as a way of achieving a
strategic end. Second, the participants identified some
possible areas for follow-on activities and for future
research about the factors which might contribute to
the success of cross-sector collaborations that include
the military and are intended to promote sustainable
development.

ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 1

1. For example, Foreign Affairs, the widely circulated publica-
tion of the U.S. Council on Foreign Relations, has in the past few
years featured a number of essays dedicated to such matters. A
few items illustrate the point. Citing the growing range of non-
state agents with the capacity to influence nation states, Richard
N. Haass characterizes the current system as nonpolar, a structure
much different from previous multipolar, bipolar, and unipolar
configurations. “The Age of Nonpolarity: What Will Follow U.S.
Dominance?” Foreign Affairs, May-June 2008. Motivated by the
opinion that the role a nation state will play in the global system
of the future will be in large part determined by its economic ca-
pacity and vitality, Leslie H. Gelb argues that in pursuit of na-
tional interests, the United States has placed too much emphasis
on military instruments of power and insufficient emphasis on
economic instruments of power. “GDP Now Matters More Than
Force: A U.S. Foreign Policy for the Age of Economic Power,”
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Foreign Affairs, November-December 2010. Fresh from his post
in the Obama Administration, Peter R. Orszag links the struc-
tural issues associated with the U.S. healthcare system to U.S.
national interests. “How Health Care Can Save or Sink America:
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23. Toward that end, Michael Fratantuono believes that
the insights of computer scientist John H. Holland, who in the
late-1980s described the global economy as a complex adap-
tive system, translate very nicely to the full range of politi-
cally, socially, and economically motivated entities that he
would include in a simple model of the global system, espe-
cially if one replaces the word “units” in Holland’s original
statement with the word “agent.” That is, Holland makes the
following observations.

The overall direction of the economy is determined by the
interaction of many dispersed units acting in parallel. The
action of any given unit depends upon the state and actions
of a limited number of other units.
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There are rarely any global controls on interactions —con-
trols are provided by mechanisms of competition and co-
operation between units, mediated by standard operating
procedures (SOPs), assigned roles, and shifting associations.

The economy has many levels of organization and interac-
tion. Units at any given level typically serve as “building
blocks” for constructing units at the next higher level. The
overall organization is more than hierarchical, with all sorts
of tangling interactions (associations, channels of communi-
cation) across levels.

The building blocks are recombined and revised continually
as the system accumulates experience — the system adapts.

The arena in which the economy operates is typified by
many niches that can be exploited by particular adaptations;
there is no universal super-competitor that can fill all niches
(any more than would be the case in a complex ecology such
as a tropical forest.)

Niches are continually created by new technologies and the
very act of filling a niche provides new niches . . . Perpetual
novelty results.

Because the niches are various, and new niches are continu-
ally created, the economy operates far from an optimum (or
global attractor). Said in another way, improvements are
always possible, and, indeed, occur regularly.

See John H. Holland, “The Global Economy as an Adaptive Pro-
cess,” in Philip W. Anderson, Kennth ]J. Arrow, and David Pines,
eds., The Economy As An Evolving Complex System: A Proceedings
Volume in The Santa Fe Institute Studies in the Sciences of Complex-
ity, Boston, MA: Addison Wesley Publishing Company, 1988, pp.
117-124.
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SECTION 1

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND
KEY CONCEPTS

Moderator: Dr. Michael Fratantuono, Associate
Professor, Department of International Business and
Management, Department of International Studies,
Dickinson College.

Authors: Dr. John Bryson, McKnight Presidential
Professor of Planning and Public Affairs, Hubert H.
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, University of
Minnesota.

Dr. Barbara C. Crosby, Associate Professor, Hu-
bert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, Univer-
sity of Minnesota.

Discussant: David Sarcone, Associate Professor,
Department of International Business and Manage-
ment, Director Health Studies Program, Dickinson
College.

Convener: Dr. Neil Leary, Director, Dickin-
son Center for Sustainability Education, Dickinson
College.

Keynote Speaker: Ambassador (Retired) Chan-
drashekhar Dasgupta, Distinguished Fellow, The
Energy Resources Institute (TERI) New Dehli; Prime
Minister’s Council on Climate Change; Member of
the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights; and Co-Chair of the India-EU Round Table.

27



In the paper they co-authored with Dr. Melissa
Middleton Stone, Drs. Bryson and Crosby provide a
theoretical framework for the Workshop. They first
define the concept of cross-sector collaboration. They
then describe what they term as a design science ap-
proach to initiating and strategically managing cross-
sector collaborations. Their comprehensive model
provides a template that can be applied to wide range
of collaborative initiatives. It includes six high-level
interrelated activity areas. The authors also state 26
propositions: each is informed by the academic lit-
erature, suggests ways to more effectively complete
tasks in one of the six activity areas, and thus increases
the chances of reaching the intended outcomes of the
collaborative initiative.

Despite the power of the model they describe, Drs.
Bryson, Crosby, and Stone acknowledge that they
have not engaged in research either about initiating
and managing cross-sector collaborations that are
dedicated to promoting sustainability in developing
countries or involving the military as a participant.
Nevertheless, in his response paper, Dr. Sarcone con-
centrates on seven of the 26 propositions. For each,
he offers commentary and also proposes discussion
questions, in order to promote further reflection about
how the model might inform thinking about this rela-
tively unexplored terrain.

In his Keynote Address to the Workshop partici-
pants, Ambassador Dasgupta emphasizes two over-
arching themes. First, he describes the growing im-
portance of the strategic relationship between India
and the United States, especially in light of the need
to create a balance of power in East and South Asia
that can accommodate the peaceful rise of China on
the global stage. Second, he dismisses the notion that
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there must be a tradeoff between economic growth
and sustainable development; acknowledges that in
coming decades, energy security will be critical to all
countries; and advocates that, in light of the shale-gas
revolution —and for reasons that reflect both develop-
mental and geopolitical considerations—U.S. policy-
makers should liberalize controls on exports of natu-
ral gas to various countries that are now in place.
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CHAPTER 2

DESIGNING AND STRATEGICALLY
MANAGING CROSS-SECTOR
COLLABORATIONS

John M. Bryson
Barbara C. Crosby
Melissa Middleton Stone

An earlier version of this paper was presented at
the 7th Transatlantic Dialogue on Strategic Manage-
ment of Public Organizations, co-sponsored by the
American Society for Public Administration and the
European Group on Public Administration, at the
School of Public Affairs and Administration, Rutgers
University, Newark, NJ, June 23-25, 2011.

The authors wish to acknowledge those who made
parts of this research possible. The Urban Partner-
ship Agreement study was funded by the Intelligent
Transportation Systems (ITS) School, a program of
the University of Minnesota’s Center for Transporta-
tion Studies (CTS). Financial support was provided
by the U.S. Department of Transportation Research
and Innovative Technologies Administration (RITA).
The views expressed in this paper are solely those of
the authors. We wish to thank Stephen Page, Emily
Saunoi-Sandgren, and Carissa Schively Slotterback for
their comments on earlier drafts of this paper.

This chapter is a condensed version of the paper,
“Designing and Strategically Managing Cross-Sector
Collaborations: Propositions from the Literature and
Three Longitudinal Studies,” which was written for
the Workshop, “The U.S.-India Strategic Relationship
in the 21st Century: Challenges for Strategic Leaders;
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Opportunities for Cross-Sector Collaboration To Pro-
mote Sustainable Development,” Dickinson College,
Carlisle, PA, March 12-14, 2013. This paper updates
Bryson, Crosby, and Stone’s 2006 propositional in-
ventory based on a more recent literature review and
an extensive, multiyear investigations of three cross-
sector collaborations. The condensed version of this
paper focuses on the theoretical insights and the sys-
tems design approach of the longer paper, but does
not explicitly include the evidence from the longitudi-
nal studies. Since its publication in 2006, the paper by
Bryson, Crosby, and Stone has had a significant effect
on subsequent cross-sector collaboration scholarship;
it is is one of the most-cited articles in Public Adminis-
tration Review.

Note that this paper does not mention social mech-
anisms (Mayntz, 2004) as the likely causal connection
between elements of a design, the design as realized
(or not) in practice, and desired outcomes. When stud-
ies do not identify causal mechanisms, one is unlikely
to know what actually explains the outcomes of spe-
cific practices. For design science and practice-focused
approaches to be really useful, they should focus on
revealing research-based design principles or rules (Si-
mon, 1996; Romme, 2003) that might be used to guide
future action in order to produce desirable outcomes,
and also must explore the social mechanisms (Mayntz,
2004) that are the likely causal connection between
elements of at least partially designed processes and
desired outcomes. Unfortunately, a specification of
likely mechanisms that would serve as causal connec-
tions between elements of our framework is beyond
the scope of this paper.
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INTRODUCTION

Cross-sector collaboration is increasingly assumed
to be both necessary and desirable as a strategy for ad-
dressing many of society’s most difficult public chal-
lenges (Kickert, Klijn, and Koppenjan, 1997; Agranoff
and McGuire, 2003; Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004;
Agranoff, 2007; O’Leary and Bingham, 2009; Emerson,
Nabatchi, and Balogh 2012). Indeed, it is difficult to
imagine successfully addressing major international
problems, such as the AIDS pandemic, overfishing,
widespread drought, terrorism, or domestic issues,
such as the educational achievement gap between
income classes and races, without some sort of cross-
sector understandings, agreements, and collabora-
tion. By cross-sector collaborations, we mean those
involving government, business, nonprofits, and/or
communities and the public or citizenry as a whole.
Often media of various sorts, philanthropies, and
higher education are involved as well, and represent
specialized versions of broader sector categories, such
as business or nonprofits.

While collaboration may be necessary or desirable,
the research evidence indicates that it is hardly easy,
nor does it always work well (Huxham and Vangen,
2005). Based on an updated literature review and ex-
tensive research on three cross-sector collaborations in
three different fields, this paper refines our previous
work (Bryson, Crosby, and Stone, 2006) and places
it in an explicit design science and strategic manage-
ment framework in order to guide the design and
implementation of cross-sector collaborations. We as-
sert that collaboration occurs in the mid-range of how
organizations work on public problems (Crosby and
Bryson, 2005a, pp. 17-18). At one end of the continuum
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are organizations that hardly relate to each other, or
are adversaries when it comes to dealing with a public
problem that extends beyond their capabilities. At the
other end are organizations merged into a new entity
that can handle the problem through merged author-
ity and capabilities. In the mid-range are organiza-
tions that share information, undertake coordinated
initiatives, or develop shared-power arrangements
such as collaborations (which may be a distinct orga-
nizational form) to pool their capabilities to address
the problem or challenge. We thus define cross-sector
collaboration as the linking or sharing of informa-
tion, resources, activities, and capabilities by orga-
nizations in two or more sectors to achieve jointly
what could not be achieved by organizations in one
sector separately. Building on Himmelman (2002), we
distinguish among: (1) mandated, top-down collabo-
rations (what Himmelman calls “community better-
ment” collaborations”); (2) bottom-up collaborations
(what Himmelman calls “community empowerment”
collaborations); and (3) those that are in between, or
what we call “tweeners,” which have aspects of both.

The chapter has several sections. Following this
introduction, the second section discusses what we
mean by a design science and strategic management
framework. The following five sections cover: ad-
dressing initial conditions, designing effective pro-
cesses, creating an effective structural and governance
approach, managing contingencies and constraints
affecting process and structure, and assessing out-
comes and managing accountabilities. Propositions
drawn from the literature and our research are offered
throughout. The final section summarizes our argu-
ment and outlines a brief agenda for future research
and practice.
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Before proceeding, we must start with a caveat:
Our work and virtually all of the literature we review
is from developed nations and, for the most part, does
not involve the military in any way. We therefore do
not know the extent to which our observations apply
to developing countries, nor do we know much about
the effects of military involvement in cross-sector col-
laborations.

DESIGN SCIENCE AND STRATEGIC
MANAGEMENT

We believe that approaching the task of designing
and strategically managing cross-sector collaborations
from a design science perspective has much to recom-
mend it. A number of authors recently have empha-
sized the importance of design approaches to man-
agement in general (e.g.,, Romme, 2003; Liedtka and
Oglivie, 2011) and to public management in particular
(e.g., Bryson, 2010; Bryson, Berry, and Yang, 2010;
Barzelay and Thompson, 2010). In some ways, there
is nothing new about this call or design approaches in
general. As Nobel Prize winner Herbert Simon (1996,
p. 111) said some years ago, “Everyone designs who
devises a course of action aimed at changing existing
situations into preferred ones.” What is new is the in-
creased urgency and frequency with which the call is
being made. The argument is that for public manage-
ment research to be more helpful to practitioners and
the publics they serve, it must adopt a design science
approach as a complement to more traditional social
science approaches (Romme, 2003; Romme and En-
denburg, 2006), and it must incorporate more direct
attention to public management as a practice, where
practice is seen as a response to explicit or implicit
designs (Wenger, 1998; Sandberg and Tsoukas, 2011).
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A design science approach indicates how aspects of
context suggest cross-sector collaboration design
features and tasks that shape and guide actions and
practices that are likely to produce various outcomes
(see Figure 2-1). Note that the logic involved in Fig-
ure 2-1 works backward down the chain of arrows (cf.
Bryson, 2011, pp. 66-68). In other words, the idea is to
start with desired outcomes, then to imagine what a
cross-sector collaboration would look like that would
achieve those outcomes; then to pursue the major in-
terconnected activity areas to create the collaboration
by appropriately incorporating appropriate process
design features and tasks tailored to the specific con-

text.
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Source: Adapted from Bryson, 2011, p. 188.
Figure 2-1. A Design Science Approach to

Strategically Managing Cross-Sector
Collaborations.
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Strategic management has been variously defined
by different authors (e.g., Joyce, 2000; Poister and
Streib, 2005; Mulgan, 2009). For our purposes, we
define it as:

the appropriate and reasonable integration of strategic
planning and implementation across an organization
(or other entity) in an ongoing way to enhance the
fulfillment of mission, meeting of mandates, continu-
ous learning, and sustained creation of public value
(Bryson, 2010, p. S256).

Strategically managing a cross-sector collaboration
involves having a design for effectively addressing
the strategic (which includes governance) and opera-
tional issues that arise as a consequence of collaborat-
ing (see Figure 2-2). Useful designs will help collabo-
rators sort the issues into strategic, operational, and
in-between categories; choose the right response from
the available repertoire; and involve the appropri-
ate people in the process. Figure 2-2 shows key dif-
ferences among strategic issues, operational issues,
and those that are a mix of the two (Crossan, Lane,
and White, 1999; Heifetz, Grashow, and Linsky, 2009;
Scharmer, 2009). Strategic issues are likely to involve
knowledge exploration, changes in basic stakeholders
or stakeholder relationships, and perhaps radical new
technologies. Responses different from the status quo
are likely to be required from the system level (e.g.,
changes in basic rules or institutional redesign) or
cross-sector collaboration organizational level (e.g.,
changes in mission, vision, and goals). Decisionmak-
ers involved are likely to be top-level decisionmakers
and decisionmaking bodies at the system, collabora-
tion, and organizational level. Operational issues, in
contrast, are more technical in nature and are likely to
involve knowledge exploitation, strategy refinement,
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and process improvement. Line managers, operations
groups and personnel, and service co-producers or
recipients will be required to respond. Issues that are
partly strategic and partly operational are in between.
New strategies are likely to be needed, and the collab-
oration’s steering committee (or policy board acting
as a steering committee) will be a key focal point for
helping formulate new strategies or codifying effec-
tive emergent strategies. Each issue’s strategic aspects
should be examined and resolved first before opera-
tional concerns can be settled, although it does not
always work that way.
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Strategic (adaptive, developmental, From the system At the system level:
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present

+ Producing program, products, projects,
services
« Developing future capabilities
. intaining and enhancii kehold
i relations ‘
v
Operational (technical, non- + Strategy implementation and fine- | * Line managers
developmental, difficult) issues, where tuning * Operations groups and teams
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« Use of existing technologies

+ Good relationships with existing
stakeholders

Source: Adapted from Bryson (2011, p. 188).

Figure 2-2. Strategically Managing Cross-Sector
Collaboration.
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The following sections cover the five major activ-
ity areas in Figure 2-1: addressing initial conditions,
designing effective processes, creating an effective
structural and governance approach, managing con-
tingencies and constraints affecting process and struc-
ture, and assessing outcomes and managing account-
abilities. Propositions drawn from the literature and
our research are offered throughout (see Table 2-1).

Original Propositions

Revised Propositions

Address Initial Conditions

Proposition 1: Similar to all interorganization-
al relationships, cross-sector collaborations
are more likely to form in turbulent envi-
ronments. In particular, the formation and
sustainability of cross-sector collaborations
will be affected by driving and constraining
forces in their competitive and institutional
environments.

Proposition 1: Similar to all interorganization-
al relationships, cross-sector collaborations
are more likely to form in turbulent envi-
ronments. In particular, the formation and
sustainability of cross-sector collaborations
will be affected by driving and constraining
forces in their competitive and institutional
environments, including political forces and
the availability of relevant technology.

Proposition 2: Public policy makers are most
likely to try cross-sector collaboration if

they believe that separate efforts by several
sectors to address a public problem have
failed, or are likely to fail, and the actual or
anticipated failures cannot be fixed by the
separate sectors alone.

Proposition 2: Public policy makers are most
likely to try cross-sector collaboration if they
believe that separate efforts by several sec-
tors to address a public problem have failed,
or are likely to fail, and the actual failures
cannot be fixed by a separate sector alone; or
less dramatically, that no sector can address
the presenting problem effectively on its own.

Proposition 3: Cross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed when one or more
linking mechanisms, such as powerful spon-
sors, general agreement on the problem or
existing networks, are in place at the time of
their initial formation.

Proposition 3: Cross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed when one or more
linking mechanisms—such as powerful lead-
ers and sponsors; general agreement on the
problem; existing networks; neutral conve-
ners; RFPs plans, projects or technologies
requiring collaboration; and consequential
incentives favoring collaboration—are in
place at the time of their initial formation.

Table 2-1. Original and Revised Propositions
Regarding the Design and Strategic Management
of Cross-Sector Collaborations.

39




Design Effective Processes

Proposition 4: The form and content of a col-
laboration’s initial agreements will affect the
outcomes of the collaboration’s work.

Proposition 4: The form and content of a
collaboration’s initial agreements, as well as
the processes used to formulate them, will
affect the outcomes of the collaboration’s
work. A sequence of increasingly operational
agreements involving key decision makers, a
certain degree of flexibility, and re-negotiabil-
ity are likely to be important elements of the
agreement process.

Proposition 5: Gross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if they have com-
mitted sponsors and effective champions at
many levels who provide formal and informal
leadership.

Proposition 5: Gross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if they have com-
mitted, able sponsors and effective, persis-
tent champions at many levels who provide
formal and informal leadership.

Proposition 6: Cross-sector collaborations

are more likely to succeed if they establish

both internally and externally the legitimacy
of collaboration as a form of organizing, as
a separate entity, and as a source of trusted
interaction among members.

Proposition 6: Cross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if they establish
with both internal and external stakeholders
the legitimacy of collaboration as a neces-
sary form of organizing, as a separate entity,
and as a source of trusted interaction among
members.

Proposition 7: Gross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if trust-building
activities (including nurturing of cross-
sectoral and cross-cultural understanding)
are continuous.

Proposition 7: Gross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if a continuing
virtuous circle of trust-building activities
(including nurturing of cross-sectoral and
cross-cultural understanding) can be estab-
lished and maintained.

Proposition 8: Because conflict is common

in partnerships, cross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if partners use
resources and tactics (such as dialogue, joint
education, straw voting, consensus decision
making, consultation) to more nearly equalize
power and manage conflict.

Proposition 8: Because conflict is common
in partnerships, cross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if partners use
resources and tactics to help equalize power
and manage conflict, particularly in the early
phases of planning and organizing the work
to be done.

Table 2-1. Original and Revised Propositions
Regarding the Design and Strategic Management
of Cross-Sector Collaborations. (cont.)
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Proposition 9: Cross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if they use a com-
bination of deliberate and emergent planning,
with deliberate planning emphasized more

in mandated collaborations and emergent
planning emphasized more in non-mandated
collaborations.

Proposition 9: Cross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if they use a com-
bination of deliberate and emergent planning,
with deliberate planning emphasized more

in mandated collaborations and emergent
planning emphasized more in non-mandated
collaborations. At some point, however,
emergent planning needs to be followed by
formalization; too much emergent planning
can undermine collaboration success.

Proposition 10: Gross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if their planning
makes use of stakeholder analyses, empha-
sizes responsiveness to key stakeholders,
uses the process to build trust and the ca-
pacity to manage conflict, and builds on the
competencies and distinctive competencies
of the collaborators.

Proposition 10: Gross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if their planning
makes use of stakeholder analyses, empha-
sizes responsiveness to key stakeholders,
uses the process to build trust and the ca-
pacity to manage conflict, and builds on the
competencies and distinctive competencies
of the collaborators.

Proposition 11: Inclusive processes are
needed to produce inclusive structures
that in turn foster inclusive practices. Both
inclusive processes and structures facilitate
effective collaboration (another virtuous
circle). (Proposition 12 is found below.)

Create Effective Structural and Governance Arrangements

Proposition 11: Collaborative structure is
influenced by environmental factors, such
as system stability and the collaboration’s
strategic purpose.

Proposition 13: Collaborative structure is
influenced by environmental factors, such
as system stability and the collaboration’s
strategic purpose; structures must be able
to handle changes in the environment and
strategic purpose.

Proposition 12: Collaborative structure is
also likely to change over time due to ambi-
guity of membership and complexity in local
environments.

Proposition 14: Collaborative structure is
also likely to change over time due to ambi-
guity of membership and complexity in local
environments.

Proposition 13: Collaboration structure and
the nature of the tasks to be performed at the
client level are likely to influence a collabora-
tion’s effectiveness.

Proposition 15: Collaboration structure and
the nature of the tasks to be performed at
various levels, including the client or street
level, are likely to influence a collaboration’s
overall effectiveness; a measure of structural
ambidexterity is likely to be necessary to
manage the array of tasks.

Table 2-1. Original and

Revised Propositions

Regarding the Design and Strategic Management
of Cross-Sector Collaborations. (cont.)
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Proposition 14: Governing mechanisms,
including those that operate at both informal
and formal levels, are likely to influence col-
laboration effectiveness.

Proposition 16: Governing arrangements,
including those that operate at both informal
and formal levels, must be able to respond
effectively to strategic, operational, and
mixed issues, and the extent to which they
do is likely to influence collaboration ef-
fectiveness. This responsiveness is needed
in part to decide who gets to decide and

to be able to manage spatial and temporal
ambidexterity.

Manage Contingencies and Constra

ints Affecting Process and Structure

Proposition 17: Collaborations that are
prepared to take advantage of a window of
opportunity are far more likely to succeed
than those that are not.

Proposition 18: In order to be effective, col-
laborations must manage the many roles of
technology as a facilitator of collaboration,
and as non-human actors capable of provid-
ing solutions, affecting policies and politics,
altering public perceptions, and, stimulating
internal organizational changes.

Proposition 15: Collaborations involving
system-level planning activities are likely to
involve the most negotiation, followed by col-
laborations focused on administrative-level
partnerships, followed by service delivery
partnerships.

Proposition 12: Collaborations involving
system-level planning activities are likely to
involve the most negotiation, followed by col-
laborations focused on administrative-level
partnerships, followed by service delivery
partnerships.

Proposition 19: Needed competencies must
be available or developed or cross-sector col-
laboration goals will not be achieved.

Proposition 16: Cross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if they build in
resources and tactics for dealing with power
imbalances and shocks.

Proposition 20: Cross-sector collaborations
are more likely to succeed if the collabora-
tions build in resources and tactics for
dealing with power imbalances and shocks.
Shocks need to be expected and can be posi-
tive, e.g., a window of opportunity.

Table 2-1. Original and Revised Propositions
Regarding the Design and Strategic Management
of Cross-Sector Collaborations. (cont.)
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Proposition 17: Competing institutional
logics are likely within cross-sector collabo-
rations and may significantly influence the
extent to which collaborations can agree on
essential elements of process and structure
as well as outcomes.

Proposition 21: Competing institutional
logics are likely within cross-sector collabo-
rations and may significantly influence the
extent to which collaborations can agree on
essential elements of process and structure
as well as outcomes. Competing logics must
be managed effectively.

Assess Outcomes and Manage Accountabilities

Proposition 18: Cross-sector collabora-
tions are most likely to create public value

if they build on individuals’ and organiza-
tions’ self-interests along with each sector’s
characteristic strengths while finding ways to
minimize, overcome, or compensate for each
sector’s characteristic weaknesses.

Proposition 22: Cross-sector collaborations
are most likely to create public value if they
build on individuals’ and organizations’ self-
interests along each sector’s characteristic
strengths, while finding ways to minimize,
overcome, or compensate for each sector’s
characteristic weaknesses.

Proposition 19: Cross-sector collaborations
are most likely to create public value if they
produce positive first-, second-, and third-
order effects.

Proposition 23: Gross-sector collaborations
are most likely to create public value if they
produce positive first-, second-, and third-
order effects far in excess of negative effects.

Proposition 20: Gross-sector collaborations
are most likely to create public value if they
are long-lived and resilient.

Proposition 24: Gross-sector collaborations
are most likely to create public value if they
are long-lived, resilient, and engage in regu-
lar reassessments.

Proposition 21: Gross-sector collaborations
are more likely to be successful if they have
an accountability system that tracks inputs,
processes, and outcomes; use a variety of
methods for gathering, interpreting, and
using data; and use a results management
system built on strong relationships with key
political and professional constituencies.

Proposition 25: Gross-sector collaborations
are more likely to be successful if they have
an accountability system in place that tracks
inputs, processes, and outcomes; use a
variety of methods for gathering, interpret-
ing, and using data; and have in place a
results management system built on strong
relationships with key political and profes-
sional constituencies.

Proposition 22: The normal expectation
ought to be that success will be very difficult
to achieve in cross-sector collaborations.

Proposition 26: The normal expectation
ought to be that success will be very difficult
to achieve in cross-sector collaborations.

Table 2-1. Original and Revised Propositions
Regarding the Design and Strategic Management
of Cross-Sector Collaborations. (cont.)
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Table 2-1 shows the original Bryson, Crosby, and
Stone (2006) propositions along with the revised set
of propositions. The discussion necessarily must em-
phasize simplicity and does not attempt to capture
the full extent of interaction among or within major
categories or the nonlinear quality of many collabora-
tive endeavors. Recall that before making use of the
propositions in any specific case, the people involved
should start with potential desired outcomes; then
imagine what a cross-sector collaboration would look
like that would achieve those outcomes; then pursue
the major interconnected activity areas discussed later
in order to create a desirable cross-sector collaboration
that is fit for purpose and tailored to the specific con-
text. Note as well that desired outcomes are likely to
change as the situation changes, as it almost always
does (Vangen and Huxham, 2012).

ADDRESS INITIAL CONDITIONS

This category focuses on broad themes related to
the general environment in which collaborations are
embedded, the notion of sector failure as an over-
looked precondition to collaboration, and other spe-
cific, immediate preconditions affecting formation.

Address General Environment.

Work on interorganizational relationships (IOR)
has directly linked certain environmental conditions
to the necessity for single organizations to join with
others. Most notably, Emery and Trist (1965) argued
over 40 years ago that increased environmental com-
plexity, such that the “ground is in motion” (p. 51),
necessitated linkages among organizations to de-
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crease uncertainty and increase organizational stabil-
ity. Fundamental needs of organizations to reduce
resource dependencies in their environments (Pfef-
fer and Salancik, 1978) or decrease transaction costs
(Williamson, 1975) also propel organizations toward
various types of IOR. Collaborations are subject to
both competitive and institutional pressures that sig-
nificantly affect their formation as well as long-term
sustainability (Oliver, 1990; Sharfman, Gray and Yin,
1991; Vangen and Huxham, 2012). The institutional
environment includes normative, legal, and regula-
tory elements with which organizations must conform
if they are to achieve the legitimacy necessary for sur-
vival (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983, 1991).

For partnerships focused on public policy or pub-
lic problem solving, the institutional environment is
especially important because it includes broad sys-
tems of relationships across public jurisdictional areas
(Scott and Meyer, 1991) that can directly affect collab-
orative purpose, structure, and outcomes. For exam-
ple, in their study of a public-private partnership in
the garment industry, Sharfman and colleagues (1991)
found that driving forces in both the competitive and
institutional environments helped stimulate the part-
nership’s formation but quickly shifted to restraining
forces that hindered its sustainability. Institutional
forces appeared to be more intractable than competi-
tive forces; for example, a decrease in public funds and
changes in welfare payment policies created strong
disincentives for the partnership to continue. Our re-
search highlighted two additional environmental fea-
tures. First, the political environment had a profound
effect on whether and what kind of cross-sector col-
laboration could be formed. Second, the availability of
relevant technology affected whether a collaboration
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would be formed and whether it would succeed. (By
technology we mean both mechanized or computer-
ized tools as well as formal processes and techniques
for accomplishing organizational goals.)

Proposition 1: Similar to all interorganizational rela-
tionships, cross-sector collaborations are more likely
to form in turbulent environments. In particular, the
formation and sustainability of cross-sector collabo-
rations will be affected by driving and constraining
forces in their competitive and institutional environ-
ments, including political forces and the availability of
relevant technology.

Identify Sector Strengths and Weaknesses.

While factors in the general environment signifi-
cantly affect the formation of all IORs, cross-sector
collaborations also appear to be influenced by the
degree to which single-sector efforts to solve a public
problem have failed. We call this “sector failure,” re-
ferring to the often observed situation that single sec-
tor efforts to solve a public problem are tried first and
found wanting before cross-sector efforts are attempt-
ed. As a society, we rely on the differential strengths
of the for-profit, government, and nonprofit sectors
to help overcome the weaknesses or failures of the
other sectors and to contribute to the creation of pub-
lic value. In the United States, the presumption typi-
cally is that we will let markets work until they fail,
and, only if they fail, is the case compelling for direct
government provision of goods and services. On the
other hand, Salamon argues (1987, 1995) that histori-
cally the United States has relied first on voluntary ac-
tion to solve public problems, moving to government
provision only after “philanthropic failure.” In other

46



words, government service provision has historically
been a product of either market failure or voluntary
action failure. If all three sectors fail, we have a public
value failure (Bozeman, 2002, 2007) that we address
in one of several ways: we can live with the problem;
engage in symbolic action that does little to address
the problem; or, mobilize collective action to fashion
a cross-sector solution that holds the promise of creat-
ing public value. For a fuller elaboration of this argu-
ment, see Bryson and Crosby, 2008.

Proposition 2: Public policy makers are most likely to
try cross-sector collaboration if they believe that sepa-
rate efforts by several sectors to address a public prob-
lem have failed, or are likely to fail, and the actual fail-
ures cannot be fixed by a separate sector alone; or less
dramatically, that no sector can address the presenting
problem effectively on its own.

Take into Account Direct Antecedents to
Collaboration Formation.

In addition to general environmental factors and
the actuality or likelihood of sector failure, other an-
tecedent conditions, or “linking mechanisms” (Wad-
dock, 1986) affect the likelihood of collaboration for-
mation. Five are emphasized here.

First, a leader, legitimate convener, or brokering
organization can facilitate collaboration formation
(Gray, 1989; Waddock, 1986; Emerson, Nabatchi,
and Balogh, 2012). Powerful sponsors or brokering
organizations draw attention to an important public
problem and accord it legitimacy within a stakeholder
group (Crosby and Bryson, 2005a). Conveners who
are often recognized as boundary-spanning leaders
with credibility in multiple arenas touched by the
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problem (Kastan, 2000) can draw together an initial
set of stakeholders (Gray, 1989). Conveners may be
powerful individuals, such as a mayor or CEO, or
organizations, such as the United Way or a private
foundation. Second, an important linking mechanism
is initial, albeit general, agreement on the problem
definition that also indicates the interdependence of
stakeholder organizations when it comes to address-
ing the problem (Gray, 1989; Waddock, 1986; Emer-
son, Nabatchi, and Balogh, 2012). The agreement can
help clarify the stake or interest an organization has
in resolving the social problem and the extent the
organization needs others to solve the problem—as
Logsden (1991) found, both recognized self-interest
and acknowledged interdependence are necessary
preconditions to collaboration formation. Third, the
role of prior relationships or existing networks is im-
portant because it is often through these that partners
judge the trustworthiness of other partners and the
legitimacy of key stakeholders. Scholars refer to this
factor as the degree of structural embeddedness: the
more partners have interacted in the past in positive
ways, the more social mechanisms enable coordina-
tion and safeguard exchanges (Jones, Hesterly, and
Borghati, 1997; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994). If prior
relationships do not exist, then partnerships are likely
to emerge more incrementally and begin with small,
informal deals that do not require much trust (Gulati,
1995; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994). Fourth, consequen-
tial incentives favoring collaboration clearly support
the establishment of a collaboration (Emerson, Nabat-
chi, and Balogh, 2012). Finally, observations from our
field work prompt us to take a broader view of linking
mechanisms, both horizontal and vertical, than we had
previously. Requests for proposals, plans, projects,
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various technologies, and consequential incentives all
worked as linking mechanisms in one or more of the
cases because they required cross-sector collaboration
if they were to work.

Proposition 3: Cross-sector collaborations are more
likely to succeed when one or more linking mecha-
nisms —such as powerful leaders and sponsors; gen-
eral agreement on the problem; existing networks;
neutral conveners; RFPs, plans, projects or technolo-
gies requiring collaboration; and consequential incen-
tives favoring collaboration—are in place at the time
of their initial formation, and consequential incentives
favor collaboration.

DESIGN EFFECTIVE PROCESSES

We begin this section on designing effective pro-
cesses with a caveat. For analytic purposes, our ini-
tial framework included a fairly sharp differentiation
between process and structure. What we found in
practice in our cases is an intertwining and interpen-
etration of the two to the point that accurate distinc-
tions between process and structure can be difficult.
Our research suggests that such distinctions must not
be drawn too sharply, because to do so is not only
not useful, but largely inaccurate. Where to draw the
line between process and structure is therefore highly
problematic. That said, researchers have emphasized
several aspects of process within collaborations. We
focus on six: forging initial agreements, building lead-
ership, building legitimacy, building trust, managing
conflict, and planning.

Prior research on process overlaps with some as-
pects of research on initial conditions (discussed ear-
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lier) and structure (discussed later). For example, a
key process in collaboration is negotiating formal and
informal agreements about purpose after some initial
agreements on problem definition have been reached,
as described earlier. Through agreeing on the purpose
of the collaboration, partners may consider elements of
structure, such as roles, responsibilities, and decision-
making authority. The results of case studies include
numerous examples of the agreement process blend-
ing with establishment of structural arrangements.

Forge Initial Agreement(s).

Informal agreements about the collaboration’s
composition, mission, and process can work (Dona-
hue, 2004), but formal agreements have the advantage
of supporting accountability. The need for different
types of initial agreements and the reworking of agree-
ments are likely to increase as collaborations grow to
include more geographically dispersed partners and
diverse actors within a problem domain (Kastan, 2000;
Vangen and Huxham, 2012).

Possible elements of formal agreements include:
broad purpose and goals, mandates, commitment
of resources, designation of formal leadership, de-
scription of members, decisionmaking structure, and
built-in flexibility (such as allowing waivers) for deal-
ing with local conditions and changes (Crosby and
Bryson, 2005a; Arino and de la Torre, 1998; Page, 2004).
When partners do not completely agree on a shared
purpose, they may be able to agree on next steps.
Studies of collaboration highlight the importance of a
drafting process that is highly participatory, involv-
ing key stakeholders and implementers (Page, 2004).
Less powerful partners may have more difficulty than
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others in advocating for their interests in this process,
though managers of the process can use several tech-
niques to equalize power (Crosby and Bryson, 2005a,
2005b; Purdy, 2012). In addition, our research find-
ings emphasize the importance of having a sequence
of increasingly operational agreements involving key
decisionmakers. A certain degree of flexibility and
renegotiability are important elements of the agree-
ment process, in part because there will necessarily be
tensions among collaboration, organization, and indi-
vidual goals, and goals can be expected to change over
time (Vangen and Huxham, 2012).

Proposition 4: The form and content of a collaboration’s
initial agreements, as well as the processes used to for-
mulate them, will affect the outcomes of the collabo-
ration’s work. A sequence of increasingly operational
agreements involving key decision makers, a certain
degree of flexibility, and re-negotiability are likely to
be important elements of the agreement process.

Build leadership.

Collaborations provide multiple roles for formal
and informal leaders (e.g., Agranoff and McGuire,
2003; Crosby and Bryson, 2010; Silvia and McGuire,
2010; Emerson, Nabatchi, and Balogh, 2012; O'Leary
and Vij, 2012). Examples of formal leadership posi-
tions are: co-chairs of a steering committee, coordina-
tor of a collaborative, and project director. To be effec-
tive, these people need formal and informal authority,
vision and long-term commitment to the collabora-
tion, integrity, and relational and political skills (Gray,
1989; Crosby and Bryson, 2005a; Waddock, 1986). Two
key leadership roles are “sponsors” and “champions”
(Crosby and Bryson, 2010; Taylor et al., 2011). Spon-
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sors are individuals who have considerable prestige,
authority, and access to resources they can use on be-
half of the collaboration, even if they are not closely
involved in the day-to-day collaborative work. Cham-
pions are people who focus intently on keeping the
collaboration going and use process skills to help
the collaboration accomplish its goals. A champion
also acts as a “collaborative capacity builder,” which
Weber and Khademian (2008, p. 340) describe as:

someone who either by legal authority, expertise val-
ued in the network, reputation as an honest broker, or
some combination of the three, has been accorded a
lead role in the network’s problem-solving exercises.

Our research highlights, in particular, the impor-
tance of having persistent champions. Key champions
need to stay with the collaboration for a long time,
in part because sponsors seem to fade in and out as
time progresses. Sponsors provide legitimacy, sup-
portive decisions, and initial resources. Sponsors vary
in importance, but there is probably a threshold level
of sponsorship below which a collaboration is likely
to fail. Additionally, we observed that collabora-
tions that depend in some important way on a public
bureaucracy need one or more consistent sponsors
who are embedded at or near the top of the public
bureaucracy.

The parceling out of formal leadership positions
has implications for the level of buy-in by collaborat-
ing partners; if more powerful partners receive “plum”
positions, less powerful partners may require other
assurances their interests will be taken into account
(Alexander et al., 2001). The development of informal
leadership throughout a collaboration is likely to be
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especially important, since participants often cannot
rely on a lot of clear cut, easily enforced, centralized
direction. (For example, “lead organizations” may not
be powerful enough to lead in a traditional sense; or
an individual participant may be a formal leader in a
partner organization, but not play a formal leadership
role in the collaboration.) In collaborative settings, col-
lective by nature, building this leadership capacity is
essential and may make the difference between suc-
cessful and unsuccessful partnerships (Huxham and
Vangen, 2000, 2005). Furthermore, since turnover of
leaders is to be expected in collaborations that contin-
ue for years, collaborating partners have an incentive
to prepare successors and build in ways to sustain the
collaboration during changes in leadership (Alexan-
der et al., 2001; Merrill-Sands and Sheridan, 1996).

Finally, sponsors and champions need to have
some important political competencies. These include
skill at issue framing and coalition building, since the
success of any collaboration will depend on how the
issues seeming to require collaboration are framed,
and on how strong a coalition emerges in favor of col-
laboration. Beyond that, a broad range of skills are
needed to balance the conflicting demands of auton-
omy and interdependence required by collaboration
in networks that are typically more horizontal than
vertical (O’Leary and Vij, 2012).

Proposition 5: Cross-sector collaborations are more
likely to succeed if they have committed, able spon-
sors and effective, persistent champions at many lev-
els who provide formal and informal leadership.
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Build Legitimacy.

As institutional theory contends, an organization
seeking to acquire resources necessary to survival must
build legitimacy through making use of structures,
processes, and strategies that are deemed appropriate
within its institutional environment (Suchman, 1995).
However, when a newly organized entity is a network
of organizations, not a single organization, how does
the network gain legitimacy to begin with? A net-
work or collaboration is not automatically regarded
by others, either insiders or outsiders, as a legitimate
organizational entity because it is less understandable
and recognizable than more traditional forms, such as
bureaucratic structures. In their research, Human and
Provan (2000) found three necessary and distinct le-
gitimacy dimensions to be critical: 1) a network had to
establish the legitimacy of network as form in order to
attract internal and external support and resources; 2)
networks then concentrated on establishing the legiti-
macy of the network as entity, that is, as a structure
recognizable to both insiders and outsiders; and 3)
these networks established the legitimacy of network
as interaction, building trust among members to
freely communicate within the network.

Proposition 6: Cross-sector collaborations are more
likely to succeed if they establish with both internal
and external stakeholders the legitimacy of collabora-
tion as a necessary form of organizing, as a separate
entity, and as a source of trusted interaction among
members.
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Build Trust.

Trusting relationships are often depicted as the
essence of collaboration. Paradoxically, they are both
lubricant and glue — that is, they facilitate the work of
collaboration and they hold the collaboration togeth-
er. Trust can comprise interpersonal behavior, con-
fidence in organizational competence and expected
performance, and a common bond and sense of good-
will (Chen and Graddy, 2005). Many researchers real-
ize that collaborations begin with varying degrees of
trust, but emphasize that trust-building is an ongoing
requirement for successful collaborations (Huxham
and Vangen, 2005; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994; Emer-
son, Nabatchi, and Balogh, 2012). Collaboration part-
ners build trust by sharing information and knowledge
and demonstrating competency, good intentions, and
follow through; conversely, failure to follow through
and unilateral action undermine trust (Merrill-Sands
and Sheridan, 1996; Arino and de la Torre, 1998). For
example, Huxham and Vangen (2005) emphasize the
effectiveness of achieving “small wins” together.

Proposition 7: Cross-sector collaborations are more
likely to succeed if a continuing virtuous circle of
trust-building activities (including nurturing of cross-
sectoral and cross-cultural understanding) can be
established and maintained.

Manage Conflict.

Conflict in a collaboration emerges from the dif-
fering aims and expectations that partners bring to a
collaboration, from differing views about strategies
and tactics, and from attempts to protect or magnify
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partner control over the collaboration’s work or out-
comes (Vangen and Huxham, 2012). The mission of
the collaboration may also affect levels of conflict. For
example, if the collaboration is mainly planning for
systems change, versus agreeing on how to deliver a
service, the level of conflict may be higher (Bolland
and Wilson, 1994). Furthermore, Gray (1996) has
found that power issues, as prime sources of conflict,
vary by phases. As groups try to agree on the nature
of the problem that concerns them, issues are likely to
revolve around convening and inclusion; as they de-
bate the direction to take in dealing with the problem,
issues concern shaping the collaboration agenda and
sharing of relevant information; once the implementa-
tion is underway, power issues revolve around the ex-
ercise of influence, action authorization and resource
control (Gray, 1996).

Conflict may be exacerbated when the collaborat-
ing organizations differ in status (either because of
size, funding, or reputation). Less-powerful partners
will need assurance that their interests are taken into
account or their involvement and commitment can-
not be assured (Merrill-Sands and Sheridan, 1996). It
may be wise, for example, for a collaboration to use
resources to put all participants on a more equal foot-
ing, for example, by educating participants about con-
cepts, information, and tools that are key to its work
(Keast et al., 2004). Effective conflict management
goes beyond power sharing, however. An expecta-
tion that conflict will be present helps. Use of effec-
tive conflict management practices, such as extensive
use of regular meetings to raise and resolve issues, is
important. Irregular meetings may be needed to stop
the action and deal with particular conflicts before
moving ahead.
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Proposition 8: Because conflict is common in partner-
ships, cross-sector collaborations are more likely to
succeed if partners use resources and tactics to help
equalize power and manage conflict, particularly in
the early phases of planning and organizing the work
to be done.

Engage in Deliberate and Emergent Planning.

Two different approaches to planning in collabora-
tive settings are evident in the literature. One approach
emphasizes deliberate, formal planning as a precursor
to success. Careful articulation of mission, goals and
objectives; roles and responsibilities; and phases or
steps, including implementation, are often cited as an
important key to success (Mattessich, Murray-Close,
and Monsey, 2001). This approach—what Mintzberg,
Ahlstrand, and Lampel (1998) call “deliberate” and
McCaskey (1974) calls “planning from goals” —would
appear to be most likely when collaboration is man-
dated. The other approach argues that a clear under-
standing of mission, goals, roles, and action steps
is more likely to emerge over time as conversations
involving individuals grow to encompass a broader
network of involved or affected parties (Winer and
Ray, 1994; Huxham and Vangen, 2005; Vangen and
Huxham, 2012), and as the need for “workarounds”
becomes apparent (Campbell, 2012). This approach
is what Mintzberg, Ahlstrand, and Lampel (1998)
call “emergent” and McCaskey calls “planning from
thrust” —and seems most likely when collaboration
is not mandated. Careful attention to stakeholders
clearly is crucial for successful planning regardless
of approach (Bryson, 2004; Page, 2004). The process
also should be used to build trust and the capacity to
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manage conflict effectively (Bryson, 2011). Planning is
more likely to be successful to the extent that it builds
on the competencies and distinctive competencies of
the collaborators, including those arising from the dis-
tinctive sectors in which they operate (Bryson, Acker-
mann, and Eden, 2007; Ackermann and Eden, 2011).

Proposition 9: Cross-sector collaborations are more
likely to succeed if they use a combination of deliber-
ate and emergent planning, with deliberate planning
emphasized more in mandated collaborations and
emergent planning emphasized more in non-mandat-
ed collaborations. At some point, however, emergent
planning needs to be coupled with formalization; too
much emergent planning can undermine collabora-
tion success.

Proposition 10: Cross-sector collaborations are more
likely to succeed if their planning makes use of
stakeholder analyses, emphasizes responsiveness to
key stakeholders, uses the process to build trust and
the capacity to manage conflict, and builds on the
competencies and distinctive competencies of the
collaborators.

Finally as we noted earlier, what we found in prac-
tice is that making accurate distinctions between pro-
cess and structure can be difficult.

Proposition 11: Inclusive processes are needed to pro-
duce inclusive structures that in turn foster inclusive
practices. All other things being equal, both inclusive
processes and structures facilitate effective collabora-
tion (another virtuous circle).
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CREATE EFFECTIVE STRUCTURAL AND
GOVERNANCE APPROACH

Structure is a highly developed concept in organi-
zation theory and typically includes goals; specializa-
tion of tasks and division of labor, rules and standard
operating procedures; and designated authority rela-
tionships. Structure concerns vertical and horizontal
components, and the need for organizations to both
differentiate and integrate across components is a
common structural tension (see, for example, Bolman
and Deal, 2008; Scott, 1987). Within the collaboration
literature, structure has not attracted the same degree
of interest, in part because researchers have empha-
sized “organizing” as a process, over “organization”
as more formal structural arrangements (Emerson,
Nabatchi, and Balogh, 2012). Indeed, as noted earlier,
structure and process often interact in collaborations.
For example, building leadership is a process that may
produce informal leadership activities as well as for-
mally designated authority positions. In this section,
we will focus on research that recognizes structure in
relation to other important elements of the collabora-
tion context and that links structural components to
overall effectiveness.

Clarify Collaboration Type.

Important differences exist among partnerships
formed for system-level planning (that is, identifying
and defining system problems and solutions), admin-
istrative activities (involving resource transactions,
such as staff sharing), or service delivery (such as cli-
ent referral agreements) (Bolland and Wilson, 1994).
Service delivery partnerships are more frequent and
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easier to sustain than those aimed at planning for
systems change because system-level planning ac-
tivities, similar to agenda setting in the public policy
process, involve negotiating tough questions about
the problem and finding creative solutions (Bolland
and Wilson, 1994). Similarly, Alter (1990) finds that
partnerships involving administrative-level managers
are more prone to conflict, while those coordinating
service delivery among line staff experience greater
cooperation.

Proposition 12: Collaborations involving system-level
planning activities are likely to involve the most ne-
gotiation, followed by collaborations focused on ad-
ministrative-level partnerships, followed by service
delivery partnerships.

Adapt Structure to Context.

Collaboration scholars are quick to point out that
structure itself is influenced by context, including sys-
tem stability and degree of resource munificence (Hu-
man and Provan, 1997; Provan and Milward, 1995;
Sharfman, Gray, and Yin, 1991; Van de Ven and Walk-
er, 1984; Emerson, Nabatchi, and Balogh, 2012). For
example, changes in government policy often desta-
bilize systems or alter resources in the policy fields in
which networks are embedded and hence rearrange
the structure of ties among members (Sharfman, Gray,
and Yin, 1991; Stone, 2004).

It also appears that the strategic purpose of a net-
work or partnership affects structure. Agranoff and
McGuire (1998), in examining local economic develop-
ment networks, make important distinctions among
the strategic purposes of those networks, delineating
policy or strategy making networks from resource
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exchange and project-based networks. They find that
differences in purpose are related to the composition
and size of networks. Furthermore, structures are like-
ly to be dynamic because of ambiguity and complex-
ity inherent in collaborations (Huxham and Vangen,
2005), including what Vangen and Huxham (2012)
refer to as most collaborations” “tangled web” of goals
involving collaboration, organization, and individual-
level goals. Ambiguity also arises from many features
of membership, including perceptions of who the
members of a collaboration are, what these members
actually represent (themselves, their organization,
or a particular identity group), and turnover among
members. Membership turnover may be especially
important when powerful players such as top elected
officials leave, join, or alter their level of involvement
in the collaboration (Crosby and Bryson, 2005a; Kas-
tan, 2000). This ambiguity is further exacerbated by
hierarchies of collaborations in which individuals
and organizations are often members of multiple and
overlapping partnerships. For self-governing partner-
ships (Provan and Kenis, 2005) in particular, structures
may begin to blur among these interrelated, multiple
partnerships.

Proposition 13: Collaborative structure is influenced by
environmental factors, such as system stability and the
collaboration’s strategic purpose; structures must be
able to handle changes in the environment and strate-
gic purpose.

Proposition 14: Collaborative structure is also likely to

change over time due to ambiguity of goals, member-
ship and complexity in local environments.
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Adapt Structure to the Task.

Two particularly important studies concern the
extent to which structural configurations relate to the
overall effectiveness of networks in the adult mental
health policy field (Provan and Milward, 1995; Pro-
van and Sebastian, 1998). Effectiveness is defined as
achievement of desired outcomes from the client’s per-
spective. The first study found that networks central-
ized around a lead organization were more effective
than dense, strongly tied networks, raising questions
about the effectiveness of “fully integrated” networks
(Provan and Milward, 1995). The second study high-
lighted the importance of cliques within networks
where dense integration of services takes place at the
client level among a few network members (Provan
and Sebastian, 1998).

Our research illustrates another aspect of structure
not highlighted in previous literature, and that is the
importance of being structurally ambidextrous on
an as-needed basis (Raisch and Birkinaw, 2008). The
ambidexterity involves managing a host of tensions,
the poles of which involve: stability versus change;
hierarchy versus lateral relations; the existing power
structure versus voluntary and involuntary power
sharing; formal networks versus informal networks;
and existing forums versus new forums. Managing
the tensions—meaning being able to handle both
poles, to be ambidextrous —typically involves sepa-
rating the elements of the tension in time or space.
For example, actors may try to keep stable as much
as they can while changing other things; this is the
strategy of spatial separation. Alternatively, the strat-
egy formulation process relies a great deal on lateral
relations, informal networks, new forums, and more
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power sharing, while the implementation process typ-
ically experiences a re-emergence of the importance
of hierarchy, formal networks, existing forums, and
less power sharing; this is the strategy of temporal
separation. An important area for future research is
to explore what kinds of ambidexterity are necessary
in large, multi-actor collaborations, and how best they
might be managed.

Organizational ambidexterity is also related to the
kinds of interdependence that must be managed. We
are reminded of James D. Thompson’s (1967) classic
description of pooled, sequential and reciprocal inter-
dependence. In pooled interdependence, each orga-
nizational unit contributes to the whole, but in a dis-
crete manner. Standardization coordinates the units.
Sequential interdependence is serial and ordered,
where unit X’s outputs are the inputs for unit Y. Coor-
dination by plan is necessary here. Reciprocal interde-
pendence includes pooled and sequential interdepen-
dence but each unit is penetrated by others and each
unit poses a contingency for the other. That is, the ac-
tions of each unit must be adjusted to the actions of
one or more of the others. As a result, the coordinative
mechanism for reciprocal interdependence is mutual
adjustment among units. It is, Thompson concludes,
the most complex form of interdependence.

Proposition 15: Collaboration structure and the nature
of the tasks to be performed at various levels, includ-
ing the client or street level are, likely to influence a
collaboration’s overall effectiveness; a measure of
structural ambidexterity is likely to be necessary to
manage the array of tasks.
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Create an Effective Governance Arrangement.

What constitutes governance for networks or col-
laborations is an elusive question (Emerson, Nabatchi,
and Balogh, 2012; O’Leary and Vij, 2012). If one as-
sumes that networks are horizontal systems, then a
hierarchical concept like governance is troublesome
(Provan and Kenis, 2005). However, governance as
a set of coordinating and monitoring activities must
occur for a collaboration to survive. As some argue,
network governance emerges through frequent, struc-
tured exchanges that develop network level values,
norms, and trust that serve as enabling social mecha-
nisms to coordinate and monitor behavior (Jones,
Hesterly, and Borghatti, 1997; Ostrom, 1990).

In addition, there are specific types of governance
structures, and the choice of governance structure is
likely to influence network effectiveness (Provan and
Kenis, 2005). These include: 1) self-governing struc-
tures with decisionmaking through regular meetings
of members or through informal, frequent interac-
tions; 2) a lead organization that provides major de-
cisionmaking and coordinating activities; 3) a net-
work administrative organization which is a separate
organization formed to oversee network affairs; and
4) hybrids that incorporate aspects of two or more of
the structures discussed earlier. Contingencies, such
as network size and degrees of trust among members,
influence which form is appropriate and managerial
choice is critical for matching the best form to condi-
tions (Stadtler, 2010). Governance structures must be
able to handle strategic, operational, and mixed issues,
as outlined in Figure 2-1.
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Proposition 16: Governing arrangements, including
those that operate at both informal and formal levels,
must be able to respond effectively to strategic, opera-
tional, and mixed issues, and the extent to which they
do is likely to influence collaboration effectiveness.
This responsiveness is needed in part to decide who
gets to decide and to be able to manage spatial and
temporal ambidexterity.

MANAGE CONTINGENCIES AND
CONSTRAINTS AFFECTING PROCESS AND
STRUCTURE

In this section, we draw attention to five factors
that can significantly influence a collaboration’s pro-
cess and structure as well as its overall sustainability.
These factors are: windows of opportunity, technol-
ogy, competencies, power imbalances among mem-
bers, and competing institutional logics held within
the collaboration itself.

Make Use of Windows of Opportunity.

Kingdon (2002) highlights the importance of be-
ing prepared for windows of opportunity to open.
Windows that open make it possible to link problems,
politics, and solutions at decision points.

Proposition 17: Collaborations that are prepared to take
advantage of a window of opportunity are far more
likely to succeed than those that are not.
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Manage the Many Roles of Technology.

Technology in organizations, including both work
procedures and specific tools or equipment, is now of-
ten conceptualized as part of an organization’s social
system (drawing on the socio-technical school of or-
ganizational analysis of the mid-20th century) and as
an actor in its own right (Latour, 1987; Sandfort, 2009).
Technology is not simply “a thing” disaggregated
from human work in organizations (Berg 1998), nor is
it fixed and static. Viewed as technology-in-use (Or-
likowski 2000), technology is an “ensemble or ‘web’ of
equipment, techniques, applications, and people that
define a social context. . . .” (Orlikowski and Iacono
2001, p. 122).

More specifically, technologies fulfill two crucial
roles: first, as facilitators of collaborative behavior;
and, second, as nonhuman actors in the project’s pro-
cesses. Technology may be viewed as a motivating or
attractor force when the prospect of making use of new
technologies incentivizes participation. Technologies
also facilitate the work of the collaboration itself. Cer-
tainly common communications technologies, such
as email with attachment capabilities and websites,
make coordination among partners easier and faster.
As a relationship-builder among partnership mem-
bers, technologies allow or force people to integrate
across boundaries, both within their own agencies or
across different agencies and organizations.

Technology also acts as a “nonhuman actor,” by
which we mean that technology can play specific roles
beyond simply motivating partners and facilitating
partnership work. This is perhaps an unusual use of
the term actor, but in sociology of science studies ““any
thing that does modify a state of affairs by making a
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difference is an actor”” (Latour, 2005, p. 71). Our re-
search suggests that technology: 1) provides solutions
and presents a systems view of complex interactions
that surpass perceptions of individual actors; 2) is a
significant policy mechanism and political factor; 3) is
essential to changing public perceptions; and, 4) can
stimulate internal organizational changes.

Proposition 18: In order to be effective, collaborations
must manage the many roles of technology as a fa-
cilitator of collaboration, and as non-human actors
capable of providing solutions, affecting policies and
politics, altering public perceptions, and, stimulating
internal organizational changes.

Build in Necessary Competencies.

Perhaps it goes without saying, but collaborating
successfully depends on key participants having ad-
equate competency for collaborating — since collabo-
ration involves fairly thorough and long lasting com-
munication, cooperation, coordination, mobilization
of resources, and highly consultative (if not actually
shared) decisionmaking (Huxham and Vangen, 2005;
Margerum, 2002; Sydow et al., 2011). More technical
competencies are also likely to be needed.

Proposition 19: Needed competencies must be available
or developed or cross-sector collaboration goals will
not be achieved.

Manage Power Imbalances.
Huxham and Vangen (2005) identify power im-

balances among collaborating partners as a source of
mistrust and therefore a threat to effective collabora-
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tion. Power imbalances become most significant when
partners have difficulty agreeing on a shared purpose.
Over time, a collaboration is likely to experience—
and probably should expect —exogenous (and endog-
enous) shocks that affect relations among partners,
resources, and even the purpose of the collaboration
(Emerson, Nabatchi, and Balogh, 2012). Once-reliable
funding streams may dry up and others may flow.
The demographics of the collaboration’s clientele
may change for the better or worse. The collaboration
may be caught up in scandals involving one or more
members or in partisan political shifts. Some members
may drop out and new ones join. Tactics like strate-
gic planning and scenario development can help col-
laborations anticipate and shape future developments
(Bryson, 2011).

Proposition 20: Cross-sector collaborations are more
likely to succeed if the collaborations build in resourc-
es and tactics for dealing with power imbalances and
shocks. Shocks need to be expected and can be posi-
tive, e.g., a window of opportunity.

Manage Competing Institutional Logics.

Building legitimacy, leadership, and trust, along
with managing conflict, all become more complex for
multisector collaborations because of the likelihood
that members represent and enact competing insti-
tutional logics. Institutional logics are macro-level
historical patterns, both symbolic and material, that
establish formal and informal rules of the game and
provide interpretations of action (Friedland and Al-
ford, 1991; Thornton and Ocasio, 1999). For example,
the logic of the market includes the material practices
of accumulation and ownership, where competition
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and efficiency are part of its symbolic system. The
logic of the bureaucratic state concerns the regulation
of human activity and includes legal and bureaucratic
hierarchies, rules, and standard operating procedures.
The logic of democracy emphasizes popular control
over human activity and citizen participation with
symbolic supporting systems such as voluntary as-
sociation (Friedland and Alford, 1991). Logics influ-
ence organization-level behavior by focusing the at-
tention of decisionmakers on certain issues, outcomes,
and sources of power consistent with the dominant
logic, and away from those inconsistent with the logic
(Thornton and Ocasio, 1999).

Logics compete because actions, processes, norms,
and structures that are seen as legitimate from the van-
tage point of one institutional logic may been seen as
less legitimate or even illegitimate from the perspec-
tive of another logic. For example, contradictions em-
bedded in a cross-sector collaboration might include
the extent to which efficiency (the market), adherence
to bureaucratic rules (the state), or inclusive participa-
tion (democracy) is regarded by collaboration mem-
bers as essential to the design of a collaboration’s
structure, process, and set of outcomes. Managing the
competing logics requires leaders and mangers to be
what Joseph Nye calls “tri-sector athletes” (quoted in
Lovegrove and Thomas, 2012, p. 38).

Proposition 21: Competing institutional logics are like-
ly within cross-sector collaborations and may signifi-
cantly influence the extent to which collaborations can
agree on essential elements of process and structure as
well as outcomes; competing logics must be managed
effectively.
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ASSESS OUTCOMES AND MANAGE
ACCOUNTABILITIES

This section discusses assessing outcomes of cross-
sector collaboration in four categories: public value;
first-, second-, and third-order effects; longevity; and
resilience and reassessment. The section concludes by
focusing on managing accountabilities.

Create Public Value.

We argue that the point of creating and sustain-
ing cross-sector collaboratives ought to be the pro-
duction of “public value” (Moore, 1995; Bozeman,
2007; Benington and Moore, 2011) that could not be
created by single sectors alone. Public value in cross-
sector collaborations seems most likely to be created
through making use of each sector’s characteristic
strengths while also finding ways to minimize, over-
come, or compensate for each sector’s characteristic
weaknesses. Playing to the strengths of the different
sectors seems logically linked to keeping costs under
control and attending to diverse human needs and
aspirations.

Especially valuable is the creation of a “regime of
mutual gain” that produces widespread, lasting pub-
lic benefits at reasonable cost and that taps peoples’
deepest interest in, and desires for, a better world
(Crosby and Bryson, 2005a, p. 23). By regime we mean
“sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules,
and decision-making procedures around which ac-
tors” expectations converge in a given area” (Krasner,
1983, p. 2). To be lasting, such regimes must effectively
link individuals” and organizations” self-interests and
sector capabilities with the common good to which
they all might contribute.
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Proposition 22: Cross-sector collaborations are most
likely to create public value if they build on individu-
als’ and organizations’ self-interests along with each
sector’s characteristic strengths, while finding ways to
minimize, overcome, or compensate for each sector’s
characteristic weaknesses.

Assess First-, Second-, and Third-Order Effects.

Innes and Booher (1999; 2010) argue that collabora-
tive planning efforts have first-, second-, and third-or-
der positive effects. First-order effects are immediately
discernable as a direct result of the collaboration pro-
cess. These would likely include the creation of social,
intellectual, and political capital; high-quality agree-
ments; and innovative strategies. Second-order effects
are likely to occur when collaboration is well under-
way, or else may occur outside the formal boundaries
of the effort. These might include new partnerships,
coordination, and joint action; joint learning that
extends beyond the collaborative; implementation
of agreements; changes in practices; and changes in
perceptions. Finally, third-order effects may not be
evident until sometime later. These might include, for
example, new collaborations; more co-evolution and
less destructive conflict between partners; results on
the ground, such as adaptations of services, resources,
cities, and regions; new institutions; new norms and
social heuristics for addressing public problems; and
new modes of discourse. Gray (2000) offers a differ-
ent, but complementary, list of outcomes: achieving
goals, generating social capital, creating shared mean-
ing, increasing interaction, and shifting the power
distribution.
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Proposition 23: Cross-sector collaborations are most
likely to create public value if they produce positive
first-, second-, and third-order effects far in excess of
negative effects.

Build in Resilience and Reassessments.

If big wins are not possible, the collaboration
should orchestrate small wins that accomplish its
strategies. Whether big or small, the wins should be
publicized. Collaborating partners should be able to
regroup and reframe after failure (Crosby and Bryson,
2005a). Obviously, failure to achieve desired outcomes
can erode support for collaboration, but successes can
cause supporters to forget the need to sustain the col-
laboration. After a regime of mutual gain has been
fully implemented, leaders should assess whether it
should be continued, modified, or terminated (Crosby
and Bryson, 2005a).

Proposition 24: Cross-sector collaborations are most
likely to create public value if they are long-lived, re-
silient, and engage in regular reassessments.

Manage Accountability.

Accountability is a particularly complex issue for
collaborations because it is not often clear to whom
the collaborative is accountable and for what. Rela-
tionships between the collaborative and home organi-
zations may be abstruse, and there typically are mul-
tiple and competing stakeholder perceptions of how
to define results and outcomes.

Accountability actually can be for inputs, process,
or outcomes. Donahue (2004) suggests three general
criteria by which to judge the success of cross-sector
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collaborations: simply existing, meeting organiza-
tional imperatives of the partners, and outperforming
feasible alternative arrangements for creating public
value. Page argues:

An accountable collaborative . . . needs a measure-
ment system to document its results and how those
results change over time. It also needs a ‘managing
for results” system that links the data it measures to
specific actors and interventions, that provides critical
performance information to its stakeholders, and that
uses the information to improve its operations (Page,
2004, p. 592).

To implement such a system, collaborating part-
ners need “strong relationships with key political and
professional constituencies as well as the capacity to
measure results and use the information strategically
to improve performance” (Ibid., p. 593). Of course, ac-
countability may not always be clear-cut—for exam-
ple, when a collaborative works with other collabora-
tives. Additionally, collaborating organizations may
have their own accountability frameworks that con-
flict with the collaboration’s accountability approach
(Sullivan, Barnes, and Matka, 2002).

Proposition 25: Cross-sector collaborations are more
likely to be successful if they have an accountability
system in place that tracks inputs, processes, and out-
comes; use a variety of methods for gathering, inter-
preting, and using data; and have in place a results
management system built on strong relationships with
key political and professional constituencies.

73



SUMMARY AND RESEARCH AGENDA

As the propositions indicate, cross-sector collabo-
rations are difficult to create and even more difficult
to sustain because so much has to be in place or work
well for them to succeed. The challenge of designing
and implementing effective cross-sector collaboration
is daunting —a conclusion that leads to a possibly un-
welcome summary proposition:

Proposition 26: The normal expectation ought to be that
success will be very difficult to achieve in cross-sector
collaborations.

Success depends on leadership of many different
kinds. We have highlighted roles that people play,
such as sponsors, champions, boundary-spanners, and
facilitators. But Huxham and Vangen (2005) and Sy-
dow et al. (2011) argue that leadership —in the sense of
what “makes things happen” (pp. 202-212) —also oc-
curs through structures and processes. The leadership
challenge in cross-sector collaboration may therefore
be viewed as the challenge of aligning initial condi-
tions, structures, processes, outcomes and account-
abilities such that good things happen in a sustained
way over time—indeed, so that public value can be
created. We believe that taking a design science ap-
proach can help make the leadership challenge more
manageable.

To identify cross-sector collaborations as complex
entities that defy easy generalization is an under-
statement. Studies of interorganizational collabora-
tion have proliferated and produced rich material for
those seeking to understand the relationships among
initial conditions process, structure, and outcomes of
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collaborations (Huxham and Vangen, 2005; Ansell
and Gash, 2008; Emerson, Nabatchi, and Balogh, 2012;
O’Leary and Vij, 2012; Vangen and Huxham, 2012).
Yet, few research studies have gathered data on all of
these in a way that can easily guide research or help
policymakers in government, business, nonprofits, the
media, or communities understand when cross-sector
collaborations make sense, let alone how to design
and implement them. We have studied three cross-
sector collaborations in detail and, based on those
studies and a review of the literature, have identified,
in summary fashion, 26 propositions — many of which
are revised versions of those we presented in our 2006
article—related to collaboration outcomes and suc-
cess. The practices, factors, or variables referenced in
these propositions may lead directly to success, but
they are more likely to be interrelated with, moder-
ated by, or mediated by, other practices, factors, or
variables; be embedded in fairly complicated feedback
loops; and change over time. We have presented our
propositions in an explicit design science and strategic
management framework.

Part of the intellectual challenge in studying cross-
sector collaboration is blending multiple theoretical
and research perspectives (Rethemeyer 2005). Many
public management scholars tend to view these col-
laborations as “networks,” use network theory to
ground research questions, and situate their research
within recent work on policy implementation tools.
This perspective offers a rich theoretical base, often
focused on structural variables, but tends to disregard
three critical components of cross-sector collabora-
tions: an appreciation of the uniqueness and differ-
ential strengths and weaknesses of governments,
nonprofit organizations, businesses, news media, and

75



communities; ongoing process dimensions, including
leadership broadly defined; and the dynamic nature
of collaborative development. On the other hand,
scholars who focus on collaborations as collective ac-
tion solutions to public problems offer less theoreti-
cally grounded research but rich material on process
dimensions, sources of ambiguity within collaborative
work, and findings that can more easily be translated
to the world of practice. Scholars from each perspec-
tive rarely use research from the other perspective and
thus consistently miss opportunities to explore more
facets of collaboration. Future research must bridge
these two perspectives in order to begin to capture the
complexity inherent in cross-sector collaborations. A
focus on design may help foster needed integration
across approaches.

Furthermore, a quick scan of our propositions
shows a mix of environmental factors over which
managers have little control and strategic choices
over which managers may have some control. Sup-
port from the institutional environment is critical for
legitimizing cross-sector collaboration, but is not eas-
ily controlled by local managers. On the other hand,
choice of governing mechanism, stakeholder partici-
pants, planning processes, and conflict management
techniques, for example, are likely to be within the
purview of managerial choice; hence, our focus on
strategic management. We have attempted to dem-
onstrate in this paper that research and practice must
pay attention to the external environment in which
cross-sector collaborations are embedded. Many of
these components represent strategic contingen-
cies that will influence but not necessarily determine
managerial or collaborative action. Leaders and man-
agers, constrained though they may be, are likely to
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produce independent effects —in part by design—on
collaboration success (Agranoff and McGuire, 2003;
Agranoff, 2007).

The research challenges involved in studying
cross-sector collaborations and in providing practical,
research-based guidance to policymakers regarding
the design and implementation of cross-sector col-
laborations clearly are substantial. Yet the challenges
must be met, or effectively addressing the major pub-
lic problems that confront us will be unlikely, and
some of the most important opportunities for creating
public value will be missed.
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CHAPTER 3

SEEKING TO EXTEND THE MODEL:
CROSS-SECTOR COLLABORATION TO TACKLE
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN
TRANSNATIONAL AND GLOBAL SETTINGS
WITH THE MILITARY AS A PARTNER

David M. Sarcone

In the paper they have written especially for this
Workshop,! Drs. John Bryson, Barbara Crosby, and
Melissa Stone present a detailed, process-driven mod-
el of cross-sector collaboration from a public manage-
ment perspective. Their model is illustrated via a for-
mal and stylized schema that illustrates links among
six major activity areas associated with the process of
forming and managing collaborations.? Those six ar-
eas are mutually and reciprocally dependent in the
sense that actions taken in any single area generate
feedback to any one of the other five. It is detailed in
that the authors identify 26 propositions about those
factors which can contribute to the success or failure
of a cross-sector collaborative initiative. The factors
described in each proposition impact one of the six
activity areas.

True to its roots in strategic planning, the model
begins with an assessment of the external environ-
ment, including the general environment, operating
environment, and other antecedents relevant to the
formation of a collaborative initiative. It then shifts
focus to an examination of those internal structures
and processes that, if executed effectively, result in
organizational competencies which create advantage
for a collaborative organizational form over alterna-
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tives, in those circumstances where there is a need
for coordinated efforts to address complex and seem-
ingly intractable multisector problems. Ideally speak-
ing, initiatives implemented under cross-sector col-
laborations create varying levels of public value by
either creating positive or mitigating negative first-,
second-, or third-order outcomes. But as cautioned by
the authors, “normally success will be very difficult to
achieve.”?

Their model is primarily based on research and
literature that concentrates on partnerships involv-
ing organizations from the for-profit, government,
and nonprofit sectors within developed nations. Thus,
with respect to the themes of the Workshop, they offer
a caveat about the direct relevance of their model.

We do not know the extent to which our observations
apply to developing countries, nor do we know much
about the effects of military involvement in cross-sec-
tor collaborations.*

Despite their reservations, I believe their model
provides a sound foundation for needed research
on transnational and global cross-sector collabo-
rations. The need for this promising direction of
future research is supported by John Selsky and
Barbara Parker:®

Research on CSSPs [cross-sector social partnerships]
based in different nations is virtually untouched, so a
host of cross-cultural issues await attention, especially
as CSSPs address more transnational and global is-
sues. Such issues include examination of the embed-
dedness of particular projects in national cultural con-
texts and acculturation challenges in cross-national
partnerships.®
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Furthermore, I also believe that their model can
serve as a platform for thinking about cross-sector col-
laborations that are designed to promote sustainable
development and also may involve the military as a
partner alongside participants from other sectors.

Thus, in this paper, my intent is to identify those
aspects of their model that warrant further explora-
tion when one considers extending the model to
sustainability-related issues at a transnational level of
analysis and may include the military as a partner in
the collaboration. Toward that end, I concentrate on
seven of their 26 propositions, numbers 3, 9, 15, 20, 21,
23, and 25. To assist the reader, I restate each of those
propositions. I then offer brief commentary about
each and in some cases support my comments with
references to the literature on organizational theory.
I then offer follow-up questions that are prompted
by the propositions and which I think might spur on-
going dialogue and research about the application of
their model in new settings; that is, about extending
the boundaries of their model.

REFLECTIONS ABOUT THE PROPOSITIONS
Direct Antecedents to Collaboration.

Proposition 3: Cross-sector collaborations are more
likely to succeed when one or more linking mecha-
nisms —such as powerful leaders and sponsors; gener-
al agreement on the problem; existing networks; neu-
tral conveners; requests for proposals (RFPs), plans,
projects or technologies requiring collaboration; and
consequential incentives favoring collaboration—are
in place at the time of their initial formation, and con-
sequential incentives favor collaboration.
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Via their statement and discussion of Proposition
3, the authors identify five direct antecedent condi-
tions that are relevant to the formation of cross-sector,
collaborative initiatives. Three among those are of
particular relevance to initiatives that are sustainabili-
ty-focused and involve broad participation, including
that of nontraditional stakeholders.

First, the authors point out that a legitimate broker-
ing organization helps facilitate formation. Given the
scope and complexity of sustainability issues, I raise
my first question: “To achieve sustainable develop-
ment goals, which organization might possess the re-
spect and legitimacy to catalyze reciprocal initiatives
across sectors, both within and across nation states?”

Second, the authors note that, when it comes to
defining the problem, agreement among stakehold-
ers helps facilitate development. Reaching agreement
about the problem definition can be especially chal-
lenging, however, when one considers the evolving
definition of sustainable development. The politically
charged nature of the concept is nicely captured by
Kates, Parris, and Leiserowitz.” That is, to stimulate
thinking, they posit the following incomplete sen-
tence: “Sustainable development is ” and from
there, they follow up with the following observations.

Considering that the concept of sustainable develop-
ment is now enshrined on the masthead of Environ-
ment magazine, featured on 8,720,000 web pages, and
enmeshed in the aspirations of countless programs,
places and institutions, it should be easy to complete
the sentence. But the most widely accepted definition
is creatively ambiguous: ‘Humanity has the ability to
make development sustainable — to ensure it meets the
needs of the present without comprising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs.” This mal-
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leability allows programs of environment or devel-
opment; places from local to global; and institutions
of government, civil society, business and industry
to each project their interests, hopes, and aspirations
onto the banner of sustainable development.®

Thus, a second question is: “How might a cross-
sector collaborative initiative begin to align divergent
views about sustainable development?”

Third, Bryson, Crosby, and Stone believe that the
trust earned by participants via their engagement in
previous collaborative initiatives is critically important
to initiating a new initiative. Nevertheless, identifying
all of the relevant stakeholders —an initial step in de-
veloping trust—is not a straightforward exercise. For
example, Hall and Vredenburg’ caution that efforts to
impact sustainable development in a substantive way
are likely to have widespread social implications that
can often result in controversy. That tendency implies
that in order to effectively address barriers to sustain-
able development, at least one participant will need
to exert effort to help a wider range of stakeholders,
including those that might initially be relegated to a
secondary status, recognize the relevance of the initia-
tive to their respective interests.

Thus, I ask: “How would participants in a collab-
orative initiative identify all impacted parties?” “How
does the process of trust-building begin among mem-
bers of the public and private sectors and representa-
tives of the military?”

Deliberate and Emergent Planning.
Proposition 9: Cross-sector collaborations are more

likely to succeed if they use a combination of deliber-
ate and emergent planning, with deliberate planning
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emphasized more in mandated collaborations and
emergent planning emphasized more in nonmandat-
ed collaborations. At some point, however, emergent
planning needs to be coupled with formalization; too
much emergent planning can undermine collabora-
tion success.

With respect to deliberate versus emergent plan-
ning, in a discussion about their own “collective im-
pact” model, John Kania and Mark Kramer" indicate
that embracing emergence is the most effective way to
achieving positive change; that is:

predetermined solutions rarely work under condi-
tions of complexity —such as conditions that apply to
most problems of sustainability —when the unpredict-
able interactions of multiple players determine the
outcomes.

In a manner consistent with Proposition 9, Kania
and Kramer believe that the probability of success of
a cross-sector collaborative initiative is elevated when
participants implement a process which, at a mini-
mum, includes achieving a common understanding of
a problem; agreeing to joint goals; and establishing a
common set of metrics that they will use to hold them-
selves accountable and to mark progress.

Although deliberate planning does remain valu-
able to an initiative, it may become less important as
the participants learn to collectively recognize and ex-
ploit opportunities to solve problems which they may
not have been able to predict in advance.

Hence: “How might a transnational collaboration
encourage an entrepreneurial approach to problem
solving?”
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Adapting Structure to Task.

Proposition 15: Collaboration structure and the
nature of the tasks to be performed at various levels,
including the client or street level, are likely to influ-
ence a collaboration’s overall effectiveness; a measure
of structural ambidexterity is likely to be necessary to
manage the array of tasks.

Proposition 15 implies that the correct choice
of structure for the cross-sector collaboration must
be informed by the complexity and urgency of the
problem(s) to be addressed, and the commitments in
time and treasure required of participants to pursue
solutions.

This leads me to ask: “What type of collaborative
model should be developed to achieve goals consis-
tent with sustainable development? More specifically,
to what extent should the nature of the agreed upon
tasks inform the level of interdependence (pooled, se-
quential, or reciprocal) among participants in the col-
laborative initiative?”!?

Managing Power Imbalances.

Proposition 20: Cross-sector collaborations are
more likely to succeed if the collaborations build in
resources and tactics for dealing with power imbal-
ances and shocks. Shocks need to be expected and can
be positive, e.g., a window of opportunity.

As suggested by Proposition 20, power imbalances
can create mistrust between partners and can under-
mine effectiveness. Given the broad range of stake-
holders within and across countries, and participation
of a nontraditional partner such as the armed services
in sustainability-focused collaboration initiatives, it is
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logical to assume that the probability of power imbal-
ances would increase.

Thus: “In what ways might a transnational col-
laboration address power imbalances?”

Managing Competing Institutional Logics.

Proposition 21: Competing institutional logics are
likely within cross-sector collaborations and may sig-
nificantly influence the extent to which collaborations
can agree on essential elements of process and struc-
ture as well as outcomes; competing logics must be
managed effectively.

Proposition 21 implies that each of the organiza-
tions that participate in a collaborative initiative will
have its own institutional logic, and those differences
have to be recognized and managed. To further com-
plicate matters, in cross-sector collaborations that are
transnational in scope, the institutional logic of the
organizations representing each sector will be influ-
enced by the historical and cultural context particular
to their home nation.

I therefore ask: “How does the institutional logic
across sectors compare and contrast between nation
states?” “How might these differences increase the
difficulty of developing a collaborative initiative?”
“As important, how might one define the institutional
logic of the military services?”

Tracking Outcomes.
Proposition 23: Cross-sector collaborations are most
likely to create public value if they produce positive

first-, second-, and third-order effects far in excess of
negative effects.
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Proposition 25: Cross-sector collaborations are more
likely to be successful if they have an accountability
system in place that tracks inputs, processes, and out-
comes; use a variety of methods for gathering, inter-
preting, and using data; and have in place a results
management system built on strong relationships
with key political and professional constituencies.

Proposition 23 links the creation of net public
benefit (value) with the nature of outcomes of the col-
laboration. Proposition 25 states that to convincingly
demonstrate the achievement of outcomes requires
a measurement system similar in character to the
“agreed upon and shared measurement system” ad-
vocated by Kania and Kramer."

Nevertheless, assessing the progress of sustainable
development is fraught with difficulty. As summa-
rized by Thomas Parris and Robert Kates,'* proponents
of sustainable development differ in their emphases
on what is to be sustained; what is to be developed;
how to link environment and development; and, for
how long a time. They conclude that, due to a number
of factors —including ambiguity surrounding the term
“sustainable development”; the plurality of purposes
in measurement; and confusion over terminology,
data, and methods of measurement — there are no uni-
versally accepted sets of indicators.

In addition, interorganizational network theorists
caution against evaluating the effectiveness of cross-
sector collaborations based solely on measurable out-
comes. Myrna Mandell and Robyn Keast™ recommend
that effectiveness be measured based on the relative
vitality of the organization — taking into consideration
the type of network, levels of analysis, and stage of
development.
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Those considerations suggest two final questions:
“How might a transnational collaboration reach agree-
ment on a shared sustainable development measure-
ment system?” “What characteristics of the organiza-
tion should be assessed when regularly measuring
performance of a transnational collaborative?”

FINAL THOUGHTS

To paraphrase comments offered by John Bryson
during the Workshop, “developing and managing
cross-sector collaborations is a hard way to solve hard
problems.” Bryson, Crosby, and Stone provide an
excellent blueprint on how to establish and manage
a multi-sector response to a vexing problem within
a national setting. Their model offers promise as the
foundation for exploring the value of cross-sector
collaborations at transnational and global levels of
analysis. It is my hope that the questions raised in my
response serve as the start of a research agenda on the
exciting and important topic of multinational, cross-
sector collaboration.
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CHAPTER 4

KEYNOTE ADDRESS:
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND THE
U.S.-INDIA STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP

Chandrashekhar Dasgupta

Thank you very much, Dr. Leary, for the very gen-
erous introduction.

Friends, I am delighted to participate in this work-
shop at Dickinson College, both because of the impor-
tance of the issues it addresses and because of its ven-
ue. Dickinson College, one of the highest institutions
of learning in the United States, was founded by one
of the signatories of the Declaration of Independence;
is named after the penman of the U.S. Constitution;
and includes among its benefactors no less a figure of
world historical importance than Thomas Jefferson. It
is indeed a privilege to speak at this forum.

The Workshop has an ambitious and very splen-
did agenda. It draws together three very distinct but
interconnected themes. First is the U.S.-India strategic
relationship, second is sustainable development, and
third is cross-sector collaboration to promote the good.

I will speak about the first two of these intercon-
nected themes, the U.S.-India strategic partnership and
collaboration to promote sustainable development. On
cross-sector collaboration, I have nothing to add to the
excellent presentation we had this morning, except to
offer the observation that this scope for collaboration
is much greater between open societies, democratic
societies where the private sector and civil society are
truly independent of government control. This helps
to make interactions more transparent, and engenders
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greater trust and mutual confidence between all par-
ties. For this reason, cross-sector collaboration can be
particularly fruitful in the interaction of two great de-
mocracies like India and the United States.

One of the most important developments in the
post-Cold War era is the formation of a new strategic
partnership between the world’s two biggest democ-
racies, India and the United States. President Barack
Obama has described the U.S.-India strategic relation-
ship as a defining partnership. The partnership ad-
dresses a wide spectrum of challenges to conventional
as well as nonconventional, or nontraditional, security
concerns. At its core are two overarching challenges,
the menace of terrorists operating from sanctuaries
across borders and the challenges associated with the
changing balance of power and the rise of China.

India is a long-suffering victim of terrorist attacks
originating from sanctuaries across its borders with
Pakistan. In the Cold War period, the United States
tended to discount India’s concern about the global
menace posed by terrorists operating from Afghan-
istan-Pakistan (Af-Pak) sanctuaries. But all of this
changed dramatically after September 11, 2001 (9/11).
The United States took the lead in forging a global
coalition to combat terrorism. India and the United
States are close partners in combating this menace to
human civilization. Washington has exerted its con-
siderable influence to dissuade Pakistani authorities
from providing sanctuary to terrorist outfits.

The regular, two-way exchange of intelligence be-
tween Washington and New Delhi is of crucial impor-
tance to combating terrorism. The United States has
also provided India with advanced technical equip-
ment and has helped in training India counterterror-
ism personnel. For its part, India has made important
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contributions to bringing stability to Afghanistan, by
bringing assistance to its economic reconstruction as
well as by training its armed security personnel to
take over their new responsibilities.

Turning to more conventional challenges to na-
tional security, we have to analyze the implications of
the dramatic shifts in the global power balance during
this century. The rise of major Asian states is a defin-
ing characteristic of our times. In particular, we have
to take note of the fact that China’s spectacular rise in
this century has sharply narrowed the gap in military
and economic power between the United States and
China. Although U.S. global primacy is likely to en-
dure for at least the next several decades, China is well
on the road to becoming a near equal power. Indeed,
China has already emerged as a near equal in its East
and Southeast Asian neighborhoods.

The United States and India share a common inter-
est in ensuring that the ongoing shift in the balance
of power does not lead to an Asian hegemon. In the
words of a leading American analyst:!

The challenge posed by mounting Chinese strength
will have to be handled by supporting the growth of
other nations on China’s periphery in response. This is
not containment; it is rather a balance of power policy.
It is a policy of encouraging the rise of other Asian
states in order to balance China.

The challenge for the United States, in the words of
Condoleezza Rice, is to build, and I quote her, “a bal-
ance of power that favors freedom.”?

India is important in this context because of its size,
its impressive growth rate, and its democratic values.
The rise of China, paralleled with the rise of a number
of Asian countries —among them India, Japan, South
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Korea, and Indonesia—and underpinned by continu-
ing U.S. involvement in the region will serve the le-
gitimate interest of all countries, including China. It
will provide a stable basis for regional stability and for
mutually beneficial economic cooperation among all
countries; it will enable the United States to maintain
its global position; and it will be fully consistent with
China’s peaceful rise.

From an American perspective, the strategic part-
nership with India is an important component of its
policy of supporting the rise of democratic powers in
Asia in order to maintain a stable balance of power.
From the India perspective, the United States is a be-
nign presence in its neighborhood, helping maintain
stability in the central Asia region. There is thus a fun-
damental convergence of strategic interests between
the two democracies.

It is against this background that the two partners
have taken several impressive steps to strengthen
their bilateral cooperation, including the nuclear deal,
India’s new military imports from the United States,
joint exercises between the armed forces of the two
countries, and naval cooperation in anti-piracy opera-
tions, to mention only some of the more eye-catching
items. Collaboration between the two countries also
extends to a wide range of nontraditional security
challenges, such as the threat to environmental secu-
rity posed by climate change, promotion of energy
security, and a host of other issues that have a direct
bearing on sustainable development. This leads me to
my second challenge, sustainable development.

We heard this morning about some of the ambi-
guities in the concept of sustainable development. So
perhaps, it might be useful if I give you a view from
the south, as it were, of what sustainable develop-
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ment means, not so much as a concept, but as a prac-
tice. We are sometimes told that there is a trade-off
between development and protection of the environ-
ment, and that sustainable development implies some
sort of trade-off. Two distinct arguments have been
advanced in support of this thesis. First, fears have
been expressed about the implications of head-long
development in poorer countries on global availabil-
ity of natural resources, such as oil and natural gas:
We will naturally run out of resources. Second —and
this is a different argument — there are apprehensions
that rapid economic development equals massive pol-
lution and then environmental disaster.

Let me try to answer these questions: Is there a
real danger of running out of natural resources, and
is there an inherit conflict between development and
the environment? The concerns about the depletion of
natural resources are not a new phenomenon: similar
concerns were heard in the wake of the high growth
rates in post-World War II Europe and Japan; that is,
in the 1950s and 1960s. Some famously warned that
the planet was running out of natural resources, and
that an economic crisis was imminent by the 1970s.
The dire forecast turned out to be baseless; the global
economy continued to prosper in the 1970s and be-
yond. Technology unlocked new resources for eco-
nomic growth.

Today, we are hearing a chorus of discontent.
The rapid economic growth achieved by many Asian
countries during the past 2 decades has given rise
to concerns about resource availability. Books with
alarming titles such as Rising Powers Shrinking Planet
have found a wide and appreciative audience. Paul
Roberts, a leading international expert on the petro-
leum industry, wrote a celebratory book entitled The
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End of Oil predicting an early peak in oil production.
Once again, these grim predications are turning out
to be incorrect: technology continues to deliver new
solutions to problems of resource scarcity. Advances
in drilling technologies have opened the prospect for
a boom in shale gas and off-shore oil production. The
International Energy Agency is now projecting an
imminent “golden age” of gas, while just 3 years ago
they were making precisely the opposite prediction.

I am reasonably optimistic about the future avail-
ability of natural resources, because I believe that mar-
ket forces encourage the development of new tech-
nologies that help increase production, or increase
efficiency of resource utilization, or provide new sub-
stitute materials. The world is not going to run out of
resources because developing countries are freeing
themselves from the shackles of poverty.

I now turn to the second argument, that industri-
alization generates pollution and poses a threat to the
environment. Industrial growth, of course, generates
increased production, and this does impose greater
stresses on the environment. At the same time, how-
ever, development also gives us the financial and
technological resources for remedial or compensa-
tional measures; it even enables us in many cases to
actually improve the quality of our local environment.
Of course, this does not happen automatically. We
need to enforce proper environmental regulations and
where necessary, to introduce suitable incentives and
penalties. Of course, there will be some cases where
the environmental costs outweigh the economic bene-
tits, and in these cases the project must be rejected. But
with these procedures in place, development will en-
able us to protect and even enhance the environment.
Far from being a threat to the environment, develop-
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ment is the essential prerequisite for protecting the en-
vironment. Sustainability does not require us to limit
and slow down poverty eradication. It does require
us, however, to ensure that an appropriate portion of
the financial benefits of development are pulled back
to repair or compensate for environmental damage
and indeed, to the quality of the environment. Devel-
opment and sustainability are not competitive, but
instead are complementary goods.

This is amply vindicated by global experience in
real life. When we look around us, we see that the de-
veloped countries generally have cleaner water sup-
plies, superior sanitation and waste-disposal systems,
and better urban air quality than most poor countries.
Industrialized countries generally have higher envi-
ronmental standards than developing countries be-
cause they have the money and technology needed to
enhance the environment. Development makes it pos-
sible to promote sustainability.

I shall not attempt to survey the entire spectrum
of questions related to sustainable development and
how they impact security issues. Instead, I shall focus
on a question of crucial concern both for national se-
curity as well as for sustainable development. This is
the question of energy supplies. Assured and afford-
able energy supplies are a central component of na-
tional security. At the same time, energy generation —
specifically the combustion of hydrocarbons, coal, oil,
and natural gas—is the major contributor to climate
change. Unregulated energy consumption is causing
climate change, which is the greatest threat to sustain-
able development.

So that is the problem. In what ways can the United
States and India cooperate to promote energy security
and at the same time respond to the threat posed by
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climate change? I believe that the dramatic expansion
in U.S. shale gas production has now opened up new
opportunities to advance energy security, mitigation
of climate change, and therefore promote the broader
goal of sustainable development. We have already
noticed the advances in the United States of drilling
and fracking technologies that have brought about
a revolutionary change in shale gas production. The
new technology has already produced a seven-fold in-
crease in U.S. shale gas production. Until recently an
importer of natural gas, the United States now has the
option of emerging as one of the two major exporters
of gas in the next few years, on par with Qatar, to-
day the leading exporting of natural gas. But will the
United States actually exercise this option? Legislation
dating back to 1938 requires a case-by-case determi-
nation by the U.S. Department of Energy of whether
an export application serves the U.S. public interest.
Automatic clearance is given only to the few countries
with which the United States has a bilateral free-trade
agreement. Other U.S. strategic partners, including In-
dia, must await a case-by-case finding,.

A U.S. decision to follow a liberal export policy
would greatly advance the energy security interests
of its allies and its strategic partners. It would sig-
nificantly increase global supplies, leading not only
to reduced prices, but also a de-linking of gas from
oil prices. Many long-term gas contracts are linked to
oil prices; and de-linking means that the sharp spikes
in oil prices would not affect the price of natural gas.
A liberal U.S. policy would also contribute to global
climate change mitigation by allowing importing
countries to substitute coal, which generates a much
greater amount of carbon dioxide, with natural gas,
which is a relatively cleaner fuel.
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The economic advantages and disadvantages of
allowing liberal exports of natural gas are currently
being debated in the United States. A study commis-
sioned by the U.S. Government has reported that in
every scenario, a liberal export policy means econom-
ic benefits to the United States. Hopefully, the U.S. ad-
ministration will adopt a policy based on this finding
without undue delay.

It seems to me that a liberal export policy would
not only serve the economic but the broader security
interests of the United States. At stake is nothing less
than the future role of the United States as a global
leader. Can the United States sustain its claim to
global leadership as the champion of the liberal, mul-
tilateral trading system if it imposes arbitrary export
restrictions on natural gas? Secondly, some American
political initiatives sometimes cause unintended col-
lateral damage to its strategic partners. For example,
the sanctions against Iran—which, incidentally,
has the second largest deposits of natural gas in the
world —have significant unintended fall-out on natu-
ral gas availability to energy-deficient countries. In
the long run, would it be realistic for the United States
to expect its partners to follow the lead of the United
States if it denies them access to its own natural gas
market, while at the same time denying them access
to another important source? Finally, can the United
States aspire to global leadership in combating climate
change if it denies other countries the possibility of
shifting from coal to a cleaner fuel? I am convinced
that an early decision in favor of liberal exports of nat-
ural gas would benefit the U.S. economy, consolidate
its strategic partnerships with other democracies, and
enhance its role as a global leader.

Thank you for your patience.
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SECTION 2

CROSS-SECTOR COLLABORATION:
IMPLICATIONS FOR STRATEGIC LEADERS

Moderator: Professor Rick Coplen, U.S. Army
Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute.

Presenter: Colonel (Retired) Dr. Jeff McCausland,
Founder and Chief Executive Officer of Diamond6
Leadership.

Presenter: General (Retired) Vijay Kumar Singh,
Formerly Chief of Staff of the India Army.

Discussant: Dr. Jack Clarke, The Marshall Center,
Garmisch, Germany.

In each of their papers, McCausland and Singh
identify and support the use of cross-sector collabora-
tions as a way to address increasingly complex trans-
national and global challenges.

McCausland builds a compelling argument for the
use of collaborative processes by the U.S. Army to meet
progressively difficult missions. To present his case,
he relies on a three-sided strategic framework linking
the external environment, strategy, and culture. In
brief, he acknowledges the growing complexity of the
U.S. Army’s operating environment. Army leadership
realizes that the challenges arising within this envi-
ronment cannot be addressed successfully by a single
organization or even a single sector. The growing
complexity of problems and corresponding responses
have, in turn, required the U.S. Army to be prepared
to accept a broader array of missions conducted across
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all four phases of conflict. McCausland argues that the
Army’s success with many of these missions requires
the competent execution of strategies driven by cross-
sector partnerships. He further states that the U.S.
Army must change its culture to make certain it devel-
ops and maintains the organizational competencies to
lead and/ or participate in multisector initiatives. This
needed change in organizational culture will require
current U.S. Army leadership to reconsider and revise
two critically important organizational process associ-
ated with the development of future U. S. Army stra-
tegic leaders. These are the education and training of
U.S. Army officers and the recognition and promotion
processes associated with officer career paths.

Singh offers a concise summary of the U.S.-India
relationship since the middle of the 20th century.
With this history in mind, Singh recognizes the grow-
ing need for cross-sector collaborations and offers in-
sightful and pragmatic recommendations on how to
successfully build these relationships. He follows this
by providing the rationale for promoting increased
cross-sector collaborations between the United States
and India for the purpose of positively affecting the
future of South Asia.

The papers presented by McCausland and Singh
are rich with parallels to the conceptual model of cross-
sector collaborations offered by Drs. John Bryson, Bar-
bara Crosby, and Melissa Stone. Table 1.1 provides a
listing of cross-sector propositions.
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Proposition 1: Similar to all interorganizational relationships, cross-sector
collaborations are more likely to form in turbulent environments. In particular,
the formation and sustainability of cross-sector collaborations will be affected by
driving and constraining forces in their competitive and institutional environments,
including political forces and the availability of relevant technology.

Both presenters acknowledge that senior military leaders must function in an
increasingly complex global operating environment. McCausland best summarizes
this growing complexity in his remarks on the Army’s role in maintaining
international stability. He states,

The Army must operate with coalition partners in an environment

that includes our adversaries’ regular forces, irregulars, criminals,
refugees, [nongovernmental organizations], and others. Each of these
actors may have a separate agenda that is at odds with our objectives,
other actors, and the political order in the region. . . . Finally, this
complex environment is not static but will continuously evolve as
conditions change.’

Proposition 2: Public policymakers are most likely to try cross-sector
collaboration if they believe that separate efforts by several sectors to address a
public problem have failed, or are likely to fail, and the actual failures cannot be
fixed by a separate sector alone; or less dramatically, that no sector can address
the presenting problem effectively on its own.

Both presenters support the active participation of military representatives in
cross-sector collaborations for the purpose of more effectively and efficiently
(given institutional resource constraints) addressing multi-causal security issues.
Singh best captures support for this organizational form when he states,

... collaborations can be powerful tools for mobilizing individuals to
action, bringing issues and interests to prominence, and developing
robust policies. These associations are also an effective means of
providing focus so that resources are not wasted and efforts are not
needlessly duplicated.?

Proposition 5: Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to succeed if they have
committed, able sponsors and effective, persistent champions at many levels who
provide formal and informal leadership.

Successful cross-sector champions are “collaborative capacity builders” who
attain their role as a result of legal authority; mastery of specific knowledge
and skills critical to the collaboration, or their reputation as an honest broker.
McCausland directly speaks to the needed knowledge and skills of future military
leaders participating in cross sector partnerships. Although he lists specific needed
leadership attributes, he best summarizes an effective future military leader as one
who

... must also be able to think conceptually while remaining technically
proficient. But proficiency in future may mean that an officer is less

Table 1.1. Propositions about
Cross-Sector Collaboration
Relevant to Strategic Leadership.
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a specialist than he or she understands enough to manage and lead a
complex organization in a dynamic environment.®

Proposition 7: Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to succeed if a continuing
virtuous circle of trust-building activities (including nurturing of cross-sectoral and
cross-cultural understanding) can be established and maintained.

Singh acknowledges that relations between the United States and India over time
are best characterized by a “yo-yo” effect. Lack of trust exacerbated by cross cultural
insensitivity has influenced these highs and lows over the last 65 years. In offering
recommendations on managing successful cross-sector collaborations, he states,

They (collaboration partners) also need to understand each other’s
strategic culture, as well as the cultural make-up of the societies or the
nation with which such collaborative effort is undertaken.*

Proposition 21: Competing institutional logics are likely within cross-sector
collaborations and may significantly influence the extent to which collaborations can
agree on essential elements of process and structure as well as outcomes. Competing
logics must be managed effectively.

Singh extends this proposition beyond the management of competing institutional
logics within a national ecosystem of organizations. The successful global leader
must be aware and sensitive to these sector differences in nations with whom they
collaborate. On this matter, he states,

Strategic leaders will also face the challenge of ‘taking stock’ of
and understanding the ‘work culture’ and bureaucratic quagmires
of participants with whom the collaboration is sought. We must
comprehend the way each nation does work in various fields, be it
official, governmental, business or even nonprofit undertakings.®

Proposition 22: Cross-sector collaborations are most likely to create public value
if they build on individuals’ and organizations’ self-interests along each sector's
characteristic strengths, while finding ways to minimize, overcome, or compensate for
each sectors characteristic weaknesses.

The proposition offered by Bryson, Croshy, and Stone is supported by Singh.
With regard to the relationship between individual and collective benefit generated by
collaborative, Singh states,

A cross-sector collaborative process needs a great amount of ‘unity of
effort’ and an understanding by all participants that the solutions sought
must be factored into the ‘win-win’ quadrant for all nations involved.®

Table 1.1. Propositions about
Cross-Sector Collaboration
Relevant to Strategic Leadership. (cont.)
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CHAPTER 5

PREPARING FOR THE FUTURE:
BRCKO, KABUL, BAGHDAD, AND BEYOND

Jeffrey D. McCausland
INTRODUCTION

As we move into the future, it would appear that
the U.S. military, and its Army in particular, must ac-
cept the reality of persistent conflicts with terrorist
groups, failed states, and growing asymmetric threats
to the security of the nation. Still new challenges loom
on the horizon. They will require more innovative
thinking to confront emerging problems around the
globe that are brought about by climate change, de-
mographic trends, energy needs, water shortages, etc.,
which will serve as sources of instability and conflict
in many places. They will also require the Army to
work across domains with elements of the public and
private sector to deal with these challenges.

The Barack Obama administration acknowledged
this in the conclusions to the most recent National Se-
curity Strategy. The administration argued that, while
it must seek to “leverage capabilities” across the gov-
ernment to deal with these challenges, “collaboration
across the government and with our partners at the
state, local, and tribal levels of government, in indus-
try, and abroad —must guide our actions.”!

Obviously, the development of better cross-sector
ties will affectall of the military services— Army, Navy,
Air Force, and Marine Corps. The leader of each must
not only prepare for immediate challenges, but also
concentrate on what is the most important thing the
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leader of any organization must do—develop those
who will follow them. These “future” leaders must be
as qualified or more qualified than those they replace.
Nonetheless, this analysis will focus on the Ameri-
can Army as the most fundamental of all the military
services with respect to the nation’s attitude toward
civil-military relations, commitment abroad, and the
breath of potential future missions (peacekeeping,
humanitarian assistance, nation-building, counterter-
rorism, counterinsurgency, major conventional war,
cyber conflicts, and so forth.)

THE EVOLVING STRATEGIC LANDSCAPE

Three cities—Brcko, Baghdad, and Kabul—char-
acterize in many ways the complexity of the interna-
tional security environment during the past 20 years.
They further illustrate the variety and evolution of
“conflicts” that have challenged the U.S. military for
the past 2 decades.

Brcko, in northern Bosnia, was both a focal point
for the ethnic conflict that embroiled the Balkans in
the aftermath of the Cold War as well as an important
part of the peacekeeping and stability operations the
U.S. military was called upon to conduct in concert
with its NATO allies.

Kabul, of course, refers to the war in Afghanistan,
which is now the longest conflict in American history.
Clearly, the attention of the entire nation shifted dra-
matically following the terrorist attacks on September
11, 2001 (9/11). In the aftermath of this attack, the
United States conducted what seemed at the time to
be a successful campaign in Afghanistan against al-
Qaeda and the Taliban. Many believed this effort in
2001-02 ushered in a new type of warfare that com-
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bined precision airstrikes, special operations forces on
the ground, and assistance to local groups (in this case
the Northern Alliance). In the years that followed, this
conflict has evolved. It now includes but is not lim-
ited to a counterinsurgency effort against the Taliban,
counterterrorism operations against al-Qaeda, nation-
building, counternarcotics efforts, and training of lo-
cal Afghan forces/ police.

Finally, Baghdad refers to the 2003 invasion of Iraq
by American forces supported by allies. Over a period
of a few weeks, coalition forces conducted a large-scale
conventional campaign against the Iraqi Army. Using
heavy forces as well as “fire and maneuver” reminis-
cent of the Gulf War in 1991, the United States and its
allies overwhelmed Iraqi forces and captured the Iraqi
capital of Baghdad. For a few brief weeks, America
“basked” in its victory. But the conflict mutated over
time and consumed the focus of the U.S. military. One
can argue that during the nearly 9-year occupation
of Iraq, the United States fought numerous “wars”
and opponents. These include an initial conventional
conflict against Iraq’s Army; a counterterrorism effort
against al-Qaeda; counterinsurgency warfare focused
on Sunni groups; conflicts with Shiia militia groups,
particularly in Iraq’s major cities; and efforts against
organized crime.

While those three cities may summarize opera-
tions abroad, they fail to portray fully other emerg-
ing requirements. The American military was called
upon to conduct major humanitarian assistance and
consequence management efforts in the United States
following Hurricanes Katrina and Sandy. U.S. forces
were deployed to Asia for tsunami relief in 2004, Paki-
stan in 2010 in the aftermath of flooding, and Japan fol-
lowing the Fukushima nuclear disaster in 2011. Some
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have even suggested that these latter humanitarian ef-
forts could be characterized as the most “successful”
operations in the so-called “War on Terrorism.”
Those developments informed the ideas of then
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates in a speech deliv-
ered in February 2011 at West Point. He observed:

We cannot know with absolute certainty what the fu-
ture of warfare will hold, but we do know it will be
exceedingly complex, unpredictable, and —as they say
in the staff colleges — unstructured.”

Some might call this a gross understatement. With
the end of the Iraq War and the impending conclusion
of the conflict in Afghanistan, Army leaders are con-
fronted by two clear realities.

First, the international environment will remain
unsettled for probably the next 2 decades. The United
States will be confronted by what former Army Chief
of Staff George Casey characterized as a period of “per-
sistent conflict.” More broadly, a recent study, The Op-
erational Environment through 2030, defined the future
security environment as “complex” and “character-
ized by a multitude of actors presenting a wide range
of possible threats under conditions of uncertainty
and chaos.” The Army must operate with coalition
partners in an environment that includes our adver-
saries’ regular forces, irregulars, criminals, refugees,
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and others.
Each of these actors may have a separate agenda that
is at odds with our objectives, those of other actors,
and the political regime in that region. They will be
armed with a broad range of conventional weapons
as well as affordable technologies that can be quickly
adapted to create unexpected and lethal weapons.
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Social media will further enable small groups to mo-
bilize people and resources in ways that can quickly
constrain or disrupt U.S. efforts. Finally, this complex
environment is not static but will continuously evolve
as conditions change.’

Second, all of the military services, and perhaps
the Army most of all, will be forced to confront the re-
ality of constrained resources. The defense budget has
already declined and will likely be reduced further.
According to Dr. Andrew Krepinevich, Director of
the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Analysis, this
will require all elements of the Department of Defense
(DoD) to work harder to “minimize the additional
risks to national security.” This must further include
an emphasis on strategy that is focused on how to
best employ scarce resources. It must also stimulate
much-needed organizational changes and innova-
tions.* Once again, this will be a particularly daunting
challenge for the Army as it attempts to manage com-
peting budgetary requirements across the Total Force:
Active, Guard, and Reserves.

This combination of new challenges and dwin-
dling resources should force a careful consideration of
the impact that some emerging problems will have on
the Army. Two examples may serve to illustrate. First,
The American Security Project’s recent Climate Secu-
rity Report examines carefully the significant challenge
climate change presents to the global security system
in the 21st century. It argues that this poses a clear and
present danger to “the United States through its ef-
fects on our global allies as well as its direct effects on
our agriculture, infrastructure, economy, and public
health.” Climate change will affect food security, wa-
ter security, access to energy, communicable diseases,
and the potential for large-scale variations in weather
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that will affect America’s economic and physical secu-
rity. These developments will likely be sources of con-
flict. The U.S. military has bases in all 50 states, as well
as 40 countries around the world. These will likely be
directly subjected to economic and physical damage
due to climate change which will threaten their effec-
tiveness.’

The Army has been, and will continue to be, in-
volved heavily in “consequence management” fol-
lowing natural disasters, which will place additional
stress on military readiness. Hurricane Sandy struck
the northeastern portion of the United States in Octo-
ber 2012 and was the largest Atlantic hurricane on re-
cord. Water from this storm inundated several states,
flooded lower Manhattan, and crippled infrastructure
across the region. Eighty-two people were killed. In its
aftermath, thousands of Army National Guard troops
were mobilized to provide humanitarian relief.

While there is no doubt this was an appropriate
mission for those forces, such events are predicted to
be more likely in the future. They will have a nega-
tive operational impact on the Army by placing an
additional burden that will sap military money, man-
power, and other logistical resources that will already
be reduced due to fiscal constraints. It is likely that the
Army Corps of Engineers, which prides itself as the
“Nation’s environmental engineer,” will become even
more involved in both consequence management
and prevention. Currently, the Corps of Engineers,
through its districts across the United States, owns and
operates 600 dams, operates or maintains 12,000 miles
of commercial inland-navigation channels, oversees
926 inland as well as coastal ports, preserves wetlands
that are crucial to protect coastal cities from the full ef-
fects of tropical storms, and owns or operates facilities
responsible for 24 percent of U.S. hydropower.°
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A second major example is associated with energy.
There can be little argument that global petro-cen-
tric energy consumption causes effects that threaten
American national security now and will do so in the
future. Since 1990, the United States and China have
increased oil consumption by over seven million bar-
rels per day.” This has been followed by significant in-
creases in India and other emerging economies. Obvi-
ously, American force deployments in the Middle East
are tied to ensuring a consistent flow of oil from this
region.

In addition, the Army, as well as the U.S. military
overall, is the world’s largest consumer of energy. In
2011, DoD spent $17.3 billion on energy, a 26 percent
increase from the previous year. It is believed that in
2012, $20 billion may have been spent for energy in
Afghanistan alone.® Many experts argue that Army
leaders to date are not held accountable and do not
feel a sense of responsibility for energy use. There
are no metrics to track use or incentives to reduce
energy consumption, particularly in combat theaters.
Obviously, energy efficient design and construction,
coupled with the use of renewable fuels (solar, wind,
geothermal, hydroelectric, waste-to-energy biomass,
etc.), could have an enormous impact, particularly
at remote operating locations where the fully funded
cost of a gallon of fuel often approaches $500.°

It would appear that in the future, international
stability will be challenged by an “unfavorable order”
resulting from the actions of those states that seek to
change the global environment in their favor. It will
also be characterized by “disorder” that results from
failed and failing states, which may frequently result
from natural disasters connected to climate change,
contests for water, energy shortages, and unfavorable
demographic trends.

125



EVOLVING MISSIONS

In a book written in 2009, Joshua Ramo argued
that the hard problems of the past are becoming even
harder, the possibility of surprise is increasing, and
we face “an avalanche of ceaseless change.”*” In short,
Army leaders in the future will be confronted by so-
called “wicked problems” that do not lend themselves
to being solved, but rather to being “managed.”

The Army Strategic Planning Guidance 2013 does
direct the Army to “embrace change.” It further en-
dorses a transition from the counterinsurgency opera-
tions that have dominated the past decade to the cre-
ation of adaptable forces to meet the full spectrum of
requirements. As noted in the January 2012 document
released by the White House and DoD, Sustaining U.S.
Global Leadership: Priorities for 21st Century Defense, this
will require American armed forces to be prepared to
conduct the following missions:"

* Counterterrorism and Irregular Warfare

* Deter and Defeat Aggression

* Counter Weapons of Mass Destruction

* Defend the Homeland and Provide Support to

Civil Authorities
* Project Power despite Anti-Access/Area
Denial Challenges

* Operate Effectively in Cyberspace

* Operate Effectively in Space

e Maintain a Safe, Secure, and Effective Nuclear

Deterrent
* Provide a Stabilizing Presence
* Stability and Counterinsurgency Operations
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e Humanitarian Assistance, Disaster Relief, and
other Operations

With these missions in mind, the Army has devel-
oped a revised vision:

The Army is globally responsive and regionally en-
gaged; it is an indispensable partner and provider of a
full range of capabilities to combatant commanders in
a Joint, interagency, intergovernmental, and multina-
tional environment. As part of the Joint Forces and as
America’s Army, in all that we offer, we guarantee the
agility, versatility, and depth to Prevent, Shape, and
Win. "2

THE RELEVANCE OF CROSS-SECTOR
COLLABORATION

The evolution of the strategic environment and of
missions just noted would seem to necessitate more
careful and regular coordination with the leaders in
the public and private sector at all levels, in order to
respond to new challenges and shape conditions to
avoid future conflicts. Furthermore, as budgets plum-
met and energy costs rise, the Army will have to work
more closely with elements of the public and private
sector to develop a sound energy strategy. Both types
of considerations suggest that the U.S. military and
the government will need to engage in cross-sector
collaboration.

Cross-sector collaboration between future Army
leaders and those in the public and private sector may
also be relevant to challenges Thomas Homer-Dixon
described in his book, The Ingenuity Gap. That is, he
postulated that humanity faces significant challenges
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when dealing with complex problems such as conflict
rooted in long-term energy needs. This was due to a
growing gulf between the need for increasingly cre-
ative new ideas and their likely supply.®

The need for cross-sector collaboration may also
present an additional problem for all branches of the
military, particularly the Army. All of the competen-
cies and developmental requirements that would be
needed to shape and manage collaborative initiatives
will also be needed in both the public and private sec-
tor. The Army will find itself in a competition with
organizations from these other sectors to not only re-
cruit but also retain highly talented men and women.

Finally, in thinking about how the Army might
improve its capacity for engaging in cross-sector col-
laboration to meet challenges, one should keep in
mind that the Army views itself as a “Total” Army
that consists of the Active Force, the National Guard,
and the Reserves. Consequently, the Army leadership
must negotiate relationships among these three com-
ponents, in terms of individual/organizational devel-
opment, roles/missions, resources, and so forth. One
Army Chief of Staff even remarked that this was “the
toughest job I have.”

In that light, the operational experience of the Na-
tional Guard and the Reserves during the past decade
of war has made them into very different forces than
they were in 2001. Prior to the onset of the “War on
Terrorism,” they were largely viewed as “reserve”
forces that would be called up for local requirements
(riots, hurricanes, forest fires, etc.) or mobilized for a
major conventional conflict, which explains why they
were not mobilized for the Vietham War. However,
after the past decade of war, they are now “rotational
forces” that have demonstrated their ability to mo-
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bilize, deploy as units, conduct combat operations,
return home, and demobilize. Indeed, the National
Guard and Reserves may be particularly well suited
to being participants in cross-sector collaboration.

HOW THE ARMY VIEWS ITSELF —
A PROFESSION

The Army views itself as a “profession.” The tradi-
tional view of the Army profession was set forth in the
classic treatments by Samuel Huntington (1957) and
Morris Janowitz (1960). They emphasized the indi-
vidual role of the members of the military professions
and how they were socialized into that individual
role.* The earmarks of a profession in this time-hon-
ored view were:

* Authority delegated by society to the profes-
sion in order for performance of a critical social
function that society cannot perform by itself.

* Unique Expertise over a body of knowledge
that requires extensive education and training.

* Society’s Sanction that creates the moral obli-
gation for professional effectiveness.

* Limited Autonomy granted within the soci-
ety’s political structure.

* Professional Culture Distinct from Society
that embodies corporate governance, self-po-
licing, and a regulative code of ethics.

* Life-long Calling in which intrinsic satisfac-
tions of service strongly complement extrinsic
ones.

These defining characteristics were reflected in the

symbols and rituals of the profession. For example,
the U.S. Government commissions and promotes its
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Army officers by name both to control the member-
ship of the profession and to certify the expertise of
its members. Army officers, as moral agents of soci-
ety, are granted a limited degree of autonomy to set
standards and police the profession for the good of the
client society.'®

In contrast to this traditional view, in the late-1980s,
Dr. Andrew Abbott, a leading sociologist at the Uni-
versity of Chicago, began to describe professions as
“somewhat exclusive groups of individuals applying
somewhat abstract knowledge to particular cases.”"”
He postulated that the evolution of, and interrelation-
ships among, professions were determined by how
well a profession controlled its required knowledge
and skills. “Practical skill grows out of an abstract sys-
tem of knowledge, and control of the occupation lies
in control of the abstractions that generate the practi-
cal techniques.”*® Abbott further argued that unless a
knowledge system is governed by abstractions, it can-
not redefine its problems and tasks, nor can it defend
its “turf” from competitors or assume new tasks that
present themselves. This abstract knowledge is what
enables professions to survive in the competitive “sys-
tem of professions” according to Abbott. The knowl-
edge system and its attendant degree of abstraction
“are the ultimate currency of competition between
professions.”” Abbott posited that the key variable
for explaining the rise and fall of various professions
over time is “the power of the professions” knowledge
systems, their abstracting ability to define old prob-
lems in new ways.”? In other words, unless the lead-
ers of the profession tend to the profession’s body of
expert knowledge and its effective application to new
situations and tasks by the members of the profession,
they run the risk of competing poorly and declining in
standing or legitimacy in the eyes of their client.
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Over time, the Army’s doctrinal writings have
come to reflect the insights of Abbott's model. In-
stead of focusing on the individual, they now focus
more on the military profession itself and the system
of professions in which the Army exists and com-
petes.?! The defining characteristics of this concept of
professions are:

Unique Expertise based on a body of abstract
knowledge that can be adapted and applied to
various situations.

Jurisdiction that defines those situations and
conditions where the application of the pro-
fession’s expertise is legitimate in the eyes of
the client and is established through effective
application of the Army’s expertise and nego-
tiation between the Army profession and the
civilian leaders of the society it serves.
Legitimacy as the foundation of jurisdiction,
which arises from legal, organizational, or so-
cial mechanisms; and which directs clients to
this particular profession for the “treatment” or
services that they believe the profession offers.
Competition among Professions and within a
System of Professions in which they compete
for jurisdiction, legitimacy, members, and re-
sources with other professions and nonprofes-
sional organizations.

Professional Death for professions that fail to
compete effectively or become overly bureau-
cratized. Such professions may very well “die,”
losing their status as a profession.
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HOW THE ARMY DEVELOPS

The Army traditionally has focused on three
things when considering the development of future
leaders and organizations: operational experience, in-
stitutional learning, and self-education.” This analy-
sis has to be coupled with an accurate assessment of
the current and future security environment. Some
might argue that the Army has shown itself to be a
“learning organization” from its recent operational
experience in Afghanistan and Iraq. As previously
discussed, it moved from a largely special operations
mission in Afghanistan to a conventional invasion of
Iraq followed by both counterinsurgency and coun-
terterrorism operations in both countries. Ironically,
the American military had paid little attention to these
forms of conflict since its departure from Vietnam in
the early-1970s, enabling critics to suggest that these
changes occurred far too slowly and were often forced
on the Army leadership by either civilian leadership
or “insurgents” within its own ranks.?

As we move toward the future, however, this begs
a larger question. Will the Army determine that its
recent operational experiences are relevant for the fu-
ture or discard them and return to its traditional focus
on major conventional warfare? One can argue that in
1973, the American Army was the finest counterinsur-
gency force on the planet. In a few short years, how-
ever, it rejected this role. This resulted not only in an
end to a serious discussion of this form of warfare, but
also to a corresponding dismissal of “experts” from its
ranks as the Army got smaller, ended the draft, and
returned its attention to the threat posed by the Soviet
Union. Many might argue that it did the same with
peacekeeping operations in the aftermath of deploy-
ments to Bosnia and Kosovo.
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The Army’s Educational Institutions.

Professions demand a precise system of higher
education. This system must allow its professionals
to master, usually in ascending stages, the appropri-
ate body of abstract knowledge and the techniques for
its application. Such an education system must also
evolve as requirements of the profession grow and
improved techniques are adopted.

These competencies will place increased demands
on the Army as a profession, as the future “abstract
body of knowledge” continues to change. It will fur-
ther place a burden on the educational institutions
that are the foundation for officer professional mili-
tary education (PME) such as the war colleges, staff
colleges, and military academies. Leaders at these in-
stitutions must deal with the tension between “train-
ing” officers to be technically competent and “educat-
ing” them to be able to think conceptually and apply
sound judgment. This will require a rebalancing over
time from a competency-based training approach to
an educative approach that involves cognitive learn-
ing. Leaders must accomplish this rebalancing effort
even as they retain the immediate relevance to the
Army of the curriculum while at the same time es-
tablishing an ethos for self-development in the officer
corps. Current leaders should encourage future lead-
ers to acknowledge and embrace the need for lifetime
learning throughout their military career.

The Army must further develop future educational
programs at those educational institutions that do not
emphasize “technological solutions” to complex prob-
lems. As Barbara Tuchman warned, “war is not a big
engineering project,”** and technology is often a “two-
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edged sword.” Our ability to acquire more and more
information from a variety of platforms and sources
may over time discourage risk taking and hamper
initiative. The development of future information net-
works that more closely link leaders at all levels may
push tactical choices up to senior decisionmakers if
not carefully managed.

The study of war at those institutions must also
consider a study produced in June 2012 by the Joint
Staff entitled Decade of War — Enduring Lessons from the
Past Decade of Operations. The report is described as the
“Battle for the Narrative.” The report acknowledged
that in the wars in both Iraq and Afghanistan, Ameri-
can forces were slow to “recognize the importance of
information” in achieving goals at all levels.” But this
is not unique to these conflicts, and actually suggests
a broader change in the nature of warfare. General
Rupert Smith noted in his book, The Utility of Force,
that the media has now become crucially important
to military commanders in modern warfare for “at-
taining the political objective of winning the will of
the people.” Smith further observed that this medium
“connects the people, government, and the army, the
three sides of the Clausewitzian trinity.”? As a result,
understanding and leveraging strategic information
has now risen to the same level of importance in mod-
ern warfare as understanding the enemy or analyzing
the terrain.

Finally, the Army’s educational institutions must
confront the challenge of “learning lessons.” This
should force a careful consideration of two questions:
First, what “transcendent” experiences from the re-
cent operational environment in Iraq and Afghanistan
should be incorporated in future curriculum? Second,
what lessons are transitory or unique to those specific
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conflicts and should thus be discarded? Indeed, David
Petraeus, then a young Army major, described this
second requirement in a 1986 article in Parameters that
examined the American Army’s experience in Viet-
nam. Petraeus advised that while the Vietham War
did have much to teach future Army leaders, those
lessons had to be “used with discretion and should not
be pushed too far.”?” Clearly, the Army’s educational
institutions must avoid preparing officers for the “last
war” or as one senior officer lamented “preparing for
the last war it liked!”

Individual Development.

The imperatives of the future dictate a need to de-
velop Army leaders who can operate in an uncertain
environment and maintain a high level of flexibility;
and who can question existing paradigms, accept risk,
and foster cooperation with other agencies and orga-
nizations in both the public and private sector. The De-
cade of War report not only underscored those require-
ments for future Army leaders® but also tied those
requirements to the need for leader self-development.

Several individual competencies would appear to
be critically important. A strong sense of self-disci-
pline coupled with willpower would be at the top of
the list. Self-discipline may be framed to a large de-
gree by the Army’s identification as a “profession.”
But Barbara Tuchman described will as the sine qua
non of military action. She cited Hannibal crossing the
Alps, George Washington at Valley Forge, or General
Stilwell during World War II in Burma as classic ex-
amples where willpower may have been the differ-
ence between defeat and victory.”
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Clearly, the chaotic nature of the future security en-
vironment demands leaders with intelligence, sound
judgment, and initiative. It is likely true that both
intelligence and judgment can be improved through
both institutional and individual study, assuming the
Army is able to attract and retain “the best and the
brightest” in the future. Initiative, however, is much
more difficult to nurture. It is based in the ability to
originate new ideas or methods and to both think and
act without direction from above. Individual initiative
is closely tied to an organization’s overall ability to
innovate.

General of the Army Omar Bradley stressed in re-
marks at the U.S. Army War College in 1971 that a
leader must have good interpersonal skills and pos-
sess “human understanding and consideration for
others.” Future Army leaders must combine this with
self-confidence in themselves, their unit, and their
subordinates. In his speech, Bradley recounted how
critical this was to him as the Army began the inva-
sion of Normandy in June 1944.%°

Tuchman further stresses the need for cultural
awareness, particularly with respect to possessing
both “knowledge of the enemy” as well as the overall
environment. Sadly, a lack of cultural understand-
ing has bedeviled the U.S. military for many decades.
Tuchman cited the war in Vietnam as a classic example
of our inability to achieve cultural understanding.*
Some contemporary authors would likely suggest
that we lacked cultural awareness at the strategic level
prior to the invasion of both Iraq and Afghanistan: the
Decade of War study would substantiate this analysis.*
A recent report has also cited a lack of cultural aware-
ness as a major contributing factor in the so-called
“green-on-blue” attacks by Afghan soldiers against
American and allied troops. The study concluded by
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noting with respect to these attacks that “much of this
problem is of our own making” due to lack of under-
standing and respect for the Afghan culture.

Future Army leaders must also be able to think con-
ceptually while remaining technically proficient. But
proficiency in future may mean that an officer is less
a specialist and more a generalist who understands
enough to manage and lead complex organizations
in a dynamic environment. It is important to keep in
mind the admonition of Thomas Watson, former head
of IBM, who once said that the genius of an executive
was his or her ability to deal successfully with matters
they do not fully understand.

The Army as a Learning Organization.

Over the past 20 years, the military profession at-
tempted to maintain its expertise and capabilities in
traditional warfighting. At the same time, it sought to
develop the expertise, equipment, and other resources
to conduct major counterinsurgency and counterter-
rorism campaigns in both Afghanistan and Iraq. The
need for the Army to be a learning organization is fur-
ther underscored by the future international security
environment and American fiscal realities. With the
conclusion of the Iraq War in 2011 and the impending
end of major American troop presence in Afghanistan
by the end of 2014, policymakers must grapple with
the following question: “Is the past a prologue?”

Tim Kane, in his book, Bleeding Talent, argued that
today’s military is “a leadership factory” that sup-
presses entrepreneurs, which has resulted in a hemor-
rhaging of talent. Gates echoed this in his remarks at
West Point in 2011, when he told the assembled cadets
and officers that his greatest worry was:

137



[H]Jow can the Army break-up the institutional con-
crete, its bureaucratic rigidity in its assignments and
promotion processes, in order to retain, challenge, and
inspire its best, brightest and most battle-tested young
officers to lead the service in future?*

Gates provided a cautionary tale in this regard. He
observed that, during the past decade, junior Army
officers had been given extraordinary opportunities to
innovate, accept risks, and be accountable for their ac-
tions. Sadly, these attributes have not been rewarded
in “rear-echelon headquarters and stateside bureau-
cracies.” Despite the fact that these young Army of-
ficers frequently had been responsible for countless
lives and millions of dollars in equipment, they could
find themselves in the future “reformatting Power-
Point slides, preparing quarterly training briefs, or
assigned an ever expanding array of clerical duties.”*

Some have suggested that the Army may be stuck
with an Industrial Age personnel system that does
not place value on individuals and talent, particularly
during a period of likely force reductions. As Lieuten-
ant General (Retired) Dave Barno, former West Point
commandant and commander of American forces in
Afghanistan, observed, “in a smaller professional force
competing for talent with the Googles of the world”
the Army must completely reform its personnel man-
agement system as the “first priority of today’s senior
military leaders.”3

In a 1962 speech at West Point, General Douglas
MacArthur observed that the mission of the Army
is “to fight and win the Nation’s wars.”* Generally
speaking, that observation still holds. It has thus led
some observers to argue that the Army must push
leaders now and in the future to embrace a warrior
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ethos, where success or failure is solely measured on
the battlefield. Others might observe that the Army’s
organizational culture and professional focus also re-
flect MacArthur’s statement. For example, during the
1990s, the Army referenced to peacekeeping or hu-
manitarian assistance as “operations other than war”
(OOTW), which was interpreted by many as suggest-
ing these were at best secondary missions.

Nevertheless, while “victory” in any future conflict
will remain paramount, it will not likely be defined in
the classical terms, including the overt surrender of an
opponent as a final gesture. Furthermore, the Army’s
articulated professional ethic, which, as noted earlier,
was influence by the work of Abbott, acknowledges
that the Army is in service to its client: the American
people. Consequently, future military operations like
Somalia, Haiti, tsunami relief, and Hurricanes Katrina
and Sandy, will be critically important; and this, cou-
pled with changes to the international security envi-
ronment, may suggest important organizational and
cultural changes.

In 2008, Gates observed that, from the standpoint
of future American national security:

the most important assignments in an officer’s mili-
tary career may not necessarily be commanding US
soldiers, but advising or mentoring the troops of other
nations as they battle the forces of terror and instabil-
ity within their borders.*

While this was recognized by some as vital in the
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, other experts would
argue it was regarded as secondary to combat opera-
tions and was often under-resourced. This was par-
ticularly true in Afghanistan where the United States
really did not begin a concerted effort to train Afghan
forces until 2008.
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John Nagl, author of Learning to Eat Soup with a
Knife, observed that the role of the military “adviser”
will be critical to meeting future security challenges.
He further argues that unless the Army “makes signif-
icant changes across its doctrine, organization, train-
ing, and force structure” with respect to institutional-
izing the role of advisory forces, it “will continue to
be poorly prepared for the most likely security chal-
lenges of the 21st century.”**

Nagl does acknowledge that the situation im-
proved somewhat in 2009 when the Army decided to
modify standard combat brigades to create “advisory
and assistance brigades and produced a field manual
on security force assistance.” He has also argued that
more fundamental cultural change needs to be made
to the Army as an institution, to create a permanent
20,000 member Advisory Corps, and to seek further
changes that will ensure personnel who are assigned
to those units are properly rewarded in terms of pro-
motions, selection for education, etc.** Such ideas
are important and should also be addressed with an
eye toward the Total Army— Active Force, National
Guard, and Reserves. There may be ways to better in-
corporate National Guard and Reserve units into the
Advisory Corps. Consideration could also be given to
creating a cadre of active duty officers and noncom-
missioned officers for National Guard or Reserve
units with the dual mission of training American forc-
es or being called upon to conduct security assistance
abroad.

Such an effort to enhance the American Army’s
ability to provide advice and assistance could be quite
important, as the United States creates policies for
states emerging from periods of disorder (Tunisia,
Libya, and potentially Syria). Those nations will need
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the ability to resurrect or create new military forces
that can operate in a democratic society, which will
be essential to long-term stability. Furthermore, this
approach would be consistent with the stated desire
for American forces to have a “smaller footprint”
abroad, one that is both less expensive and less likely
to cause friction with the local population. In this re-
gard, it is probably important to keep in mind that the
large overseas deployment of American forces in the
decades since World War Il is a historical anomaly for
the United States and any nation.*

Still certain caveats are in order. Our experiences in
Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan suggest that it is rela-
tively easy to “teach others how to fight.” The more
difficult and fundamentally more important question
is “Who and what are the forces we develop fighting
for?” The end state is not to create military forces, but
rather to ensure long-term stability, which requires a
“whole of nation” effort that the United States found
exceedingly difficult to accomplish in Brcko, Kabul,
and Baghdad.

Establishing the “rule of law” is fundamental to
preventing conflict, consequence management, and
the recovery of “failed” states. The American Army
was reminded of this again in Mali. Army Special
Forces had trained Malian forces. Malian Army Cap-
tain Amadou Sanogo had completed his basic offi-
cer training in the United States and participated in
a number of American-funded international military
education programs. This did not prevent him from
leading an insurrection against the Mali political lead-
ership in March 2012.#

The “whole of nation” approach demands greater
cross-sector collaboration, as we have experienced in
both Iraq and Afghanistan. For example, this involved
creating combat support and service support units
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to provide logistical support for combat forces, and
training police and other personnel assigned to the
Ministries of Defense and Interior. These latter efforts
required numerous representatives from the public
and private sector —contractors, educators (to teach
basic literacy), current and former police officers,
representatives from Department of Justice and other
agencies, and so forth.

Finally, the creation of the 20,000 man Advisory
Corps suggested by Nagl must confront problems of
costand culture. In a period of budgetary austerity, the
Army is very unlikely to convince any administration
or Congress to increase its budget for that initiative:
that would only occur if the Army were to consider
the movement of a significant percentage of its heavy
mechanized united forces from the Active Force to the
National Guard and Reserve components.

Nevertheless, such an adjustment would seem
consistent with an assessment of the future security
environment. That is, recent studies have suggested
there are a limited number of potential requirements
for the deployment of a significant heavy force. Con-
sequently, the Army might accept a certain amount of
“risk,” based on the assumption that if these scenarios
should occur, then the nation would have sufficient
warning in order to mobilize the National Guard and
Reserve forces. Still such a decision would necessi-
tate a change in the Army’s “organizational culture,”
which has largely been focused on heavy conventional
forces since the end of World War II.

CONCLUSIONS

In many ways, the Army is at a historical “inflec-
tion point” in the aftermath of the Iraq War and the
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impending end of the conflict in Afghanistan. The
emerging security environment will be characterized
by a complex array of threats, challenges, and oppor-
tunities. Army forces will be called upon to operate
under a broad range of conditions. Simultaneously,
innovation and technological developments will re-
shape the environment, which may over time multi-
ply and intensify the effect that even relatively minor
actors can achieve.®® As a result, the need for closer
cross-sector collaboration between leaders in the mili-
tary and the public and private sectors will only grow.
Furthermore, there will be an accompanying critical
demand to cultivate those who will eventually assume
the highest positions of responsibility.*

This is nothing new. John W. Gardner served in a
number of key leadership roles in the public, private,
and nonprofit sector throughout a long and illustrious
career. He served in the Marine Corps during World
War II, and during the Johnson administration, he
was Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. He
later became the President of the Carnegie Corpora-
tion in New York and was the founder of two influen-
tial organizations —Common Cause and Independent
Sector. Finally, Gardner authored numerous books on
leadership and created both the White House Fellow-
ship and a fellowship program at Stanford University.
In 1965, Gardner argued for greater cooperation across
leadership domains as he worried that “fragmented
leadership” meant no one was thinking about

the big questions that cut across specialties — the larg-
est questions facing our society. Where are we head-
ed? Where do we want to head? What are the major
trends determining our future? What should we do
about them?*
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As a former Army Chief of Staff once observed,
“if you don’t like change . . . you will like irrelevance
even less.” Change in individual development, orga-
nizations, and culture are inevitable if the Army is to
meet the demands of the future. This will require care-
ful consideration of key competencies for future Army
leaders, and the need for its educational institutions
to consider those as well as impending changes in the
international security environment. The officer devel-
opment and management system must become more
agile, so that it can quickly identify those with unique
backgrounds to meet emerging demands. This will
require a greater holistic effort to examine the back-
grounds of Active Force, National Guard, and Reserve
officers to determine what specific skills they “bring to
the table” upon commissioning.

The future also demands changes in organization-
al structure and culture. Laws must be changed that
allow Army officers to move more quickly between
the three parts of the Total Army. Serious consider-
ation must be given to the establishment of advisory
forces, while acknowledging the effect this will have
on the Army’s budget and culture. The Army person-
nel system must also move from the “industrial to the
information age.”

Clearly the future will demand “joint and com-
bined operations” that will require Army forces to
operate with sister services as well as allies. But it
will also require a more robust understanding be-
tween Army leaders and those in the public and pri-
vate sectors to confront a multitude of challenges.
While the Army’s professional ethic will remain fun-
damental, this should not make future officers insu-
lar or unwilling to learn and cooperate outside their
professional domain.
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In 1964, Robert A. Lovett, the fourth Secretary of
Defense and a man described as the “Cold War ar-
chitect,” received the Thayer Award for leadership
at West Point. In his remarks, Lovett counseled the

7

cadets that while “knowledge is power,” “insulated
knowledge fails to meet fully our needs in making
public policy.” He concluded his remarks by telling
those present that:

an expanding mind can deal with a world of expand-
ing complexities . . . [and that broadening your ho-
rizons] will not diminish the value of your special
military skills but will, on the contrary, enhance their
validity and usefulness in those great Councils of Gov-
ernment where, as servants of the Republic, you will
sit as keepers of the faith and guardians of the peace.*
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CHAPTER 6

STRATEGIC CROSS-SECTOR COLLABORATION:
THE UNITED STATES AND INDIA

Vijay Kumar Singh

If you want to go fast, go alone.

If you want to go far, go together.

Moreover, together, we can sometimes go both far
and fast.

An Indian Proverb

CONCEPT

People who want to tackle tough social problems
and achieve beneficial outcomes are beginning to
understand that multiple sectors of a democratic so-
ciety —business, nonprofits and philanthropies, the
media, the community, and government—must col-
laborate to effectively deal with challenges. Thus, as
described by Bryson, Crosby, and Stone, cross-sector
collaboration is associated with forging responses to
public problems by linking or sharing of information,
resources, activities, and capabilities of organizations
in two or more sectors to achieve jointly an outcome
that could not be achieved by organizations in one
sector separately. Such collaborations usually will in-
volve a lead agency with a clear understanding and
charter, so that effective institutional support can be
provided for the desired outcome.
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APPLICATION

The aim of this chapter is to explore the implica-
tions of the concept of cross-sector collaboration for
the community of strategic leaders in the United States
and India. We need to examine if we can apply this con-
cept at the strategic level to attain better synergy in the
relations and cooperation between the two countries.
This becomes more important as the relations between
the oldest democracy and the largest democracy have
grown stronger and there is convergence of interests
in many spheres. It is also important to underline the
fact that the structures of present global equations de-
mand better collaboration between the United States
and India, which would be mutually beneficial to the
furtherance of common interests and for the promo-
tion of sustainable development.

U.S.-INDIA STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP:
CHANGING CONTEXT

The relations between the United States and India
at times are best characterized by a Yo-Yo or a sine
wave, with many lows and highs over the period of
the past 65 years. In recent times, there appears to have
been a realization that both democracies need to make
a greater effort to enhance relations and cooperation
in all fields. It is good to see these efforts are succeed-
ing. In the present and foreseeable future, India has
important stakes in the Asian region and should play
a greater contributory role in global affairs.

Long considered a “strategic backwater” from
Washington’s perspective, South Asia has emerged
in the 21st century as increasingly vital to core U.S.
foreign policy interests. India, the region’s dominant
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actor with more than one billion citizens, is often char-
acterized as a nascent major power and “natural part-
ner” of the United States, one that many analysts view
as a potential counterweight to China’s growing clout.
Since 2002, the two countries have engaged in numer-
ous combined military exercises. Since 2004, Washing-
ton and New Delhi have been pursuing a “strategic
partnership” based on shared values such as democ-
racy, pluralism, and rule of law. Numerous economic,
security, and global initiatives —including plans for
civilian nuclear cooperation —are underway. That last
initiative, launched by President George W. Bush in
2005 and finalized by the 110th Congress in 2008, re-
versed 3 decades of U.S. nonproliferation policy. Also
in 2005, the United States and India signed a 10-year
defense framework agreement that calls for expand-
ing bilateral security cooperation. Furthermore, major
U.S. arms sales to India are underway and more are
anticipated.

Several factors have contributed to the improve-
ment of Indian-American relations. One is the growth
of trade and investment ties between the two coun-
tries. Another is the important role played by the
highly educated and relatively wealthy Indian Dias-
pora community of more than two million in Amer-
ica’s high-tech corporations, as well as in other fac-
ets of American life, as reflected in the influence of
Congress’s largest country-specific caucus. The most
important factor contributing to the improvement in
Indian-American relations, however, lies in the geo-
political realm.

During the Cold War in particular, Washington
and New Delhi felt threatened by each other’s alliance
partners. America’s main security concern was the So-
viet Union, and so Washington sought as many allies
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as possible against it. Pakistan became an American
ally in the 1950s. The Sino-Soviet rift that developed
in the 1950s and became worse in the 1960s resulted
in the emergence of Sino-American cooperation in the
early-1970s. By contrast, Pakistan has been a princi-
pal security concern for India ever since both became
independent, and China has been one ever since the
1962 Sino-Indian border war. Thus, India regarded the
Soviet Union as an ally against two other rivals in its
neighborhood, both of which were cooperating with
the United States.

The end of the Cold War and the collapse of the
Soviet Union implied that Moscow was no longer a
threat to Washington and correspondingly no lon-
ger an influential ally for New Delhi. Since that time,
the United States has come to share India’s concerns
about China being a potential threat. Post-September
11, 2001 (9/11), the United States and India have also
shared a threat from radical Islamists.

Meanwhile, India has never been happy about
America’s close collaboration with Pakistan. Pakistan
helped facilitate the U.S.-led intervention in Afghan-
istan and at the same time extended support to the
Taliban and other radical Islamists that America and
its allies had been fighting. That displeasure contrib-
uted to U.S. efforts to accommodate concerns of India
about Pakistan.

As far as China is concerned, although the coun-
tries of South and Southeast Asia cannot individually
withstand the growing domination of the rising pow-
er, if assisted by the United States, they collectively
can create the necessary counter balance. In turn, that
development could prod China to proportionately
contribute to international security obligations.
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THE U.S.-INDIA STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP:
SHARED INTERESTS, POSSIBLE
COOPERATION

The strategic relationship between the two coun-
tries provides the context for cross-sector collabora-
tion involving agents from various sectors. There are
many areas for potential cooperation between the
United States and India in the social and economic
domains, which have already been witness to serious
engagement from both sides. In contrast, the military
and defense arena has seen rather lukewarm coopera-
tion, which could be attributed to the hangover of the
Cold War era and the dynamics of relations between
the United States, Pakistan, and China. In the prevail-
ing global environment, the vistas for greater coop-
eration are opening up, and both nations can explore
various fields to enhance or upgrade their relations.

U.S.-China Relations.

One issue that confronts all parties in the global
system is the rise of China. After 2 decades of econom-
ic reforms and rapid growth, China has pulled mil-
lions out of poverty and created a new middle class.
Looking ahead, it is expected to overtake the United
States as the world’s largest economy within a decade.
Given that the economy has been largely controlled
by the government and fuelled by state-owned en-
terprises, China offers a distinctive model of political
economy to the world, which has contributed to its
international influence.

The re-election of Obama as the President of the
United States, coupled with the emergence of the new
government in China, has global implications. As the
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two nations share worldwide influence, they must fig-
ure out how to work with and not against each other.
However, tensions between the two remain. They are
separated by huge gaps in political systems and cul-
tural values, which can be a major cause of conflict.
U.S. politicians are used to speaking from a position
of dominance; but such an approach may not work
with today’s more assertive and nationalistic China.
Indeed, China was a hot topic in the U.S. presidential
campaign, mentioned 53 times in the debates. Both
President Barack Obama and former Massachusetts
Governor Mitt Romney took a tough stance and pro-
posed to push China to “play by the rules.” Regard-
less of that rhetoric, the United States and China are
highly interdependent, a condition which robs parties
of the luxury of choice about interaction.

While both governments still deeply distrust each
other, they are each struggling to deal with the new
power structure in the international system — the “big
picture” that is relevant to the type, manner, and in-
tensity of cooperation that will be forged. Those fac-
tors prompt some important questions. Are the two
countries friends or foes? Is the United States ready
to cope with an increasingly powerful, confident,
and yet non-democratic China? How does the United
States respond when China behaves clumsily in inter-
national affairs, as evidenced in China’s forcefulness
in the recent Senkaku dispute and South China Sea
controversy? Thus, the world is monitoring the lead-
ership transition in the world’s two largest economies.
To complicate matters, since the Obama administra-
tion’s implementation of its “strategic rebalancing”
toward Asia in 2010, the U.S. Government has failed
to convince China and many other countries in Asia
that containing China’s growing power is not its pri-
mary purpose.
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India-China-Pakistan.

For its part, India, like many other countries of Asia,
does not want to be seen as being part of an American-
led, “China-containment” strategy. (Of course, in this
day and age, containment will not work, and Asian
countries do not want to be drawn into a great power
conflict.) Nevertheless, India is keeping a wary eye on
China’s rapid global ascent, for India must include the
potential threat of conflict with China in its security
paradigm and projections. Unresolved issues that re-
sulted in the Sino-Indian War of 1962 have begun to
heat up in recent years.

Meanwhile, China has also been paying increasing
attention to India and South Asia. China has hardened
its position on its border disputes with India, even as
it has increased its assertiveness in the East and South
China Seas. The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) has
strengthened its forces in the Lanzhou and Chengdu
Military Regions bordering India. Furthermore, Chi-
na’s long-standing close relations and military sup-
port for Pakistan lead India to view both the increased
Chinese presence in the northern area of Pakistan-oc-
cupied Kashmir and the expanded civil nuclear coop-
eration between Beijing and Islamabad as particularly
worrisome.

Indian policymakers have scrambled to develop
effective policies to cope with an increasingly pow-
erful and assertive China. Indian military strategists
believe they must create sufficient deterrent capa-
bilities against the country, and as well must plan for
the possibility of a two-front war with Pakistan and
China. Thus, India has initiated an ambitious military
modernization program that will build land, air, na-
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val, and missile capabilities. Simultaneously, political
leaders actively seek to avoid conflict, and thus have
engaged in dialogue with delegates from both coun-
tries to avoid the dire two-front war scenario.

The drivers of the current Indian-Chinese rivalry
are varied and complex. While China’s economy is
several times larger than India’s and its conventional
military capabilities today outstrip India’s by almost
any comparison, Beijing has begun to take notice of
India’s growing global, political, and economic stat-
ure, as well as broad-based American support for ex-
panding strategic ties with India. The efforts of both
India and China to expand trade and economic rela-
tions with countries that seemingly are in the other’s
traditional sphere of influence will add to the inten-
sity of the rivalry. The rivalry is also influenced by
the rapidly expanding resource requirements of both
countries, whose economies continue to grow steadily
despite the global economic downturn: competition
over energy and water resources will increasingly
shape the contours of their relationship.

U.S.-India Relations.

The United States must keep a watchful eye on the
trends and fault lines in Sino-Indian relations and fac-
tor these into its overall strategies in the broader Asia
region. The United States has the option of pursuing
robust strategic and military engagements with India,
so as to encourage a stable balance of power in Asia,
which will prevent China from dominating the region
and surrounding seas. A strong India that is able to
hold its own against China is in the U.S. interest. U.S.
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s visit to India for
Strategic Dialogue talks provided an opportunity to
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comprehend India’s take on China and to discuss new
diplomatic and security initiatives that would contrib-
ute to maintaining a stable balance of power in Asia.

In light of its own strategic interests, the United
States needs to demonstrate support for Indian mili-
tary modernization and enhanced U.S.-India defense
ties. The military cooperation between India and the
United States has been steadily growing. Although In-
dia selected France over the United States in the huge
Medium Multi-Role Combat Aircraft (MMRCA) deal,
India’s overall purchases of military hardware from
the United States are growing. The two sides finalized
a deal last year worth nearly $4 billion, in which the
United States will provide India with enough C-17 air-
craft to give India the second-largest C-17 fleet in the
world. There are also other military hardware deals
in the pipeline, like the one associated with ultra light
howitzers. As India’s military modernization pro-
gram progresses, the U.S. share in provision is likely
to increase.

Meanwhile, there has also been some talk in certain
quarters in India which favors a go-slow approach to
U.S.-India cooperation in order to avoid deterioration
of relations with China. However, China’s posturing
on its border disputes with India presents few options
to it other than to play all the strategic cards at its dis-
posal, which includes strengthening and expanding
strategic cooperation with the United States. India will
not be too far off the mark if it surmises that Chinese
alarms over “containment” may be part of stratagem
to prevent closer Indian cooperation with likeminded
nations, including the United States.

Looking ahead, the partnership between the
United States and India is unlikely to develop into
an “alliance,” given India’s core foreign policy goal
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of maintaining its “strategic autonomy.” However a
more robust and mutually beneficial partnership that
acknowledges India’s growing political, economic,
and military strength would create a relationship that
would assist in moderating China’s ambitions to settle
the border disputes by use of force in its favor. The
United States and India would seem to share a broad
strategic interest in creating limits on China’s geopo-
litical horizons. Both nations could enhance coopera-
tion and collaboration to support mutually reinforcing
goals without ever becoming “allies” in the traditional
sense. As a global leader, the United States has the
moral responsibility to help promote democracy, hu-
man rights, and rule of law in the world. With China
in transition, the United States has a great opportunity
to help shape the future of a nation with which it will
be politically and economically intertwined for gen-
erations to come.

A Growing Need for Cross-Sector Collaboration.

The complexity of issues just described invites
consideration of the prospects for cross-sector collabo-
ration in international affairs. International evidence
shows that cooperation and collaboration are increas-
ingly being carried out in organizational forms built
around cross-sector (government, business, nonprofit,
academic, etc.) and transdisciplinary teams with well-
defined national, social, economic, or environmental
objectives. As a result, new and unfamiliar forms of
organizational arrangements are emerging within
various spheres. These collaborative efforts to achieve
cooperation to attain solutions to complex problems
spanning more than one discipline have on occasion
been termed hybrid efforts. At the same time, lead-
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ership and collaboration are integral to 21st century
governance and management. However, despite
growing literature, understanding about leadership
for collaboration is hampered by a lack of specificity.

Increasingly, the problems that countries and com-
munities need to resolve are complex, requiring con-
tributions of people from diverse backgrounds and
disciplines. Despite the challenges involved in forging
and executing such collaborative efforts, partnerships,
collaborations, and coalitions can be powerful tools
for mobilizing individuals to action, bringing issues
and interests to prominence, and developing robust
policies. These associations are also an effective means
of providing focus, so that resources are not wasted,
and efforts are not needlessly duplicated.

Cross-sector collaboration is becoming increasing-
ly relevant to the U.S.-India relationship. Cross-sector
collaborations may provide a way to “fix bugs” and
craft concrete methodologies for enhancing coopera-
tion in all fields of the relational calculus. Meanwhile,
cross-sector collaboration is also becoming increasing-
ly relevant for China. While economic reforms initi-
ated by China’s leadership have resulted in 2 decades
of unparalleled growth, rapid economic growth has
also brought multiple challenges that the public sector
alone cannot adequately address. That is, issues such
as inadequate infrastructure, environmental degrada-
tion, income disparity, and limited human rights can-
not be efficiently addressed without cross-sector col-
laboration among agents within China and from other
parts of the globe.

In fact, collaboration across sectors began to sur-
face in China at the beginning of this millennium. One
such initiative is the Guangdong Environmental Part-
nership Program, launched in 2007 by the Institute for
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Sustainable Communities, an organization focused on
helping communities around the world tackle environ-
mental, economic, and social challenges. The Partner-
ship was created to reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
improve public health, and increase environmental
accountability in the Guangdong Province of China,
which is commonly referred to as the “factory of the
world.” The Partnership receives financial support
from the U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID) through a congressional earmark. Neverthe-
less, the Chinese government is still somewhat reluc-
tant to engage in cross-sector partnerships on a large
scale. Thus, it will be interesting to see how Xi Jinping,
the new President and General Secretary of the Com-
munist Party of China, engages China’s civil society to
help promote continued economic and social stability.

CROSS SECTOR COLLABORATION:
THE CHALLENGES FOR STRATEGIC LEADERS

Cross-sector partnerships do not just happen, but
instead have to be assiduously built. The key staff in-
volved must be compatible and must understand the
“why” and “how” of the effort. They need a “getting
acquainted” period and process to ascertain compat-
ibility and to develop positive relationships. They
also need to understand each other’s strategic cul-
ture, as well as the cultural make-up of the societies
in the nation with which such collaborative effort is
undertaken. Bad personal chemistry can quickly kill
any alliance or coalition: History has many examples
of such events. Available evidence also points out
that beyond traditional measures of effective leader-
ship such as involvement, consensus building, and
strategic implementation, there also exists a need for
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emotional bonding or “connectivity” that key mem-
bers make among themselves, their counterparts, and
the mission tasked to them. This personal connectivity
becomes invaluable in developing the levels of trust
needed to proceed with the mission.

National security has an all-encompassing con-
notation and thus transcends the narrow postulates
that only talk of security and matters in the military
domain. A nation has to cater not only to narrowly de-
fined external and internal security concerns, but also
to economic growth, preservation of the nation’s core
values, environmental issues that endanger the nation,
energy security, and the creation of a suitable regional
and international order that allows the nation to grow
peacefully. This has to be comprehended by strategic
leaders so that overarching terms of reference can be
identified to provide strategic guidance to all who are
selected to form the core group. This is necessary, as
it helps ensure that the collaboration or coalition is in
tune with the security interests of the country. This is
a challenge, as any nation’s security interests can have
profound effect on the way cross-sector collaboration
is perceived and progress is undertaken. Additional-
ly, the leaders from the nations or institutions engag-
ing in cross-sector collaboration must remain aware of
one another’s compulsions at the macro level so that
they design the parameters of work in such a manner
that fences between parties are avoided.

Strategic leaders will also face the challenge of
“taking stock of” and understanding the “work cul-
ture” and bureaucratic quagmires of participants with
whom the collaboration is sought. We must compre-
hend the way each nation does work in various fields,
be it official, governmental, business, or even nonprof-
it undertakings. In the absence of this understanding,
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deliberations may come to a dead-end in a fairly early
time frame without yielding any results. What is even
more damaging is the fact that this may also create
impediments for any future collaborative efforts. That
negative outcome would assume greater significance
where military-to-military dialogues are concerned or
where the cross-sector collaboration team has military
members seeking solutions to a larger, complicated
problem.

In the context of the United States and India, this
issue assumes great significance as the “civil control
over the military” in a democratic setup translates dif-
ferently in both nations. For example, while a U.S. mil-
itary representative will usually lead the dialogue on
peacekeeping operations, a civilian bureaucrat who
will not be conversant with the military intricacies in-
volved will typically represent the India contingent,
which increases the probability that the outcome will
not be satisfying to both teams.

A cross-sector collaborative process needs a great
amount of “unity of effort” and an understanding
by all participants that the solutions sought must be
factored into the “win-win” quadrant for all nations
involved. The strategic leaders involved must ensure
that the strategy adopted is such that mission and
values sought are appropriately aligned. There has
to be an effort by all for value generation and achiev-
ing a “shared vision” so that all participants focus in
the correct direction. Frederick Long and Matthew
Arnold (The Power of Environmental Partnerships) have
pointed out that there are three psychological impedi-
ments that often undermine the formation of alliances.
These are listed as mistrust, the fear of loss of control
by the leaders over the groups, and misunderstand-
ings over motivation and intent of each partner. These
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certainly have a profound effect on the group dynam-
ics in cross-sector collaboration, and strategic leaders
will do well if they understand these dynamics and
factor them into their considerations, so that unity of
effort will not be disrupted. The leaders must ensure
that the communication channels between all the par-
ticipants are always open and there is transparency
in the working of various groups. Mistrust and mis-
understandings must be tackled jointly by the entire
team so that they do not impinge on deliberations and
do not impede the collaboration process. Strategic
leaders must constantly monitor the atmospherics of
the collaborative process so that they can detect the
aforementioned impediments.

Strategic leaders engaged in a collaborative pro-
cess must keep abreast of technical developments in
various fields. These developments have the potential
to assist various stakeholders in ensuring that tech-
nology is leveraged for the betterment of cross-sector
partnerships and alliances. The approach adopted by
the leaders should focus on getting the best out of the
participants and sustaining success over time. The fo-
cus must remain on desired results, otherwise the pro-
cess and negotiations can meander endlessly without
producing worthwhile outcomes.

The cross-sector process would involve represen-
tatives from various sectors working to find a solution
to a complex problem or set of problems, implying
thereby that tension and uncertainty is a natural by-
product. Strategic leaders thus face the challenge of
diversity management. They need to create a support-
ing culture to ensure that the process moves with pos-
itive energy. The leaders also must give due thought
to possible disruptions and dissensions within the
teams. The abilities to engage in timely intervention
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and to create space for healing are also challenges that
face the leaders. Leaders must ensure that suitable
protocols are established to override such issues and
create an affirmative growth environment for comple-
tion of the mission with a positive outcome.

CROSS-SECTOR COLLABORATION:
UNITED STATES, INDIA, AND SOUTH ASIA

The logic for seeking and initiating cross-sector
collaborations between India and the United States is
illustrated in the following proposition, which has an
“assumption —if —then” structure.

Assuming the interdependence between the United
States and China, and China’s domination of South
Asia,

If China’s strategy in South Asia clashes in part with
the common interests of the United States and India,
and

If neither of the two can address the concern alone,

Then, there is scope for collaboration between the
United States and India, and areas of such cooperation
need to be worked out to ensure that such collabora-
tion results in mutual benefit.

In light of that proposition, the potential for the
strategic collaboration between the United States and
India can be evaluated by engaging in a three-part
process.

* Attempt a strengths-weaknesses-opportuni-

ties-threats (SWOT) analysis of South Asia rela-
tive to China (see Exhibit 1).
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* Deduce from the SWOT analysis South Asia’s
strategic objectives for managing China’s ris-
ing influence in and possible domination of the
region, and ways to achieve those objectives
(see Exhibit 2).

* Specify sectors for collaboration between
the United States and India to achieve the
mutual interests in the strategic continuum
(see Exhibit 3).

CONCLUSION

In recent years, India’s foreign relations have un-
dergone considerable change, particularly in the con-
text of its deepening relationship with the United
States. This bilateral relationship has evolved exten-
sively since the Cold War, when relations were abys-
mal. One manifestation of deepening India-U.S. ties is
an intensifying arms trade. American aerospace firms
and other weapons makers are competing to provide
billions of dollars worth of arms to India. Stronger
India-U.S. ties have also created ample opportuni-
ties for maritime security cooperation. The improved
relations have opened windows of opportunities to
undertake cross-sector collaboration. In this chapter,
we have discussed the concept and the possibilities of
such cooperation. We have also looked at the relation-
al calculus among India, the United States, and China
to derive some ideas on what can trigger cross-sector
collaboration between India and the United States.

However, there are many wrinkles that must be
ironed out to ensure that engagements yield positive
results. We discussed the need for the strategic leader
community to ensure that the collaborative process
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is not stalled due to impediments. We also discussed
how it is in the interest of the United States to seek
better bilateral engagement with India in the light of
prevailing realities of global power structures. Ties
between India and America have undertaken a stra-
tegic shift over the last couple of years. The United
States also has a substantial interest in the stability of
the Indian Ocean region as a whole, which will play
an ever more important role in the global economy.

It emerged that Pakistan and China, the two coun-
tries that concern India the most, have large military
agendas in place. As a result, India is increasingly
turning to countries such as Israel and America to
procure arms (Israel, in fact, has overtaken Russia as
India’s largest defense supplier), while also remaining
close to long-time partner, France.

Managing perceptions and expectations will re-
quire a common strategic vision for the relationship
that guides subsequent interactions and cooperation
toward shared goals. In the coming decades, India
will have to devote much attention to the creation and
maintenance of an optimal India-China-U.S. triangle.
It is also fair to assume that the American concern
about China’s emergence as a rival power, and Chi-
na’s keenness to ensure that India does not become
an active member of a U.S.-led China containment
policy, will ensure that a self-confident India will not
be without diplomatic options.

All in all, India and the United States must reduce
the trust deficit with China to ensure better under-
standing of each other’s strategic intentions, so that
policies are not based on the assumption that the
worst-case scenario is a probable one. In such a con-
text, cross-sector collaboration can be assumed to be
both a necessary and desirable way for addressing the
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vexing issues between nations. It has also emerged
that such collaboration is not going to be easy; hence,
shall we abort in fear of failure or strive regardless in
hope of success? This is a question that should form
the backdrop for all strategic leaders.
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EXHIBIT 1

THE STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP OF SOUTH

ASIA WITH CHINA —

STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES,

AND THREATS (SWOT) ANALYSIS

Strengths of South Asia in terms of its ability to
influence China:

Facilitate flow of China’s energy needs through
sea lines of communication;

Provide land communication from China to
Indian Ocean ports;

Offer markets and raw materials in South Asia,
and through South Asia in West Asia and
Africa;

Ally with extra regional powers like the United
States;

Economically link South Asia with Association
of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN);

Lay regional energy pipelines for mutual
benefit;

Cooperate in anti-terrorism intelligence and
operations in contiguous areas.

Weaknesses of South Asia with respect to
influencing China:

Weak infrastructure and poor investment
climate;

Unstable and weak democratic governments
facing internal and external challenges;
Negligible lateral intra-regional land and rail
communication;

Mutually unfriendly nuclear states;
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Unequal military capability with no interoper-
ability;

Ineffective regional grouping of South Asian
Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC)
in comparison to ASEAN;

Hotspots of religious fundamentalism, seces-
sionism, and terrorism.

Opportunities for South Asia in its relationship
with China:

Procure capital for development;

Increase interdependence in trade;

Improve water and flood management;
Conduct joint military exercises focused on
transnational threats by nonstate actors;

Join Shanghai Cooperation Organization
(SCO);

Enhance interaction in higher education and
tourism.

Threats to South Asia from China:

Unfavorable export-import imbalance;
Military resolution of territorial disputes;
Unjust trade practices like dumping and unfair
competition;

Aggressive pursuit of its “string of pearls”
approach;

Selective favoritism by China to divide and
influence South Asia;

Chinese arms exports to South Asia;

Discreet manipulation of SAARC’s
proceedings.
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EXHIBIT 2

SOUTH ASIA’S OBJECTIVES IN A STRATEGY

INTENDED TO OVERCOME CHINA'’S
RISING INFLUENCE

OF THE REGION AND WAYS OF ACHIEVING

OBJECTIVES

Objectives for South Asia:

Involve China in long-term investment in South
Asia’s development;

Optimize potential of its trade interdependence
with China;

Link economically with the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN);

Establish an anti-terrorism intelligence network
and conduct operations in contiguous areas;
Lure China to development projects instead of
its sponsored arms race;

Urge China to initiate confidence building mea-
sures to mitigate the threat perception from
China;

Have South Asian Association for Regional Co-
operation (SAARC) engage constructively with
China to develop regional solutions;

Join Chinese-dominated Shanghai Cooperation
Organization (SCO) to leverage geopolitical
situation;

Jointly exploit water management potential of
the Himalayas for hydroelectricity, irrigation
and consumption.

Ways for South Asia to achieve strategic objectives:

South Asian states use their collective influence
to prod China to give more economically than
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it is currently giving to the region’s weaker
states;

India initiates confidence building measures
with all its neighbors, to make the South Asian
Free Trade Area more economically effective;
India assists fledgling democracies to build
democratic institutions, so that states can look
beyond their individual borders, form a region-
al identity, and improve regional security;
India engages China to mutually resolve their
boundary dispute;

South Asia builds lateral land communications
to ASEAN to connect the two economies;
China and India together steer regional proj-
ects focused on hydroelectricity in the Hima-
layan Mountains, energy pipelines, transna-
tional road and rail networks, and inland water
transport;

South Asia conducts joint military exercises
dealing with transnational threats at its level
today, and in conjunction with SCO tomorrow;
With improvements in regional security, South
Asia drastically reduces or stops imports of
Chinese arms;

South Asia supports a transit facility to send
energy through the region to China in exchange
for Chinese capital investment in South Asian
development;

South Asia postpones construction of Myan-
mar’s Indian Ocean port for China;

South Asia invites the United States to partici-
pate more fully in SAARC, to address interop-
erability, contingency planning, and response
escalation.
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EXHIBIT 3:

POSSIBLE AVENUES FOR CROSS-SECTOR

COLLABORATION

BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND INDIA

TO COPE

WITH A RISING CHINA (IN DECREASING

ORDER OF IMPORTANCE)

Diplomatic Collaboration:

South Asia regards the United States as a bet-
ter partner than China for steering its collective
destiny: mutual interests in security, access to
the global commons in the Indian Ocean, de-
mocracy, development, and status are aligned;
The United States contributes significantly to
SAARC's affairs to improve collective regional
security;

The United States facilitates confidence build-
ing measures between India and Pakistan;

To promote equitable representation of Asia,
the United States pursues reforms at the United
Nations to include India as a permanent mem-
ber of the Security Council.

Informational Collaboration:

The United States contributes to SAARC’s
establishment of an information network to
study regional outsourcing, supply chain man-
agement, off-shore manufacturing, education,
talent transfer, and immigration.

Economic Collaboration:

The United States offers its domestic market to
South Asia to send an economic signal to Chi-
na’s export oriented economy;
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South Asia increases interdependence in trade
incrementally with China to reach mutual eco-
nomic deterrence level;

The United States technologically assists the
online functioning of SAARC’s economic work-
ing group;

The United States links the economic zone
formed by South Asia, ASEAN, Japan, and
South Korea to the Trans Pacific Partnership
to optimize the Pacific region’s economic op-
portunity to shift the Asia-centric market to a
Pacific-centric one;

South Asia reduces its trade imbalance with
China by accessing its internal markets
collectively.

Financial Collaboration:

On cue from the United States, international
organizations offer aid and development assis-
tance to South Asia;

The World Trade Organization pressures China
to drop its barriers to investment by countries
from South Asia.

Legal Collaboration:

The United States strengthens its stand on
South Asia’s trade issues with China.

Intelligence Collaboration:

South Asia shares intelligence with the United
States on transnational threats, illicit drug traf-
ficking, and piracy;

A joint working-mechanism on the Indo-China
border helps stop occasional flare-ups by local
commanders;
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South Asia’s intelligence network monitors
Chinese military capability, preparedness, and
intention.

Military Collaboration:

The United States facilitates reduction of India-
Pakistan defense expenditures, in order to im-
prove regional stability;

South Asia reduces arms imports from China
due to increased stability;

India and the United States monitor and selec-
tively dominate sea lines of communication in
the Indian Ocean;

India upgrades its capability of long-range de-
livery systems and navy, as a deterrent against
China;

South Asia cooperates with the United States
in anti-terrorism intelligence, joint exercises,
and operations against regional transnational
threats;

South Asia conducts joint exercises with the
United States in the Indian Ocean and in the
hinterland.

174



REFERENCES

Austen, ]. E.; 1998, “Partnering For Progress,” Harvard Busi-
ness School Working Papers, Social Enterprise Series, No. 5.

Austen, J., and Hesselbein, F., 2000, The Collaboration Chal-
lenges: How Nonprofits and Businesses Succeed Through Strategic Al-
liances, San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Bryson, John M., Barbara C. Crosby, and Melissa Middleton
Stone, 2006, “The Design and Implementation of Cross-Sector
Collaboration: Propositions from the Literature,” Special issue,
Public Administration Review, Vol. 66, pp. 44-55.

Donahue, J. D., 2004, On Collaborative Governance, Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University.

Doz, Yves, and Gary Hamel, 1999, Alliance Advantage: The Art
of Creating Value through Partnering, Boston, MA; Harvard Busi-
ness School Press.

Dryzek, D., 2000, Deliberative Democracy and Beyond, Oxford,
United Kingdom (UK): Oxford University Press.

Fraces, Haselbein, Goldsmith, Marshall, 2006, The Leader of the
Future; New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Gray, Barbara. 1989, Collaborating: Finding Common Ground for
Multiparty Problems; San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Haas, Earnst B., July 1953, “The Balance of Power Prescrip-
tions, Concept or Propaganda?” World Politics.

Long, Frederick, and Matthew Arnold, 1955, The Power of En-
vironmental Partnerships, Orlando, FL: Harcourt Brace & Co.

Tellis, Kuo, and Marble, Ed, 2008, Strategic Asia 2008: Chal-

lenges and Choices, Seattle, WA, and Washington, DC: The Nation-
al Bureau of Asian Research.

175






CHAPTER 7
DISCUSSANT COMMENTS
Jack Clarke

Thanks very much for that introduction. I have
been coming to the U.S. Army War College for a num-
ber of years, but this is my first opportunity to partici-
pate in a forum at Dickinson College. Dickinson Col-
lege has always been to me that other great school in
Carlisle, and I thank the organizers of the Workshop
for this opportunity to visit.

My understanding of the role of the discussant is
that I should synthesize what has been presented; but
that presents a bit of a problem because of the wonder-
ful amount and variety of information that has been
presented by both Dr. Jeff McCausland and General
Vijay Singh.

When we think about the relationship between
India and the United States and the possibilities for
collaboration, I am reminded of the situation in which
I have found myself for the past quarter-century. I am
in an intercultural marriage. I am married to an Aus-
trian, and being in an intercultural relationship —and,
indeed, a marriage—poses additional challenges, to
say the least. I have found that in such a relationship,
it is sometimes necessary to say things that in a mono-
cultural relationship might go unsaid. You simply
cannot assume that the other person understands your
point of view. You have to go beyond a presumption
of comprehension.

In the case of the India-U.S. relationship, my obser-
vation can be very insidious, because we do speak the
same language. General Singh has helped make this
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insidious, because he has effectively spoken to us in a
way that we can understand; but we should never lose
sight of the fact that when our friends from around
the world speak to us in English, what they mean may
not be what we think they mean. We may get into a
lot of trouble that way, as I do sometimes in my rela-
tionship with my wife. We Americans need to better
understand what is important to our Indian partners,
and they need to better understand what is important
to us.

General Singh has pointed out that even though
we share the same language, we do not necessarily
share the same threat perception or the same strategic
culture. Thus, the best that we can do is work hard
to understand what the other party thinks about a
situation. One of the things that I have learned at the
George Marshall Center, where I teach classes with
representatives of up to 45 different nationalities, is
that the one thing that we do not share is the same
threat perception.

Another key issue in all of this is trust— this criti-
cal aspect of a relationship comes into play when we
are talking about cooperation between security forces,
between police forces, between intelligence agencies,
and so forth. Trust is predicated on personal relation-
ships. There are no institutional mechanisms that re-
ally function. That does not seem good enough to me.
We have to get beyond depending on personal rela-
tionships. That is, there is something wrong with a
scenario in which two people are sitting across from
one another at a coffee table, and a great idea emerges.
What happens when those two people move on? That
is why I say that it is very important that we create
some institutional methodology that enables us to
sustain the deepening of a relationship.
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McCausland talked about those skills that we need
to develop in our leaders —the so-called core compe-
tencies. One thing that stands out in my mind is that
we tend to bifurcate this into training versus edu-
cation. I would like to suggest that there is another
category that we all too infrequently use, and that is
professional development. It is neither education nor
training, but is somewhere in-between. I do think that
what we do at the Marshall Center is professional
development. That is, we take people in the middle
of their career, we allow them to build relationships,
and we give them information that broadens their per-
spectives and deepens their understanding. But all of
that does not necessarily take place in a formal setting.

McCausland did list a few needed core competen-
cies. One is strategic thinking —not necessarily in the
way that they teach it at the war colleges, but rather in
the way one would experience it in taking up chess:
trying to anticipate the next moves, and the next
moves, and the next moves . . . because I think that
model is well-suited to thinking about first-, second-,
and third-order effects —you are able to think ahead:
this move will have these effects and so forth.

Risk management is another area that I think is
very important in developing our leaders, and we do
not do a good job with that. I do not think anyone does
a good job in risk management, risk analysis, and risk
appreciation, because no one wants to think about risk
in that way. Certainly, the public does not. Yet we as
public servants are obligated to talk to the public about
risk, but we do not do a good job with that, either.

Innovation, diversity management, managing un-
certainty, and being technologically adept as a meth-
od of collaboration are all important. When it comes
to engaging in collaboration, I think that the younger
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generations might be better at this. The issue of be-
ing culturally sensitive is, as I said at the outset, quite
important.

I wonder if there are some really important lessons
we can learn about strategic relationships and collab-
orative relationships by looking over our experiences
of the past 10 years with what we call in America the
“interagency” process, or what is otherwise known
as the “interministerial” process. The lessons I draw
from that, I believe have some bearing on this issue of
the relationship. A lesson I draw is that partners, un-
less prodded, will not develop unique relationships or
capabilities.

They will not go out of their way to develop a capa-
bility that their partner needs. I do not think that most
partners will step up and volunteer unless they can be
properly incentivized. They will not devote the nec-
essary level of assets, particularly money. They will
likely maintain separate agendas, as we have heard.
They will resist alternative leadership styles, particu-
larly if it comes from the military, and that is one of
the lessons we learned from Afghanistan. Yes, our
state department officials are there, but they really re-
sent the way that we in the military do business, to the
point where it affects our ability to cooperate. Finally,
I believe they will not share goals and objectives, at
least in the way that we in the military understand.
They will see things differently.

To begin with, why is the military an attractive
partner for collaboration? One thing that has become
clear over the past 10 years is that the military is a
unique organization. The general public tends to view
the military as rigid, hierarchical, and unable to shift.
I think that one thing that stands out is that there is no
organization in the world that is as flexible as the mili-
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tary. They have an enormous “can do” attitude: “No
one else is going to do it, so we have to.” As McCaus-
land indicates, one of the dangers is that the Army can
get out too far, can weaken their competencies, by get-
ting engaged in ancillary activities that may not be so
important.

What are the appropriate roles for the military?
My particular research is on what we in America call
the defense support to civil authority: all the things
the military does besides fighting wars or as we collo-
quially say, “breaking things and hurting people.” My
research in Europe has uncovered a huge amount of
tasks and jobs that the Army —I use the word “Army”
as a placeholder for all the military —is doing, from
picking up the trash in Naples to protecting the mon-
ey transports in Ireland. They are good at it, but this
is one of those areas we have to be careful about, or
the military will lose its essential character. I think it
is the case in a number of select countries — Austria
being one —where the military has gotten out of the
job of defending the country, perhaps in response to
the fact that they do not perceive an external threat.
Nevertheless, the military can do all of these things,
but one has to be careful.

With respect to our India partners, we Americans
need to be aware of all the things the India military
forces do besides defending the country. My impres-
sion is that they are even more involved. We call it
defense support to civil authority in the United States,
and think of it in those terms for China as well. But
perhaps in India we might call it defense support to
commercial authority, because they are involved in
businesses and so forth.

We have to ask ourselves, going forward: Why do
we need an Army? What is an Army? McCausland
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talked about all the contractors, which raises the ques-
tion: What is the difference between the Army and the
private sector? Is it that one is protected by the Geneva
Convention, the other is not; or that one has sworn an
oath, the other has not? However, aside from that, is
there that much difference any more? So, we need to
ask: What is a soldier? Do we still need that kind of
organization?

That said, the fact the militaries of the United States
and India share a cultural affinity, based on the fact
that we are an enclosed society —all militaries are—
that provides an avenue of increased cooperation, a
common vocabulary (even if we pronounce words
differently) of what we are trying to achieve, and the
fact that we are trying to do this in a democracy is cer-
tainly among the most important characteristics.

To conclude, thinking about some of the solutions
that might be leveraged to improve the level of coop-
eration and sustain it over time—if we are going to
depend on personal relationships—then we have to
enhance that situation by an increased exchange of
personnel. For example, how many U.S. officers go
to educational institutions, military institutions, or
training institutions in India, and how many Indian
officers come here? You can count them on one hand.
It strikes me that if we are going to have a special re-
lationship with India, then we really need to increase
that exchange, especially if we are going to depend
on personal relationships. We have to invest in young
officers to do that.

Another thing that I think is interesting, and with
which some of you may be familiar, is the U.S. Na-
tional Guard-State Partnership Program. The State
Partnership Program takes a U.S. state and teams it
up with a foreign country. Generally speaking, this
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is done with smaller countries; e.g., the U.S. state of
Georgia and the country of Georgia; the U.S. state of
Vermont, and the country of Macedonia. Certainly,
this is not appropriate for a great power such as India,
but nevertheless, there are aspects of that State Part-
nership Program that I would like to highlight, and
one has expanded far beyond military to military. It
has taken the State Secretary of Agriculture and sent
him to Macedonia to help assist with agriculturally re-
lated matters. It is spreading far beyond the military.
Yes, it does involve personal relationships, but those
types of relationships do not shift nearly as rapidly as
they do at the federal or national level. So, I think that
there are certainly attributes of the State Partnership
Program that would pay dividends in terms of sus-
taining the U.S.-India relationship.

There are some aspects of what we do in securing
our homeland that I think are also useful, for example,
critical infrastructure protection, which is predicated
on what we call the public-private partnership. The
necessity for security is a public or government re-
sponsibility, but most of the critical infrastructure
in the United States, and certainly a great deal of it
in India, is privately owned. So, in order to achieve
a particular level of protecting our critical infrastruc-
ture, private industry has to learn to work with the
government, and the government has to properly
incentivize security, so that private industry actually
engages in it.

In talking about how to incentivize this properly,
I try to draw a parallel to the issue of foreign direct
investment, which is a problem in India today. It is
difficult for business to invest in India because there
are barriers to foreign investors buying Indian compa-
nies. Clearly, we do not want to go in and buy Indian
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military capabilities, but nevertheless, I think that,
with respect to some of the barriers that apply to for-
eign direct investment, we ought to look at those in
the security environment as well and see if those are
also impacting our relationship, and if so, find an in-
telligent way to overcome some of those barriers.

In closing, I will say that I am ready to take ad-
vantage of a professional development opportunity to
visit India.

184



SECTION 3

ENVIRONMENTAL SECURITY AND
TRANSNATIONAL CHALLENGES
IN SOUTH ASIA

Moderator: Dr. John Kemelis, Pennsylvania State
University.

Presenter: Dr. Richard Matthew, University of
California Irvine.

Presenter: Dr. Stephen Blank, Strategic Studies
Institute, U.S. Army War College.

Discussant: Dr. Leif Rosenberger, Economic Ad-
visor to Central Command.

Matthew summarizes society’s evolving under-
standing and articulation of the relationship between
environment and security, culminating in the inclu-
sion of this relationship in the definition of human
security. This is a critical insight about the context in
which strategic leaders find themselves, and speaks to
the general idea that initiatives involving cross-sector
collaboration are relevant when problems cannot be
solved by actors from any single sector. Given the
level at which he offers comments, the links between
Matthew’s paper and the specific propositions about
cross-sector collaboration included in the model of-
fered by Drs. John Bryson, Barbara Crosby, and Me-
lissa Stone in their paper presented in Section 1 of this
volume are somewhat limited.
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In contrast, Blank’s strategic assessment of the
New Silk Road policy mirrors the design science ap-
proach described by Bryson, Crosby, and Stone. Table
3-1 lists propositions offered by them that correlate
with observations contained in Blank’s paper.

Propositions About Cross-Sector Collaboration
Relevant to Environment and Security

Proposition 3: Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to succeed when
one or more linking mechanisms—such as powerful leaders and sponsors;
general agreement on the problem; existing networks; neutral conveners; re-
quests for proposals, plans, projects or technologies requiring collaboration;
and consequential incentives favoring collaboration—are in place at the time
of their initial formation.

With regard to the New Silk Road initiative, two key linking mechanisms
are absent—the presence of a neutral convener and existing networks. Argu-
ably, the United States may be considered a champion of this collaborative
effort. Key stakeholders perceive U.S. support for the New Silk Road as being
exclusively driven by U.S. political and economic interests at the expense of
others. This is revealed by efforts of a counter coalition, made up of China,
Russia, Pakistan, and Iran, to establish an alternative response to regional
needs. Additionally, Central Asian nations have met with limited success in
collaboratively reaching regional goals. As stated by Dr. Blank in reference to
Central Asian government cooperation, “There is, in fact, little tradition or his-
tory of genuine regionalism or collective action.”

Proposition 5: Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to succeed if they
have committed able sponsors and effective, persistent champions at many
levels who provide formal and informal leadership.

Dr. Blank argues one reason for stalled efforts to move the New Silk Road
initiative forward is that the United States, as the New Silk Road champion,
has not demonstrated the strategic coherence or political will to date to make
the policy a reality.

Table 3-1. Propositions About
Cross-Sector Collaboration
Relevant to Sustainable Development
and Security in India.
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Proposition 17: Collaborations that are prepared to take advantage of a
window of opportunity are far more likely to succeed than those that are
not.

The withdrawal of United States and North Atlantic Treaty Organization
military forces from Afghanistan in 2014 creates a “window of opportunity”
for regional stakeholders to act in the interest of stabilizing and ideally revi-
talizing Afghanistan and Central Asia. The inability to establish an effective
collaboration among stakeholders jeopardizes the chance of fully exploiting
the opportunity.

Proposition 23: Cross-sector collaborations are most likely to create
public value if they produce positive first-, second-, and third-order effects
far in excess of negative effects.

The overt outcomes of the New Silk Road initiative are narrowly de-
scribed in political and macroeconomic terms, but Dr. Blank notes that U.S.
hopes are more broad with respect to embracing the creation of public
values such as the eventual emergence of good governance and respect for
human rights; the emergence of market economies; the reduction and/or
possible elimination of trafficking in people and narcotics; and the mainte-
nance of a sustained state of nonproliferation. These broader outcomes are
representative of positive second- and third-order effects.

Proposition 25: Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to be suc-
cessful if they have an accountability system in place that tracks inputs,
processes, and outcomes; use a variety of methods for gathering, interpret-
ing, and using data; and have in place a results management system built
on strong relationships with key political and professional constituencies.

The failure to establish comprehensive and agreed upon measurement
systems to evaluate project forecasts or actual project performance have
negatively affected New Silk Road progress. For example, Dr. Blank sug-
gests that reasons for failed efforts to secure financing for New Silk Road
projects have been either the lack of cost/benefit analyses or the contested
findings of completed cost/benefit analyses.

Table 3-1. Propositions About
Cross-Sector Collaboration
Relevant to Sustainable Development
and Security in India. (cont.)
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CHAPTER 8

ENVIRONMENT AND SECURITY:
TRANSNATIONAL CHALLENGES,
TRANSNATIONAL SOLUTIONS!

Richard Matthew
INTRODUCTION

In this paper, I provide a very brief overview of
the field of environmental security. I begin by describ-
ing the historical development of this field of inquiry.
A subsequent section examines the major areas of re-
search and the main criticisms of this research. I then
suggest that the analytical lens of environmental se-
curity may be usefully applied to South Asia, given
the scale of environmental stress the region is experi-
encing and the quite dire predictions climate scientists
have made about its future.

BRIEF HISTORY OF ENVIRONMENT
AND SECURITY

Early formulations of environmental security date
to antiquity. Thucydides” The Peloponnesian War and
Plato’s Republic, for example, compare the security of
societies living within their limits, like Sparta, to those
like Athens that rely on imports.? While interdepen-
dence created an exciting dynamism in Athens, it also
created vulnerabilities, and both authors concur that
self-sufficient societies are more secure. Some variant
of this thinking extends across the ages, as in the fa-
mous work of the 18th century demographer Thomas
Malthus, who contended that, if human populations
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grew faster than their agricultural output—a likely
scenario—then shortages would result in famines,
epidemics, and wars.

Contemporary formulations of environment-se-
curity linkages grew from the environmental move-
ment of the 1960s and 1970s. Defining arguments of
this movement include Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring
(1962), which disclosed the social and ecological ef-
fects of using pesticides; Lynn White Jr.s essay, “The
Historical Roots of Our Ecological Crisis,” (1967); Gar-
rett Hardin’s article, “The Tragedy of the Commons”
(1968); Paul Ehrlich’s The Population Bomb (1968); and
Donella Meadows et al.’s The Limits to Growth (1972).
These seminal works crafted a compelling neo-Mal-
thusian worldview of shortages and strife, and ca-
talysed a strong policy response in the United States
that included creation of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA), legislation to ensure clean air and
clean water, and funding the United Nations Environ-
mental Program (UNEP).

Connections to security events seemed obvious to
many observers who explained the 1967 war between
Israel and Jordan as a conflict linked to water scarcity,
and used the oil shocks of 1973 and 1979 to argue that
national power might be compromised by dependence
on foreign oil. Protests against the use of herbicides
such as Agent Orange focused on the devastating con-
sequences these weapons had on the environment as
well as its inhabitants. Policy responses included the
1973 Department of Defense (DoD) Directive 5100.50,
“Protection and Enhancement of Environmental
Quality,” the Additional Protocol I to the 1949 Geneva
Convention on the Protection of Victims of Interna-
tional Armed Contflicts (1977), and the Convention on
the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use
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of Environmental Modification Techniques (1977).
The linkage was made explicit by analysts such as
Lester Brown, who argued that environmental issues
had become matters of national security;® Richard Ull-
man, who argued that growing environmental prob-
lems necessitated a redefinition of national security;*
and Norman Myers,” who argued that environmental
security is humanity’s “ultimate security.”®

These early formulations received considerable at-
tention when the end of the Cold War (1989-92) coin-
cided with a cascade of scientific evidence about glob-
al environmental change presented to the world at the
Rio Earth Summit in 1992. One immediate response
was a collaborative effort to assess the toxic legacy
of the Cold War and experiment with new forms of
military cooperation. In the United States, the George
H. W. Bush administration added environmental is-
sues into the National Security Strategy of 1991; later
the Clinton administration ramped up commitment
to base clean-up and integrated civilian environmen-
tal expertise into the defense community, appointing
Eileen Claussen from the Environmental Protection
Agency as special assistant to the president for global
environmental affairs at the National Security Coun-
cil, and creating the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition and Technology, which housed the new
Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for
Environmental Security, headed by Sherri Wasserman
Goodman.

In 1996, Secretary of Defense William Perry intro-
duced the doctrine of “preventative defense,” which
included environmental security as a basis for mili-
tary-to-military contact programs. A broader vision
was expressed that year by Secretary of State Warren
Christopher:

191



the environment has a profound impact on our nation-
al interests in two ways: First, environmental forces
transcend borders and oceans to threaten directly the
health, prosperity and jobs of American citizens. Sec-
ond, addressing natural resource issues is frequently
critical to achieving political and economic stability,
and to pursuing our strategic goals around the world.”

U.S. activities and rhetoric were part of a global
discussion among the world’s defense communities
on the links among environment, national power, and
violent conflict, and also on the issue of “greening de-
fense” policies and behavior.

The attempt to link environment and security
moved along a second trajectory at this time as well,
one that sought to broaden or replace the conventional
understanding of national security with concepts and
referents deemed more appropriate to the complex,
globalized post-Cold War world. Terms like “human
security” and “comprehensive security” emerged and
gained support worldwide. Proponents of alternative
ways of thinking about security felt that the discus-
sion within the traditional defense community “is the-
oretically rather than empirically driven, and is both
a product and legitimation of the North’s security
agenda.”® In gathering cases to support this agenda,
analysts worried that the global South was being re-
cast as the planet’s new security problem, with a pro-
pensity to violence that environmental stress could
easily trigger, a view popularized in Robert Kaplan’s
“The Coming Anarchy.”’

The debate between those who saw environmental
change amplifying familiar security threats and those
who saw it as a transformative force that called con-
ventional security thinking into question and required
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a deeper type of social response to manage has not
been resolved. It has, however, been given a greater
sense of urgency since the publication of the Fourth
Assessment Report in 2007 by the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) on the causes and
consequences of global climatic change.” This report
sounded an influential, science-grounded alarm for
an issue that has been on the agenda of international
society since at least the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) was estab-
lished in 1992, and that received enormous attention
in 1997, the year of negotiating the Kyoto Protocol, a
treaty obligating industrial nations to reduce green-
house gas emissions by 2012." Media reporting and
high casualty environmental disasters, including Hur-
ricane Katrina in 2005 and the Asian tsunami of 2004,
have served to highlight the sort of threats one can
associate with climate change —although neither has
been classified as the direct result of global warming.

The next assessment report, due out in 2014, is
likely to be even more explicit in arguing that the
world is tracking toward a worst case scenario of se-
vere weather events, long heat waves and droughts,
continuing sea level rise and aggressive flooding. Ar-
eas already regarded as vulnerable to security prob-
lems due to factors such as weak governance, identity
conflicts, and extreme poverty are over-represented in
the geography of acute sensitivity to drought, storms,
and flooding — coastal South Asia, much of the Middle
East, and Sub-Saharan Africa.
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KEY THEMES IN ENVIRONMENT
AND SECURITY

The field of inquiry that has emerged over the past
50 years, and especially since about 1992, has gener-
ated two related but somewhat distinct research areas,
as well as a number of critiques.

Environment and the Conflict Cycle.

In simple terms, the conflict cycle has three phas-
es—pre-conflict, conflict, and post-conflict—and en-
vironmental factors are relevant, and may becoming
more relevant, to each phase. The bulk of research to
date has focused on the contribution of environmental
factors to violent conflict. Thomas Homer-Dixon, for
example, has argued that under certain social condi-
tions natural resource scarcity contributes to civil
war.”? Colin Kahl contends that resource scarcity can
be related to state failure (the collapse of functional
capacity and social cohesion) and state exploitation
(when a collapsing state acts to preserve itself by giv-
ing greater access to natural resources to groups it be-
lieves can prop it up).”® Complementary research by
Indra de Soysa and many others explores how forms
of natural resource abundance, especially of resources
such as precious metals, diamonds, and oil, might
contribute to conflict."* Analysts such as Nancy Lee
Peluso and Michael Watts, however, are skeptical of
these simple models of causality.”® They emphasize
limitations in understanding “the sheer complexity of
the relationships between environment and violence
in many places.”*¢

A related strand of research has focused on how
environmental factors might affect elements of na-
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tional power such as resource endowment, military
capacity, intelligence-gathering, population, social co-
hesiveness, type of regime, and economic health.

For example, militaries may be less effective at pro-
jecting and exercising power if they have to operate in
flooded terrain or during a heat wave. Warming that
affects land cover could reduce a country’s renewable
resource base. Intelligence is difficult to gather and
analyze in a domain marked by uncertainty about so-
cial effects."”

Much of the research exploring the second phase of
the conflict cycle has been carried out by the UNEP’s
Post-Conflict and Disaster Branch, tasked with assess-
ing the environmental impacts of conflict. The use of
natural resources to fund war and the extent to which
lawlessness creates new opportunities to exploit natu-
ral resources for personal profit and hence creates a
new incentive for the continuation of war have also
received attention from scholars such as Philippe
Le Billon.*®

The post-conflict phase has been addressed mainly
by investigating the role of environmental factors in
mediation and peace-building.” Natural resources
have been identified as critical to many aspects of the
peace-building process (UNEP 2009). Natural resourc-
es support economic recovery and sustainable liveli-
hoods; can be an element of reconciliation processes;
and provide opportunities to improve government ef-
fectiveness and transparency, and hence to build trust
in a society.
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Environment and Human Security.

In the 1994 United Nations Development Program
(UNDP) report that popularized the concept, human
security:

was said to have two main aspects. It means, first,
safety from such chronic threats as hunger, disease
and repression. And second, it means protection from
sudden and harmful disruptions in the patterns of
daily life.?

The UNDP report explains four dimensions of
human security as fundamental: it is universal, its
components are interdependent, it is easier to protect
through prevention than intervention, and it is people-
centered.” In response to this report, a group of schol-
ars established the Global Environmental Change and
Human Security program in 1997 and defined human
security:

as something that is achieved when and where indi-
viduals and communities have the options necessary
to end, mitigate or adapt to threats to their human, en-
vironmental and social rights; have the capacity and
freedom to exercise these options; and actively partici-
pate in pursuing these options.

Many of the key findings of this program are present-
ed in the volume entitled Global Environmental Change
and Human Security.®

Several types of criticism have been levelled at the
arguments described previously. A few scholars focus
on methodological weaknesses in establishing cau-
sality.* This is a very common form of social science
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critique that tends irrevocably toward the conclusion
that all knowledge is uncertain, a somewhat obvious
conclusion that is of interest mainly to elements of the
academic world. Others, such as Ole Waever and Dan
Deudney, worry about the implications of securitizing
the environment.” Stephen Walt has argued that se-
curity studies should be about the phenomena of war
and things directly related to war, and is concerned
that expanding its purview “would destroy its intel-
lectual coherence and make it more difficult to devise
solutions to any of these important problems.”? An-
other strand of critique suggests that the arguments
linking environmental factors to the onset of violent
conflict may be exaggerated. Deudney, for example,
believes that countries will tend to meet resource scar-
city through innovation and trade rather than war.

CONCLUSIONS: ENVIRONMENT, SECURITY
AND SOUTH ASIA

South Asia is home to two nuclear states and has
been the site of relatively high levels of both civil (e.g.
India, Nepal, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka) and interstate
(e.g. Pakistan-India) conflicts. The Failed State Index,
prepared by the Fund for Peace, which uses data on
a dozen social, economic, and political indicators to
rank the countries of the world along a spectrum of
government competence, classifies Pakistan, Bangla-
desh, Sri Lanka, and Nepal as failed or fragile sates.
Maplecroft’s Natural Disaster Risk Ranking identifies
South Asia as the highest risk region of the world, in-
cluding Bangladesh (1), Pakistan (4), and India (11).
Much of the region has been ravaged by deforestation,
experiences chronic scarcities of fresh water and ar-
able land, and has faced floods that regularly displace
tens of millions of people.
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The IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report predicts that
South Asia will experience warming of 3.3. degrees
centigrade (well above the predicted global average
for warming); that its dry areas will become signifi-
cantly drier and its wet areas significantly wetter; that
glacial outburst floods could cause havoc in moun-
tainous areas; that the monsoon could change in ways
that dramatically affect agriculture, which directly
employs 70 percent of the population; and that severe
weather events will increase.

Global burden (mortality and morbidity) of climate-
change attributable diarrhea and malnutrition are
already the largest in South-East Asian countries in-
cluding Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, Myan-
mar, and Nepal in 2000, and the relative risks for these
conditions for 2030 is expected to be also the largest.”

The authors of the Fourth Assessment Report also
note that:

Climate-related disruptions of human populations
and consequent migrations can be expected over the
coming decades. Such climate-induced movements
can have effects in source areas, along migration routes
and in the receiving areas, often well beyond national
borders. Periods when precipitation shortfalls coin-
cide with adverse economic conditions for farmers
(such as low crop prices) would be those most likely
to lead to sudden spikes in rural-to-urban migration
levels in China and India. Climatic changes in Paki-
stan and Bangladesh would likely exacerbate present
environmental conditions that give rise to land deg-
radation, shortfalls in food production, rural poverty
and urban unrest. Circular migration patterns, such
as those punctuated by shocks of migrants follow-
ing extreme weather events, could be expected. Such
changes would likely affect not only internal migra-
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tion patterns, but also migration movements to other
western countries.”

Under these real and predicted conditions of acute
environmental stress, it is reasonable to analyze South
Asia through the lens of environmental security, and
consider opportunities to reduce the likelihood that
such stress will push hazards into the realm of disas-
ter and conflict with increasing vigor.
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CHAPTER 9

HOW SUSTAINABLE IS U.S.-INDIA
COOPERATION
IN CENTRAL AND SOUTH ASIA?

Stephen Blank
INTRODUCTION

In the current era, interagency coordination across
different branches of government within a particular
country, along with multilateral cooperation among
governments, may reasonably be taken as necessary
conditions for success in major strategic initiatives at
the global level. To the extent that coordination and
cooperation are lacking, an initiative is unlikely to
succeed. Some analysts regard the dual requirement
for interagency coordination and multilateral coop-
eration as a step beyond the well-known political sci-
ence concept of two-level games that pertains to for-
eign and security policy.!

In addition, as John Bryson, Barbara Crosby, and
Melissa Stone point out in their paper, there is another
level of theoretical complexity to consider. That is, in
addition to interagency coordination and multilateral
cooperation, many of the challenges that today con-
front government policymakers require contributions
from individuals representing the for-profit business
community and civil society, and thus the need for
cross-sector collaboration.

Beyond purely theoretical considerations, all three
levels of interaction are increasingly relevant to the
actual practice of states. That proposition is illustrated
by the U.S.-India relationship, which encompasses
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social, economic, political, and military matters; calls
for joint exercises; entails arms sales; and regards as
a common interest the success of the nation-building
process in Afghanistan both at the current time and
after the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)-
led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF)
leaves the area in 2014.

Nonetheless, there are obstacles to achieving suc-
cess within the context of the U.S.-India partnership.
They include the inherent difficulties associated with
shaping coherent strategy, given the three levels of in-
teraction just noted; the attributes of the Central Asian
environment; and the purposeful actions of rivals that
would be engaged in a countercoalition.

So a central question presents itself: Given the
scope of the U.S.-India partnership and opposition to
it, what are its chances for success and can it be sus-
tained over time?

THE U.S. INDIA RELATIONSHIP

Analysts have long recognized opportunities for
an Indo-American partnership in Central and South
Asia. In 1999, C. Raja Mohan noted the possible objec-
tives of such a partnership:

This should involve encouraging political pluralism in
India’s neighborhood, as well as combating terrorism
and its connection with narcotics trafficking on India’s
periphery. Building a positive engagement with the
Islamic world, working toward a more secure Persian
Gulf, cooperating in protecting the sea lanes in the In-
dian Ocean and building a cooperative energy strat-
egy policy are among the areas that must become the
foci of the Indo-US strategic dialogue.?
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The Barack Obama administration has expressed
similar thoughts. As Assistant Secretary of State for
Central and South Asian Affairs, Robert Blake told the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 2009:

With India we will seek an expanded strategic part-
nership, building on the growing convergence of our
interests and values . . . In addition to our shared dem-
ocratic values, we have common interests in combat-
ing terrorism, stopping the spread of weapons of mass
destruction, getting the global economy back on track,
addressing global climate change, and reinvigorating
global trade talks. India, with its vibrant democracy
and rapidly expanding economy, can be an anchor of
stability and opportunity for South and Central Asia.’?

Since 2011 if not before, Washington has made
clear that it seeks a partnership with India in all the-
aters from Latin America to the Middle East and East
Asia.* For its part, India has pursued —with Wash-
ington’s blessing — cooperative initiatives with Japan,
Australia, and members of Association of Southeast
Asian Nations as part of its Look East policy.’

Circumstances in Afghanistan and Central Asia
have added new relevance to the prospects of the
U.S.-India relationship. Given that NATO and U.S.
forces are currently preparing to withdraw from Af-
ghanistan, all interested parties must, to some degree,
hedge their bets on what will be U.S. policy in Afghan-
istan and Central Asia. Afghan President Hamid Kar-
zai cannot succeed himself after 2014, which creates
uncertainty as to who will be ruling in Afghanistan
or what kind of state, either politically or territorially,
it will be once ISAF forces leave. Still worse, U.S. of-
ficials candidly admit the absence of plausible plans to
manage the succession to Karzai, since all other alter-
natives look worse.®
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A recent assessment by Michael Hunt highlights
the complexities of potentially increased international
involvement once the United States and NATO leave
the scene, and suggests that the geopolitical rivalry for
influence in and over Central Asia among the great
powers would most likely continue to intensify.

Like nature, geopolitics abhors a vacuum. The loom-
ing cessation of full Western military engagement will
precipitate intensified encroachment of Afghanistan’s
neighbors on the Afghan polity, economy, society,
and, in some cases, the insurgency. Iran, Pakistan, In-
dia, China, and Russia have the ability to project influ-
ence and power into Afghanistan. Their geographical
proximity and political, economic, and cultural link-
ages with Afghanistan ensure depth and durability
in their engagement. Their motivations range from
ethnic and cultural affinity to complex interrelation-
ships with external strategic issues such as Kashmir,
which acts to drive both Pakistani and Indian policy
in Afghanistan.”

Nonetheless, it now appears that the United States
is interested in maintaining at least some as yet un-
defined defense presence in Afghanistan and the re-
gion after 2014. On numerous occasions, leading U.S.
policymakers have stated openly that they want India
to play a bigger role in Afghanistan and Central Asia
once ISAF forces leave in 2014.% India, too, has sig-
naled its willingness to play a larger role in Afghani-
stan and Central Asia.’ Those factors suggest that U.S.
and Indian interests across a range of issue areas will
continue to converge.'

A larger role for India in Afghanistan would en-
hance its capacity to stand on its own in Asia and thus
be a counter to China, while not being a U.S. ally or
subordinate. That outcome would be consistent with
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a relationship articulated by Ashley Tellis several
years ago:

Conditioned in part by fears of a rising China, In-
dia seeks to promote a relationship that emphasizes
‘strategic coordination” with the United States. While
its traditional, and still strong, desire for political au-
tonomy and its continuing search from greatness will
prevent it from ever becoming a formal U.S. alliance
partner, it nonetheless seeks to develop close relations
with the United Sates both in order to resolve its own
security dilemmas vis-a-vis Pakistan and China and
to develop cooperative solutions to various emerg-
ing problems of global order. Even as it seeks to draw
closer to the United States, India remains committed
to developing those instruments it believes are neces-
sary for its long-term security, like nuclear weapons."

At the moment, India has not managed to achieve
its desired level of autonomy or influence. While it
would like to be a regional balancer, relationships
with Pakistan, China, Russia, and the United States
constrain its ability to forge regional cooperation,'?
especially since cooperation does not characterize ten-
dencies in Central Asia.’® Meanwhile, the U.S. pres-
ence helps enlarge much needed political, economic,
and military space for India. Absent that U.S. role, it is
likely that, despite Russian support, China and Paki-
stan would succeed in checking any Indian ability to
project meaningful power into the region, obtain gen-
uine influence, or win contracts for energy supplies.'*

The fact that India is not competitive in Central
Asia is noted by Charles Ebinger:

To those who view oil equity as a zero-sum game, Chi-
na has been the clear victor so far. It has regularly been
able to outbid India for international oil and gas depos-
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its: from June 2009 to June 2010, India lost out to China
on oil and gas deals worth approximately $12.5 billion,
with notable head-to head victories in Kazakhstan and
Ecuador. China is actively expanding its foreign asset
portfolio to include coal and uranium, among other
precious metals. With China’s more than $2 trillion
in foreign exchange reserves and a political structure
that is not encumbered by layers of decision-making,
the rivalry is lopsided. India’s foreign reserves, while
substantial, pale in comparison to China’s and India’s
government bureaucracy is as notorious for its grind-
ing pace as China’s is for ruthless efficiency."

THE NEW SILK ROAD

For several years, many well-informed observers
of Central Asia have been advocating a New Silk Road
policy involving infrastructure, trade, and transport,
on two grounds. First, the policy would, in a coher-
ent and coordinated fashion, reintegrate Afghanistan
with its Central (and South) Asian neighbors, which
would help to stabilize the country and provide an
economic foundation to promote recovery from the
war. Second, it would improve links between Central
Asia and South Asia, thus strengthening countries of
the region against threats to their independence from
China, Russia, or Iran.'®

The Obama administration has endorsed such an
initiative. Indeed, as outlined by the U.S. State Depart-
ment —specifically Secretary of State Hillary Clinton
and Assistant Secretary Blake—it is the central meta-
phor for cooperation in Central Asia. Thus:

Building on existing initiatives such as the EU’s Trans-
port Corridor Europe-Caucasus-Asia, and the Central
Asia Regional Economic Cooperation (CAREC) devel-
opment program underwritten by the [Asian] Devel-
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opment Bank, Washington envisions the construction
and expansion of infrastructure linking Central and
South Asia via Afghanistan, including energy trans-
mission lines, roads, railways, pipelines, and fiber-
optic cables (the State Department has identified more
than 40 infrastructure projects that could form the
backbone of a New Silk Road). The U.S. vision also
aims to take advantage of the agreements reached to
facilitate the NDN [Northern Distribution Network-
author] to boost the ‘soft infrastructure’ of border
crossings, customs and tariff agreements, and proce-
dures for battling cross-border crime and corruption
needed to sustain the regional economic integration
fostered by the war."”

Some of the key projects contemplated under
the New Silk Road rubric include: general reforms
to build governmental capacity; cross-border agree-
ments among trade partners; a regional electric-
ity market, facilitated by transmission lines between
Central and South Asia; six major road improvement
projects, including the Afghan Ring Road; durable
rail links between Afghanistan and all its neighbors;
and perhaps most noteworthy, the Turkmenistan-Af-
ghanistan-Pakistan-India (TAPI) pipeline."”® The TAPI
pipeline will be 1,680 kilometers long, starting from
Dauletabad, Turkmenistan, going through Herat and
Kandahar in Afghanistan, entering Pakistan at Quetta,
and running to the Indian border town of Fazilka. If
constructed, it could begin commercial operations in
2017-18.” It would have the capacity to handle 33 to 38
billion cubic meters (BCM) of gas annually, 5 BCM of
which would go to Afghanistan, with India and Paki-
stan splitting the rest. All the parties have agreed to
take equity in the pipeline. Its current estimated cost
is between $7 to 8 billion, and the project is supported
by the Asian Development Bank (ADB).%
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The administration’s view of a future Central
Asian Silk Road clearly encompasses India as a major
player, participant, and anchor of that road.?" Indeed,
Under Secretary of State William Burns stated that the
“vision of a ‘New Silk Road’ is not a single path; it is
a long-term vision of economic, transit, infrastructure,
and human links across Asia. And India is its natural
engine.”? Equally important, leading Indian analysts
like C. Raja Mohan fully recognize the broad scope of
the opportunities now open to India and regard coop-
eration as being fully in India’s vital interests.?

Benefits to Afghanistan Envisioned from the
New Silk Road.

Advocates believe the New Silk Road project
would generate economic benefits to Afghanistan and
the region. They would reduce the obstacles to trans-
portation, thereby simultaneously cutting costs that
have inhibited trade: the ADB forecasts that the com-
pletion of new roads would boost trade in the region
by 160 percent and would increase Afghan exports by
$5.8 billion (14 percent) and imports by $6.7 billion
(16 percent). A United Nations (UN) study also found
that the projects could raise Central Asian growth by
50 percent within a decade, if those states cooperated
with each other, and gross domestic product growth
in Afghanistan by 8.8 to 12.7 percent. In turn, such
economic growth would help move Afghanistan from
aid-dependency to greater self-sufficiency and would
help reduce poverty, a catalyst for recruitment by
terrorist groups.*

Gregory Gleason and Timothy Krambs of the
George Marshall Center in Garmisch, Germany, ob-
serve that this project would be essential to the sta-
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bilization and recovery of Afghanistan once ISAF
leaves the scene in 2014. They emphasize the need to
tie Afghanistan to its Central Asian neighbors in what
represents essentially a virtuous circle. As they note:

Afghanistan’s stabilization is of exceptional impor-
tance to the countries of Central Asia. As the draw-
down proceeds, the Central Asian countries are likely
to realize that Afghanistan’s stabilization requires
greater effort in terms of partner strategies. The with-
drawal of international forces is not likely to lead to
an abrupt and complete halt of fighting, but rather a
reconciliation of disputes carried out in such a way
that the strategy integrates societal segments into a
progressively more stabilizing configuration of local
actors. Confrontational, frontal combat operations at
some point segue into awakenings of resourceful lo-
cal factions that become positive agents of stabilizing
change through counterbalancing, countervailing,
and counterpoising.”

The New Silk Road project is Afghan-centric, ad-
vocates regard military capacity and economic devel-
opment as mutually reinforcing and overall outcomes
as more broad in scope.” The means for achieving this
virtuous circle would duly be economic, as Gleason
and Krambs suggest. By connecting South and Central
Asia through “multi-modal corridors” in transport,
trade, and energy, Afghanistan would become the ful-
crum or hub around which regional development and
integration would take place over time. Trade, trans-
port, and energy could then expand to Europe and
Asia, bringing the participants hundreds of millions if
not billions of dollars.”
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The New Silk Road and U.S. Interests.

The New Silk Road initiatives have the potential
to help the Obama administration realize strategic
objectives for Central Asia: maximize the cooperation
of regional governments with counterterrorism opera-
tions in Afghanistan (particularly as regards hosting
U.S. and NATO air bases and the transit of troops and
supplies along the Northern Distribution Network);
promote the eventual emergence of good governance
and respect for human rights; foster the emergence of
market economies; combat trafficking in people and
narcotics; and sustain nonproliferation.?®

Beyond those Afghan considerations, the New Silk
Road project and its component parts would have
many broader effects, some of which have been noted
previously. First, it would further isolate Iran in the re-
gion, a fundamental goal of the United States for over
a decade, because the alternative to this project would
be an Iran-Pakistan-India (IPI) pipeline, which would
be highly profitable to Iran and reduce its ostracism.

Second, it would reorient Central Asian economies,
and not least power and energy trade, away from too
close a dependence on Russia toward South Asia and
India, which has been a key part of a U.S. strategy that
dates back to 2005-06. Thus, it would enhance both
the independence of Central Asian states and India’s
standing and economic capability in the region, and
would reduce Russia’s ability to dominate those states
through the monopolization of energy exports.

Third, it would provide an economic foundation
for the revival and future security of Afghanistan,
based on closer economic ties between the country
and its neighbors and, if successful, establish Afghani-
stan as a hub in a larger process of regional integration
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throughout Central and South Asia. Fourth, it would
foster large-scale economic cooperation between India
and Pakistan, thereby reducing Pakistani apprehen-
sions about Indian policy in general, and India’s poli-
cies in Afghanistan in particular; alleviate Pakistan’s
serious energy problems; deflect Pakistan from too
close a relationship with Iran; and overall improve
Indo-Pakistani relations by the example of such coop-
eration in vital sectors.

Fifth, this project would also reduce China’s abil-
ity to dominate Turkmen gas, as Turkmenistan is now
committed to repaying $8 billion in loans to China
for construction of a gas pipeline to China, which is
scheduled to sell China 40 BCM of gas annually and
possibly go up to 65 BCM in the future. Sixth, it would
be a major step forward in the grand design of the
United States to oppose Russia’s monopolization of
energy supplies or effort to reintegrate Asia under its
own neo-imperialistic auspices, a project dating back
to the Bill Clinton administration.”

Seventh, it would ensure a long-term U.S. influence
inside India’s projected large-scale economic devel-
opment. Thus, Geoffrey Pyatt, Principal Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of State for South and Central Asian
Affairs, told the U.S.-India Business Council that:

According to a McKinsey report, India will need to
invest $143 billion in health care, $382 billion in trans-
portation infrastructure, and $1.25 trillion in energy
production by 2020 to support its rapidly expanding
population. We aim to be India’s leading partner in all
three sectors.*

More recently Assistant Secretary of State Blake
told Congress that:
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Current estimates suggest that 80 percent of the infra-
structure required to sustain and support India in 2030
has yet to be built. The United States is home to some
of the most competitive road, bridge, water supply,
electrical grid, and telecommunications companies in
the world. So we see an enormous opportunity in this
growth to deepen our commercial partnership with
India, working together with American companies to
build the airports, power plants, water and sanitation
systems, and fiber optic networks of India’s future.’

Eighth, it would help position the United States
to become the leading seller of arms to India. Indeed,
with respect to arms sales, one should remember that
arms sales are a major component of globalization and
link together internal and external interest groups and
governments.*?

New Silk Road and India’s Interests.

The thrust of the project also plays to India’s in-
terests, even if they are not totally aligned with those
of the United States. For example, the TAPI pipeline
would certainly help alleviate India’s energy short-
age and skyrocketing demand for energy, particularly
natural gas.* Indian analysts such as Mushiaq Kaw are
optimistic that even before TAPI (or an alternative IPI
pipeline) opens up in 2017, India could import Central
Asian gas or electricity based upon hydropower over
land-based routes through Afghanistan and Pakistan,
specifically the Srinagar-Muzaffarabad, Gilgit, and
Wakhan corridors.*

Arguably one reason why India opted for the TAPI
pipeline over the rival IPI pipeline was price: Iran was
constantly raising the price of various elements of the
costs that would be involved in the IP1.?® Nevertheless,
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India cannot refuse to consider the possibilities of the
IPI, especially if progress on TAPI is not forthcoming.
India continues to have reservations about U.S. policy
toward Iran, as it still depends on Iran not just for
energy, but also for access to the port of Chahbahar,
a way to circumvent Pakistani obstruction of Indian
trade to otherwise landlocked Central Asia. Moreover,
India’s investment in Chahbahar began despite blunt
warnings from the United States against it, indicating
the limits of U.S. power on so vital an issue to South
Asian governments as energy.*

More broadly, the Silk Road project is consistent
with the previously stated views of Indian Prime
Ministers and high-ranking officials that economic en-
gagement with the United States is the central thread
of bilateral ties in stating economic engagement drives
strategic and political ties, and not vice versa.’” As
Raymond Vickery writes, “successful economic en-
gagement engenders forces that are positive politically
in meeting shared problems. Unsuccessful economic
engagement creates the opposite dynamic.”*

Furthermore, the project is also consistent with the
nature and goals of India’s existing policies toward
Afghanistan. For example, Harsh Pant writes that:

In consonance with the priorities laid down by Af-
ghanistan’s government, Indian assistance has focused
on building human capital and physical infrastruc-
ture, improving security, and helping the agricultural
and other important sectors of the country’s economy.
In the realm of defense, India’s support has been lim-
ited to supplying Afghanistan with defensive military
equipment, such as armored checkpoints and watch-
towers.*
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Indian analysts also see the Silk Road project as
consistent with what they term the Greater Central
Asia project (GCA). Thus, Retired Brigadier General
Vinod Anand observed in 2009 that Afghanistan was
the fulcrum of a “GCA Concept” that sought to link
South and Central Asia through economic and en-
ergy corridors. He noted that “By extension of plans
for grand reconciliation between India and Pakistan,
it provides [an] economic rationale to [the] go south
policy of CARs (Central Asian Republics).” As he saw
it, in this concept, India could present itself to Central
Asia as the inheritor of past civilization-based and cul-
tural linkages, and thus as best suited to play the role
of a balancer in Central Asia. In addition, since Cen-
tral Asian governments all want to pursue a so called
“multi-vector” foreign policy, they do want to engage
India in a mutually beneficial and comprehensive re-
lationship, especially as they find themselves in the
middle of the vortex of intense great power competi-
tion there.®

More broadly, General Anand also offered similar
observations about the shared interests of the United
States and India.

The ‘Grand Bargain’ is meant to rescue the situation in
Afghanistan by reestablishing relations between key
South Asian stakeholders on the basis of cooperation
and enlightened self-interest. The USA is keen to bro-
ker a genuine rapprochement between India and Paki-
stan—with hopes of sealing a deal over Kashmir —the
aim being to strengthen Pakistan’s civilian democracy
vis-a-vis the military and conservatives, and to induce
them to make sincere efforts to crush Al-Qaeda and
Taliban in Eastern and South Eastern Afghanistan and
Western Pakistan. Within the above construct support-
ing them is to induct moderate Taliban into the Af-
ghan Government, assisted by the democracies of In-
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dia and possibly Pakistan, so that Afghanistan would
become a bulwark of stability in the region providing
substance to [a] greater Central Asian framework.*

OBSTACLES TO IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE NEW SILK ROAD

Unfortunately, there are numerous obstacles to the
realization of these plans.

War in Afghanistan.

Perhaps the most glaring problem is the continua-
tion of the war in Afghanistan, which makes building
a pipeline a much more hazardous and precarious af-
fair than would otherwise be the case. Furthermore,
outside of U.S. Government officials and military of-
ficers who continue to assert that we are making prog-
ress in Afghanistan, the vast majority of policymakers,
scholars, or journalists do not have much confidence
in the ability of Karzai or any other political figure to
maintain power after 2014 and believe that whatever
happens in Afghanistan will not be good.

Russian voices have been clear on this matter.
For example, Fedor Lukyanov, the editor of Russia in
Global Affairs, recently wrote that:

After the inevitable departure of American and NATO
troops, the country will probably descend into an “ev-
eryone against everyone else’ civil war, just as it did
in 1992-1995 after the fall of the pro-Soviet Najibul-
lah regime. Only this time around, the internecine
conflict could spiral to a much more dangerous scale
because each of the warring factions will be backed
by competing foreign powers, such as Pakistan, India,
Iran, China, the United States, Russia, and Central
Asian states.*
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Moreover, other Russian figures also publically ex-
pressed a mounting concern for the future of Afghani-
stan after 2014 and have sometimes offered scatching
criticisms of conditions inside the country. These in-
clude Nikolai Bordyuzha, the head of Russia’s Collec-
tive Security Treaty organization (CSTO), its military
alliance in Central Asia;** Andrei Novikov, Head of
the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) Anti-
Terrorist Center;** Zamir Kabulov, now the Director of
the Second Asia Department at the Russian Ministry
of foreign Affairs and formerly Russia’s Ambassador
extraordinary and plenipotentiary to Afghanistan;*
and Andrey Avetisyan, Russia’s Ambassador to
Afghanistan.*

Troubling reports have also surfaced from other
quarters. In 2011, Denmark’s Defense Intelligence Ser-
vice issued a “pessimistic” assessment which specu-
lated that Afghanistan would not be able to defend
itself without NATO forces and that the Taliban’s
influence would grow.* Similarly a United Kingdom
(UK) Ministry of Defence report—though allegedly
not a representation of official views—argued that,
“NATO troops in Afghanistan find themselves in
a similar situation to the failed Soviet invasion and
are also waging a campaign which is ‘'unwinnable in
military terms’.”# In addition, a classified but leaked
NATO report suggests that Taliban captives believe
they are winning the war and are not demoralized;
that collaboration is occurring between insurgents
and local government officials and security forces;
and that many Afghans are “bracing themselves for
an eventual return of the Taliban.”*

Many noted U.S. experts also see little reason
for optimism. For example, Dr. Steven Metz told an
interviewer,
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I simply cannot imagine a situation where the Karzai
government defeats the Taliban, imposes stability over
all of Afghanistan and builds an economy capable of
sustaining Afghanistan’s population growth (which
is one of the highest on earth) and supporting a mas-
sive security force (or finding other employment for
the hundreds of thousands of members of the police
and army).>

Taken together, these opinions suggest that, after
2014, the government of Afghanistan will fail, and
that the country could then enter into civil war.”!

Questions About U.S. Strategic Coherence and
Political Will.

Some independent observers (including this au-
thor>?) feel that it is difficult, if not impossible, to dis-
cern a coherent U.S. strategy for dealing with com-
plex issues involved in the future of Afghanistan and
neighboring Central Asia. They note that the chief
spokesman for U.S. Central Asian policy, Assistant
Secretary of State for South and Central Asia Blake,
has testified before Congress that U.S. policy in Cen-
tral Asia remains primarily bound up with the war
in Afghanistan.” Thus, they wonder, can the United
States and the West devise a coherent Central Asian
strategy that is not bound to the war in Afghanistan
but to more enduring regional realities and interests?

At the same time, this posture of Afghanistan’s
war first and everything else second has consequences
for the United States in Central Asia that directly re-
duce the chances for the Silk Road project to realize its
objectives. By letting the war drive regional policy, the
United States has visibly “forfeited” its ability to shape
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outcomes and react positively to regional economic-
political challenges. If anything, as Blake admits, re-
gimes in Central Asia are moving further away from
good governance despite our massive presence.*

If the United States deems the area to be strate-
gically important or even vital to its interests, then
Washington will have to compensate for the military
withdrawal by a vigorous and well-funded economic
and political presence there to uphold the regional
balance against forces like Russia, China, and the Tali-
ban, who each seek to undermine the status quo. Al-
ternatively, if the United States does not deem Central
Asia to be a critical policy area after 2012, then appro-
priations will dry up and trigger far-ranging military,
economic, and political consequences.

When this author queried State Department of-
ficials in December 2011 about the future of funding
and the spending needed to make the Silk Road into
something more than a rhetorical contrivance, all he
heard was a shamefaced silence. Similarly, the major-
ity staff of the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee published a report strongly advising support for
the project in late-2011, but there has been no word
from the White House or the U.S. Government sup-
porting that endeavor.” Indeed, the President has not
bothered to say a word in public about supporting
the Silk Road project despite the obvious priority of
Afghanistan.

Economic Considerations.
The high degree of uncertainty adds significantly
to the difficulties involved in building a multi-nation-

al pipeline through a war zone. These considerations
may be a major reason for the fact that, as of this writ-

220



ing, no international firm is ready to finance the TAPI
project.>

Furthermore, a 2011 study raised several con-
cerns.” It indicated that many projects still have no
cost-benefit analyses; claims made for per capita in-
come growth are not sustained by solid analysis, and
projects may not create enough jobs for Afghanistan to
meet population growth —not to mention the fact that
experts estimate that millions of young men will en-
ter Central Asian labor forces, even as jobs associated
with the U.S. presence continue to decline.”® It noted
that many projects have not been subjected to cost-
benefit analysis. It also observed that estimated rates
of return for projects would only viable under optimal
market-based conditions, and thus do not reckon with
corruption, violence, and lack of state capacity. The
last is a quite valid concern, given that those who are
in power and are benefitting from arrangements are
likely to attempt preserve the status quo.” That is true
for Afghanistan as well as the region. To illustrate, the
many opportunities for predatory and corrupt eco-
nomic behavior at customs and border installations
preclude a genuine free-trade zone: it now takes 71
days to export an item from Uzbekistan and 92 days to
import one.”” To date, the United States has not truly
pushed regional integration efforts hard enough to
make a serious dent in the predatory practices of local
governments.

Although some of these projects are moving for-
ward, they are not doing so in an integrated fashion,
and the whole idea of the new Silk Road proclaimed
by Secretary Clinton and Assistant Secretary Blake is
foundering.®' In addition, those projects that are cur-
rently ongoing will not be completed before the United
States withdraws, and the capital needed to complete
them is diminishing.
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Concurrently, all the agreements for projects that
comprise the Silk Road operate exclusively within the
context of the NDN, and this leaves their post-2014
continuation and maintenance very open to doubt.®
Furthermore, given the wrenching fiscal stresses and
domestic political context confronted by the United
States, it is not clear that Washington either has the
means, let alone the strategic vision, to implement a
coherent post-Afghanistan Central Asian strategy.
Nonmilitary funding for the region in Fiscal Year (FY)
2010 was $186.2 million, an amount hardly enough to
spur the project on the scale that it needs to survive.
Future funding program for Central Asia will most
likely come under very close scrutiny and experi-
ence major cuts. Those forces already are in play. The
Pentagon halved the request for funding for the Af-
ghan National Security Forces (ANSF) in the FY
2013 budget.®

Another important factor is the level and type
of governance assistance that the United States and
the international community give to Afghanistan.®
To date, most aid money has been allocated to large
showy projects at the expense of the more mundane
governance programs that might actually allow in-
frastructural and economic projects to realize their
maximum potential.®* Meanwhile, civilian agencies in
Afghanistan only get 20-30 percent of all government
spending and only about one-fifth of that reaches or-
dinary people, with the rest going to contractors and
intermediaries.®

To compound matters, the Istanbul Conference in
late-2011, which the United States had hoped would
give birth to a regional solution for resolving issues
associated with Afghanistan, proved to be a failure,*
thereby adding to a long list of failed efforts to initiate
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regional cooperation programs in Central Asia.®® With
respect to outcomes, the subsequent Tokyo conference
of July 2012 was not much better. Although donors
pledged $16 billion for Afghan aid over 4 years, the
roughly $4 billion a year falls short of the $6 billion per
year that Afghanistan’s national bank says is needed
to foster economic growth through the next decade.®

View of Central Asian Governments about the
New Silk Road.

Uzbekistan’s President Islam Karimov publicly
stated in 2010 and repeatedly thereafter that an unsta-
ble and conflict-torn Afghanistan means that the threat
to all of Central Asia will remain.” Tajikistan’s leader-
ship has also made similarly repeated statements.”
Although the observations made by the well-known
journalist and regional analyst Ahmed Rashid may
seem somewhat exaggerated to persons from outside
the region, he may have understated the threat per-
ceived by regional governments, which believe their
fate is linked with that of Afghanistan.

The consequences of state failure in any single country
are unimaginable. At stake in Afghanistan is not just
the future of President Hamid Karzai and the Afghan
people yearning for stability, development, and edu-
cation but also the entire global alliance that is trying
to keep Afghanistan together. At stake are the futures
of the United Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO), the European Union, and of course
America’s own power and prestige. It is difficult to
imagine how NATO could survive as the West’s lead-
ing alliance if the Taliban are not defeated in Afghani-
stan or if Bin Laden remains at large indefinitely.”
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Perceptions about declining will on the part of the
United States and its allies to allocate resources or to
formulate any kind of coherent nonmilitary strategy
will not inspire Central Asians to formulate an inte-
grated regional strategy.” However, despite having
reasons to collaborate, the local states also see each
other as rivals and competitors. Kazakhstan and Uz-
bekistan contend for leadership in the region, Kazakh-
stan through economic leverage, and Uzbekistan by
throwing its weight around and trying to bully its
neighbors.”™

The countries of the region therefore have not
developed effective collective security institutions.
There is, in fact, little tradition or history of genuine
regionalism or collective action. Security organiza-
tions in Central Asia are initiated —if not imposed —
by foreigners, and these organizations, the NDN, the
CSTO, and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization
(SCO) all represent “virtual regionalism,” not the gen-
uine article. This regionalism is entered into as much
to preserve the domestic status quo or to secure mate-
rial and political benefits form key foreign states as for
any other motive.”

In similar fashion, George Gavrilis recently noted
that none of Afghanistan’s neighbors truly espouse
multilateralism. Every regional multilateral initiative
of the past decade has failed, including those con-
vened to discuss the drug trade which might be con-
sidered a multilateral scourge. The genuine regional
accomplishments of the past decade in fact have ac-
tually little to do with multilateralism.” Therefore,
one should not expect regional cooperation on a large
scale, unless they were initiated within the NDN or
some alternative U.S. framework.”
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Nevertheless, there have been recent indications
of cooperation in the region on bilateral projects in-
volving transportation and infrastructure projects for
the provision of electric power from Central Asia to
Afghanistan.” For example, as of 2008, Tajikistan and
Kyrgyzstan signed accords with both Pakistan and Af-
ghanistan to begin construction on a 1,300-megawatt
power importing project from the Central Asian states
to the South Asian ones. The Asian Development
Bank, World Bank, and Islamic Development Bank
would provide financing: 1,000 megawatts would
go to Pakistan and 300 to Afghanistan.”” By 2010, al-
though the project still existed only on paper, Rus-
sia signaled its intention to join the project, clearly to
prevent Tajikistan from reorienting its economic and
energy programs away from Russia and to reassert its
presence in Afghanistan and Pakistan.®

As another illustration, in late-2009, Uzbekistan
launched an electric power line to Afghanistan that
bypassed Tajikistan, no doubt to prevent the latter
from gaining access to the line. This line also allowed
Uzbekistan to withdraw from the unified energy sys-
tem of Central Asia. As a result, by early-2010, Uzbeki-
stan was sending 2.3 kilowatt-hours daily to Mazar-i-
Sharif and Kabul.® Similarly, Uzbekistan has built 11
bridges from Mazar-i-Sharif to Kabul.*> More recently,
Uzbekistan has opened a railroad line from Heiraton
(Hayaratan) on its side of the border to Mazar-i-Sharif,
from which it hopes to earn about $32 million annu-
ally. The United States and the Asian Development
Bank supported the project.®
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Reservations on the Part of India.

India, too, has a range of concerns that might un-
dermine its commitment to components of the New
Silk Road project, that are captured by the following
commentary.

India has concerns regarding project security after
the 2014 withdrawal of U.S. forces from Afghanistan.
More immediately, the GSPA between Afghanistan
and Turkmenistan is still pending, despite the two
having signed MoUs addressing long-term coopera-
tion in the gas sector and providing full security to
TAPI. Only once the GSPA has been signed can com-
mercial partners to build, finance, and logistically sup-
port the pipeline be attracted. At least one Turkmen
energy analyst doesn’t think a GSPA will be signed
anytime soon, delayed in part by that country’s own
concerns regarding post-2014 security in Afghanistan.
Concerns also exist regarding Pakistan’s ability to
ensure TAPI's safety. Sections of the Pakistan armed
forces and intelligence remain sympathetic to the
Taliban and could conspire to attack the pipeline, par-
ticularly in light of tepid popular support for the proj-
ect. Pakistan, however, plans to place security forces
along the pipeline and also create settlements near its
route. To the degree the security of TAPI—which will
run through the Herat and Kandahar regions of Af-
ghanistan and Baluchistan province in Pakistan —can-
not be ensured, ADB’s ability to support the project
will wane.®

THE COUNTERCOALITION: CHINA, RUSSIA,
PAKISTAN, AND IRAN

The joint Indo-American partnership has pre-

dictably stimulated a countercoalition, comprised of
China, Russia, Pakistan, and Iran. The nature of their
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operations with regard to the larger Silk Road project
and the TAPI pipeline indicate the fluidity of the dy-
namics of partnership and rivalry in regional as well
as world politics.

China.

The most potent challenge comes from China. Chi-
na can be counted on to use its growing presence in
Central Asian economies —for example, in terms of its
ability to influence those states” efforts to raise money
on international markets —to block this scheme that it
sees as benefiting Washington and not China.*

Furthermore, there is no doubt that both China
and India are currently undergoing major military
buildups, and that there is a more honest awareness
in both capitals of their evolving strategic rivalry. This
rivalry extends from Southeast Asia to Central Asia.
Thus, China systematically has blocked India’s mem-
bership in the SCO.%

Certainly, China has also far outpaced India to
date throughout the region despite India’s undeniable
rising wealth and power.*” China is far ahead of India
in competing for access to Central Asian hydrocar-
bons and resources. In Afghanistan, China has signed
major copper and coal mining, power generation,
and road deals as part of the package of agreements
enabling its investment in the Aynak copper mine. It
has also agreed to build a railway with Afghanistan
connecting the Aynak copper mine to Torkham on Af-
ghanistan’s northern border with Pakistan and Heira-
ton.® As another illustration, while India is only now
trying to persuade Turkmenistan to grant it blocks for
exploration, China already gets 40 BCM of Turkmen
gas annually, plans to increase that figure to 65 BCM,
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and has extended loans to Turkmenistan totaling
$8 billion.*

At the same time, many Chinese analysts perceive
the burgeoning partnership with the United States as
more than an expression of India’s efforts to carve out
a greater role in Asia. They see this partnership be-
tween its strategic rivals as part of a joint albeit gener-
ally American-led effort to encircle or at least contain
China.” Thus, it has begun a systematic strategy of
creating its own version of the Silk Road through mas-
sive investments in rail, road, air-travel, infrastructure,
telecommunications, pipelines for oil and gas, and
so forth” that would extend across the Himalayas to
Iran and beyond, and would help tie together China,
Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Central Asia.”

That infrastructure network would allow China
to overcome its well-known Malacca Strait problem,
whereby the U.S. or Indian navy could interdict en-
ergy supplies from the Middle East or Africa.”® Chi-
na recently pulled off perhaps the grandest coup in
overcoming that problem by acquiring control of
Pakistan’s Gwadar port. This will give China a link to
Iranian oil and gas as well as other gas coming from
the Middle East and Africa via either a landline origi-
nating in Gwadar, or via trucks travelling on newly
constructed roads. Given its control of Gwadar, China
supports the IPI pipeline and has evidently given
Pakistan sufficient assurances that, if India drops out,
it will replace India (and add its financial clout to the
construction of this pipeline).” China can also estab-
lish Gwadar as an alternative to the seaport of Chah-
bahar, the Indian operated Iranian port, for Central
Asian exported goods.”
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Russia.

For its part, Russia is deeply apprehensive about
what comes once ISAF and U.S. forces leave Afghani-
stan. Russia claims that it was told there would be no
permanent U.S. military bases in Afghanistan after
2014 and has reputedly demanded that U.S. forces
leave and that the bases be dismantled. It also is re-
puted to have demanded that the NATO ISAF force
report to the UN.” Therefore, Russia will undoubt-
edly (along with China) oppose such a presence even
if it does materialize.”

Militarily, Moscow is trying to build up its own
forces and those of the CSTO. As the Russian press
currently reports:

Russia’s future role in Afghani affairs is now the sub-
ject of animated behind-the-scenes-haggling between
Moscow and the Central Asian capitals. The rulers of
the former Soviet republics neighboring on Afghani-
stan are really scared. They want Russia to be beside
them and ‘hold their hands” at the crucial moment.”

Russia remains a staunch friend of India and, in
view of the mounting rivalry Russia has with China
for influence in Central Asia, has even sponsored In-
dia for membership in the SCO. However, Russian
support for an Indian presence would also be limit-
ed, since it goes against the grain of Russian security
policy for Central Asia to accept other powers there.
To illustrate, India’s effort to refurbish and maintain
an air base at Ayni in Tajikistan was quashed when
the Tajik government told India that Moscow opposed
any foreign bases there, regardless of to whom they
belonged.”
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Russia is so anti-American that it clearly regards
any hint of a long-term U.S. presence in Central Asia
with great suspicion. It also wants to thwart Chinese
commercial penetration of Central Asia. In that light,
while it appears that Moscow will not “step on the
same rake twice” and become massively involved in
the future Afghanistan, it certainly is poised to insert
its own influence into the country and the region with
its own integration plans. Thus, Russia seeks to pro-
mote its own economic integration project in the CIS,
a priority for President Vladimir Putin'® that includes
initiatives like the Eurasian Customs Union to which
both Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan have given their as-
sent, and the Eurasian economic community. Perhaps
more illuminating, since 2010, Moscow has decided to
support TAPL

Russia’s support of TAPI would go a long way towards
gaining Turkmenistan’s support in other Russian en-
deavors in the region. The Russians also certainly do
not want to anger India by continuing to publicly op-
pose TAPL Now that China is accessing Central Asian
natural gas from the Turkmen pipeline, the Indians
are determined to get access to it as well. In general,
the Russians welcome the growth of Indian influence
in Central Asia as a counterweight to China’s invest-
ment and growing power there. In the past, Russia op-
posed TAPI in part because successive U.S. adminis-
trations enthusiastically supported it. But now, as U.S.
relations unravel with Pakistan—its traditional ally in
the region—Russia wants to establish itself as more
friendly to Pakistan. Supporting TAPI is essential
if Russia is to improve its relations with Islamabad.
And since TAPI would run through Afghanistan, get-
ting on board the project could also give Russia back
a foothold of influence in that war-ravaged country,
where it fought a 10-year, losing conflict from 1979
to 1989.101
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Other analysts think Moscow still wants to de-
velop a north-south infrastructure and transportation
network along the lines of the Silk Road project that
would integrate a vast geopolitical space from Russia
to south Asia and the Middle East through Central
Asia. Thus support for TAPI would fit logically into
that scheme.'” So would Russia’s support for the rival
IPI pipeline. (Gazprom'’s officers have expressed their
support for the IPI pipeline, because it would greatly
facilitate regional economic development.) The rea-
sons for supporting the IPI again are quite obvious
and similar to those driving support for the TAPI
pipeline. That support would enable Russia to gain
leverage on India and Iran, thereby balancing Chinese
leverage on Iran, since China, as we shall see, supports
the IPI and is invested heavily in Iranian energy. It
would checkmate U.S. plans and reduce U.S. influence
in Central Asia, while preserving Russia’s ties to India
via support for India’s energy and economic develop-
ment—a program also supported by enabling the Oil
and National Gas Corperation Videsh to gain access to
Russian energy in the Far East.

Pakistan.

While Pakistan is obviously a partner in TAPI, it
is also India’s most determined rival in Afghanistan.
Although U.S. officials have long recognized that a
large-scale Indian presence in Afghanistan would be
anathema to Pakistan, they have failed to come up
with any solution that either assuages or sufficiently
overrides Pakistan’s concerns. Meanwhile, Pakistan
suffers from a truly desperate energy situation and a
checkered history of failed efforts to deal adequately
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with its energy needs.'® Like India, it too must resort
to multilateral projects and coalitions to obtain foreign
energy sources. So, even if the TAPI pipeline is built
and flourishes, absent a larger change in the overall
context, Pakistan is unlikely to support the larger vi-
sions of the New Silk Road. For those reasons, coupled
with the fact that Iran is strongly urging Pakistan to
join the collaboration and has even offered to finance
construction of the IPI pipeline, the Pakistani govern-
ment has decided to go ahead not only with TAPI,
but also with the IPI pipeline. In doing so, Pakistan
has essentially dismissed Secretary of State Clinton’s
threat of sanctions on Pakistan if it proceeded with
this venture.'®

Iran.

In reality, Iran is not a lead player in the counterco-
alition. Although some Iranian experts are fully aware
of the benefits they would derive from the New Silk
Road project, they are obviously strongly opposed
to the U.S. plan because of its all too visible effort to
isolate Iran and to reduce the influence of Russia, not
to mention China, in the region.'™ At the same time,
Iran does have strategic interests in the IPI pipeline.
Thus, Iran is collaborating with China and is prepared
to set up a large refinery worth $4 billion at Gwadar.
In other words, Iran is integrating itself with China’s
larger Silk Road project.'®

CONCLUSIONS
As of this writing, there is not yet a clear sign of

what will replace the ISAF military presence after
2014. If the United States is unable to develop a coher-
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ent approach to Afghanistan and Central Asia after
2014, the Silk Road will remain what Johannes Linn, a
former senior official at the World Bank and CAREC,
called, “a vision and call to action rather than a well-
articulated and organized strategy.”*"”

Another recent assessment also speculates about
the possible direction of U.S. strategic thinking
regarding the region.

In the post-Afghan period, it must be considered that
Central Asia may not be particularly vital to the U.S.
strategic interest. A more nuanced approach, examin-
ing the potential merits and drawbacks from engage-
ment with each country in this complex and ethically
divided region will be important, and can help the
United States avoid the pitfall where every foreign is-
sue becomes “critical” to the U.S. security interest, and
leads to an inefficient setting of priorities and alloca-
tion of resources.'®

Although this prediction may prove to be accurate
in the future, it would complicate matters, given that
Central Asia does present a set of vital interests for
India, a region where India can play a key role.

Perhaps of greater consequence is the fact that,
given the widespread expectation of post-2014 chaos
in Afghanistan, every regional actor is hedging bets
and preparing for the worst. If a vacuum were to de-
velop, it would inevitably be filled by a range of ac-
tors, with intensified competition among the great, re-
gional, and local powers for influence in Central Asia.
Given that both Moscow and Beijing believe that the
United States is a power in decline, they may be in-
clined to take more aggressive actions than they would
otherwise.
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Such an outcome would prove to be counterpro-
ductive to the larger U.S.-India relationship, which
is a strategic necessity to both countries, given their
individual and mutual vital and important interests.
In that light, either new resolve, a new infusion of re-
sources, or new thinking is needed to sustain an ef-
fective and thus viable and durable joint U.S.-India
strategy in the region. With respect to the latter, there
is a compelling need for U.S. strategic leaders to avoid
viewing Central Asia through a narrowly focused lens
that is tainted by self-interest.'” Instead, they should
adopt a broad perspective, one that will enable them
to continue their efforts to shape the region for the bet-
terment of its inhabitants as well as for the attainment
of Indo-American interests.

ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 9

1. Peter B. Evans, Harold K. Jacobson, and Robert D. Putnam,
eds., Double-Edged Diplomacy: International Bargaining and Domestic
Politics, Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1993.

2. C. Raja Mohan, “Fostering Strategic Stability and Promot-
ing Regional Cooperation,” Gary K. Bertsch, Seema Gahlaut, and
Anupam Srivastava, eds., Engaging India: US Strategic Relations
with the World’s Largest Democracy, London, UK, and New York:
Routledge, 1999, pp. 25-26.

3. Quoted in Arun Kumar, “US to Seek ‘Expanded Strategic
Partnership” With India,” India Africa Connect, May 15, 2009, avail-
able from wwuw.indiaafricaconnect.in/index.php ?param=news/109.

4. “US Wants to Work With India in More Regions,” Bombay
News, September 28, 2011, available from www.bombaynews.net.

5. Testimony of Robert O. Blake, Jr., Assistant Secretary

of State, Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs, before the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, Subcommittee on Asia and the

234



Pacific, Washington, DC: U.S. House of Representatives, February
26, 2013.

6. Anatol Lieven, “Afghanistan: the Best Way to Peace,” New
York Review of Books, Vol. LIX, No. 2, February 9, 2012, p. 31.

7. Michael Hart, “West’s Afghan Hopes Collide with Reality,”
The National Interest, No. 118, March-April 2012, p. 15.

8. Julian E. Barnes, “U.S. Seeks Larger role for India in Af-
ghanistan,” Wall Street Journal Online, June 5, 2012.

9. Rama Lakshmi, “India Seeks larger Role in Stabilizing
Afghanistan After NATO Drawdown,” Washington Post, June
28, 2012, available from articles.washingtonpost.com/2012-06-28/
world/35459868_1_afghanistan-larger-role-foreign-minister.

10. “Panetta: US Mulling Post-2014 Force Structure Options in
Afghanistan,” Jane’s Defenice Weekly, November 14, 2012, available
from janes.ihs.com.

11. Ashley J. Tellis, “South Asia,” Richard J. Elings and Aaron
L. Friedberg, eds., Strategic Asia 2001-02 Power and Purpose, Seattle,
WA: National Bureau of Asian Research, 2001, p. 237.

12. Sanjay Kumar Pandey, “India and the Importance of
Central Asia,” P. L. Dash, ed., India and Central Asia: Two De-
cades of Transition, New Delhi, India: Oxford University Press,
2012, pp. 4-9.

13. Marlene Laruelle and Sebastien Peyrouse, “Introduction,”
Marlene Laruelle and Sebasiten Peyrouse, eds., Mapping Central
Asia: Indian Perceptions and Strategies, Farnham, Surrey, England:
Ashgate Publishing Ltd., 2011, p. 1.

14. Laruelle and Peyrouse, eds., Mapping Central Asia; Emilian
Kavalski, India and Central Asia: The Mythmaking and International
Relations of a Rising Power; London, UK, and New York: I. B. Tau-
ris, Publishers, 2010; S. Enders Wimbush, “Great Games in Cen-
tral Asia,” Ashley Tellis, Travis Tanner, and Jessica Keogh, eds.,
Strategic Asia 2011-12: Asia Responds to Its Rising Powers, Seattle,
WA, and Washington, DC: National Bureau of Asian Research,

235



2011, pp. 259-282; Jonathan Holslag, China + India: Prospects for
Peace, New York: Columbia University Press, 2010, pp. 93-99.

15. Nirmala Joshi, “India-Central Asia Energy Cooperation,”
P. L. Dash, ed., pp. 54-68; Ebinger, p. 139.

16. Stephen Blank, Challenges and Opportunities For the Obama
Administration in Central Asia, Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies In-
stitute, U.S. Army War College, 2009; Stephen Blank, ”"East Asia
Meets Central Asia: The Global Energy Crisis as a Spur to Glo-
balization and Regional Integration in Asia,” Korea and World Af-
fairs, Vol. XXXI, No. 1, Spring 2007, pp. 39-63; Stephen Blank, U.S.
Interests in Central Asia and the Challenges to Them, Carlisle, PA:
Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, March 2007;
Gregory Gleason, Reuel R. Hanks, and Yury Bosin, “ Afghanistan
Reconstruction in Regional Perspective,” Central Asian Survey, Vol.
XXVIII, No. 3, September 2009, pp. 275-287; Vladimir Paramonov
and Alexei Strokov, The Economic Reconstruction of Afghanistan and
the Role of Uzbekistan, Camberley, Surrey, UK: Conflict Studies
Research Centre, 2006; “New Silk Road Strategy: Problems and
Perspectives-Interview With Prof. S. Frederick Starr,” Jamestown
Foundation Blog, November 22, 2011; Frederick Starr, Afghanistan
Beyond the Fog of Nation Building: Giving Economic Strategy a Chance,
Washington, DC, and Stockholm, Sweden: Central Asia-Caucasus
Institute and Silk Road Program, 2011; S. Frederick Starr and An-
drew C. Kuchins et al., The Key to Success in Afghanistan: a Mod-
ern Silk Road Strategy, Washington, DC, and Stockholm, Sweden:
Central Asia-Caucasus Institute and Silk Road Program, 2010; S.
Frederick Starr, “Regional Development in Greater Central Asia:
The Afghan Pivot,” Robert I. Rotberg, ed., Building a New Afghani-
stan, Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2007, pp. 155-
177; Andrew C. Kuchins, “A Truly Regional Economic Strategy
for Afghanistan,” The Washington Quarterly, Vol. XXXIV, No. 2,
2011, pp. 77-91; Andrew C. Kuchins and Thomas M. Sanderson,
The Northern Distribution Network and the Modern Silk Road: Plan-
ning for Afghanistan’s Future, Washington, DC: Center for Strategic
and International Studies, 2009; Nicklas Norling, First Kabul Con-
ference on Partnership, Trade, and Development in Grater Central Asia,
Washington, DC, and Stockholm, Sweden: Central Asia-Caucasus
Institute and Silk Road Program, 2006; Michael Emerson and Evg-
eny Vinokurov, Organization of Central Asian and Eurasian Inter-
Continental Land Transport Corridors, Munich, Germany: Centre

236



for European Policy Studies, Eurasian Development Bank, 2009;
U.S. Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Central Asia and the
Transition in Afghanistan, a Majority Staff Report, Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 2011.

17. Jeffrey Mankoff, The United States and Central Asia After
2014, Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and International
Studies, 2013, p. 20.

18. Weitz, “Obama’s New Central Asian Strategy and Its Im-
pediments,” George Gavrilis, “Why Regional Solutions Won't
Help Afghanistan,” Foreign Affairs, Snapshot, October 18, 2011,
available from www.foreignaffairs.com/print/133718 ?page=show.

19. Business Standard Online, in English, New Delhi, India,
February 24, 2013, available from Foreign Broadcast Information
Service-Soviet (hereafter FBIS-SOV), February 24, 2013.

20. Ilya Levine, US Interests in Central Asia Under George WV.
Bush: Democracy, the War on Terror, and Energy, Doctoral disserta-
tion submitted to the Asia Institute and School of Social and Po-
litical Sciences, Melbourne, Australia: University of Melbourne,
2012, p. 179; “Energy and Security From the Caspian to Europe,”
A Minority Staff Report prepared for the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, Washington, DC: 112th Congress, December
12,2012, p. 24.

21.“US Wants ‘New Silk Road ‘ in Central Asia to Trade With
India,” Press Trust of India, September 20, 2011.

22. William Burns, “US-South Asian Relations: Visions for the
Future,” Address to the Center for American Progress, October
26, 2012, available from www.isn.ethz.ch.

23. C. Raja Mohan, “Indo-U.S. Relations: Who's Afraid of
America?” New Delhi, India, Mail Today E-Paper, in English,
December 26, 2012, Open Source Center, FBIS-SOV, December
26, 2012.

24. Andrew C. Kuchins, Thomas M. Sanderson, and David A.
Gordon, “Afghanistan: Building the Missing Link in the Modern
Silk Road,” The Washington Quarterly, Vol. XXXIII, No. 2, Spring
2010, pp. 38-40.

237



25. Gregory Gleason and Timothy A. Krambs, “ Afghanistan’s
Neighbors and Post-Conflict Stabilization,” Security Insights, No.
5, Garmisch-Partenkirchen, Germany: George C. Marshall Euro-
pean Center for Security Studies, 2012, p. 4.

26. Levine, p. 181; and see the work cited in Endnote 12.

27. Brigadier (Retired) Vinod Anand, “The Greater Central
Asia Concept and Its Implications for India,” Journal of the United
Service Institution of India, Vol. CXXXIX, No. 576, April-June 2009,
pp. 236-237.

28. Jim Nichol, Central Asia: Regional Developments and Implica-
tions for U.S. Interests, Washington, DC: Congressional Research
Service, September 19, 2012, p. 3.

29. Leon Fuerth, Testimony “On Caspian Energy” before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Washington, DC: U.S. Sen-
ate, June 12, 2008, available from www.senate.gov.

30. Geoffrey Pyatt, “U.S.-India Strategic Partnership: A
Way Forward,” U.S.-India Business Council, Menlo Park, CA,
April 27, 2012, available from iipdigital.usembassy.gov/st/english/
texttrans/2012/05/201205024924.html#axzz2yJhPAOkM.

31. Testimony of Robert O. Blake, Jr., Subcommittee on Asia
and the Pacific.

32. Steven J. Childs, “Small World, Big Guns: Globalization,
Interstate Security Networks and Conventional Imports,” Defense
& Security Analysis, Vol. XXVII, No. 4, 2012, p. 345.

33. Charles Ebinger, Energy and Security in South Asia: Co-
operation or Conflict?, Washington, DC: Brookings Institution
Press, 2011.

34. Mushiaq A. Kaw, “Restoring India’s Links With Central
Asia Across Kashmir: Challenges and Opportunities,” Marlene
Laruelle and Sebastien Peyrouse, eds., Mapping Central Asia: In-
dian Perceptions and Strategies, Surrey, England: Farnham, 2011,
pp- 191-195.

238



35. Abbas Maleki, “Iran-Pakistan-India-Pipeline: Is It a Peace
Pipeline?” MIT Center for International Studies, September, 2007,
available from web.mit.edu/cis/editorspick_malekiO7_audit.html; Ray-
mond E. Vickery, Jr., The Eagle and the Elephant: Strategic Aspects of
US-India Economic Engagement, Washington, DC: Woodrow Wil-
son Center Press, and Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 2011, p. 185.

36. Dipak K. Dash, “India Eyeing Iran’s Chahbahar Port for
Direct Access to Central Asia,” The Times of India, August 26, 2012.

37. Vickery, p. 9, 12.

38. Ibid, p. 153.

39. Harsh V. Pant, India’s Changing Afghanistan Policy: Region-
al and Global Implications, Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute,
U.S. Army War College, 2012, p. 20.

40. Anand, pp. 230-233.

41. Ibid, p. 235.

42. Fedor Lukyanov, “Russia-2011: Regional Conflicts in
Focus,” Moscow Defense Brief, No. 3, 2011, p. 3.

43.”CSTO Warns of Afghan Fallout Post-2014,” Jane’s Defence
Weekly, February 28, 2013, available from janes.ihs.com.

44. "NATO Pullout From Afghanistan to change Central
Asian Strategic Configuration, CIS ATC,” Interfax, February 12,
2013, cited in Johnson’s Russia list, February 12, 2013.

45. Zamir Kagbulov, “Leaving Afghanistan, the United States
Wants to Strengthen Their Presence in [the] Asia Pacific,” Security
Index, Vol. XIX, No. 1, 2013, pp. 5-9.

46. “Interview with Russian Ambassador to Afghanistan, An-
drey Avetisyan,” Paris, France, LeMonde.fr, in French, July 3, 2012,
available from FBIS-SOV, July 3, 2012.

239



47. “Danish Defense Intelligence Service Issues ‘Pessimistic’
Report on Afghanistan,” available from www. Politiken.dk, Novem-
ber 8, 2011, from the daily analysis of the Military Intelligence of
the Czech Republic, available from FBIS-SOV, November 9, 2011.

48. Ben Farmer, “NATO Troops in Afghanistan ‘in a Simi-
lar Situation to Failed Soviet Invasion’,” The Telegraph, March
15, 2013, available from wwuw.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/
asia/afghanistan/9933150/Nato-troops-in-Afghanistan-in-a-similar-
situation-to-failed-Soviet-invasion.html.

49. Ibid.

50. “Interview: Rethinking Insurgency with Dr. Steven
Metz,” Blogsofwar.com January 24, 2011, available from www.
blogsofwar.com/2011/01/24/interview-rethinking-insurgency-with-dr-
steven-metz.

51. Dexter Filkins, “After America,” The New Yorker, July 9
and 16, 2002, pp. 54-67; Lewis G. Irwin, Disjointed Ways, Disuni-
fied Means: Learning From America’s Struggle to Build an Afghan
Nation, Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War
College, 2012.

52. Author’s conversations with prominent U.S. analysts,
Washington, DC, 2011-12; also see the works by Anthony Cordes-
man quoted here.

53. Robert O. Blake, Jr., Testimony Before the House Foreign
Affairs Committee.

54. Blake admitted this trend of movement away from reform
during the question and answer period after his testimony to the
Subcommittee on Europe, Eurasia, and Emerging Threats, House
Foreign Relations Committee, Washington, DC, February 27,
2013; Mankoff, p. 2.

55. Central Asia and the Transition in Afghanistan, a Majority
Staff Report.

56.“No International Pipeline Firm Ready to Implement TAPI
Gas Project,” The Economic Times, October 16, 2012.

240



57. Ibid., p. 81.

58. “Afghanistan: At the End of 2011: Part Two-Transition,”
Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and International Stud-
ies (CSIS), January 3, 2012, available from www.csis.org, pp.
110-120; Anthony H. Cordesman, The Afghan War 10 Years On:
Transition and the Coming Resource Crisis, Washington, DC: CSIS,
2011, pp. 59-64.

59. Katya Kumkova, “Uzbekistan: Tashkent’s Shakedown
Practices Hold Up NDN Traffic-Contactors,” Eurasia Insight, Feb-
ruary 27, 2012, available from www.eurasianet.org/

60. Weitz, “Obama’s New Central Asian Strategy and Its Im-
pediments”; Gavrilis.

61. Anthony H. Cordesman and Sean T. Mann, Afghanistan:
The Failing Economics of Transition, Third Working Draft, Wash-
ington, DC: CSIS, June 26, 2012, p. 80, available from www.csis.org.

62. Ibid., p. 20.

63. Green; Spencer Ackerman, “U.S. Cuts Cash For Its Own
Afghan Exit Strategy,” February 13, 2002.

64. Paul D. Miller, “The US and Afghanistan After 2014,”
Survival, Vol. LV, No. 1, 2013, p. 88.

65. Ibid., p. 94.

66. Vadim Kozyulin, “Afghanistan-2014 and the Taliban
With Its Head Proud But Low,” Security Index, Vol. XIX, No. 1,
2013, p. 73.

67. Moscow, Russia, Interfax, in Russian, January 27, 2010,
FBIS-SOV, January 27, 2010; Tokyo, Japan, Kyodo World Service,
in English, October 31, 2011, FBIS-SOV, October 1, 2011; Yerzhan
Kazykhanov (the author is the Foreign Minister of Kazakhstan),
“Regional Commitment to Afghanistan Is Critical,” November 14,
2011, available from huffingtonpost.com; M. K. Bhadrakumar, “US”
Post-2014 Afghan Agenda Falters,” Asia Times Online, November
4,2011, available from www.atimes.com.

241



68. Gavrilis.

69. Arshad Mohammed and Kiyoshi Takemaka, “Donors
Offer $16BLM Afghan Aid at Tokyo Conference,” Reuters, July
8,2012.

70. FBIS-SOV, January 27, 2010.
71. FBIS-SOV, March 26, 2012.

72. Ahmed Rashid, Descent Into Chaos: The US and the Disaster
in Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Central Asia, 2nd Ed., London, UK:
Viking Penguin Books, 2009, p. xxxix.

73. Joshua Kucera, “U.S. Aid to Caucasus, Central Asia to
Drop, Except for Security,” Eurasia Insight, February 20, 2013,
available from www.eurasianet.org.

74. Trilling; Stephen Blank, Uzbekistan: A Strategic Challenge to
American Policy, New York: Open Society Institute, 2005, available
from www.eurasianet.org.

75. Roy Allison, “Virtual Regionalism and Regime Security
in Central Asia,” Central Asian Survey, Vol. XXVII, No. 2, Summer
2008, pp. 185-202.

76. Gavrilis.

77. Andrew C. Kuchins and Thomas M. Sanderson, with
Daniel Kimmage, Joseph Ferguson, Alexandros Petersen, Heidi
Hoogerbeets, and David Gordon, The Northern Distribution Net-
work and Afghanistan: Geopolitical Challenges and Opportunities,
Washington, DC: CSIS, 2010; Andrew C. Kuchins, Thomas M.
Sanderson, and David A. Gordon, “Afghanistan: Building the
Missing Link in the Modern Silk Road,” Washington Quarterly,
Vol. XXIII, No. 2, April, 2010, pp. 33-47.

78. “Thread: Russia Seeks Entry Into Central Asian/Pakistani

Energy Projects,” available defence.pk/threads/russia-seeks-entry-
into-central-asian-pakistani-energy-projects.127678/.

242



79. Zafar Bhutta, “Pact Signed for Power Import from the
CARs,” Lahore, Pakistan, Daily Times Online, in English, Au-
gust 5, 2008, FBIS-SOV, August 5, 2008; Kabul, Afghanistan,
Pajhwok Afghan News, in English, August 5, 2008, FBIS-SOV,
August 5, 2008.

80. Moscow, Russia, Inferfax, in English, August 18, 2010,
FBIS-SOV, August 18, 2010.

81. Shostan Aminov, “Uzbekistan’s Role in Stability and
Development of Afghanistan,” Institute of Policy Studies; available
from www.ips.org.pk/pakistan-and-its-neighbours/1048-uzbekistans-
role-in-stability-and-development-of-afghanistan; Moscow, Russia,
Regnum.ru, in Russian, November 19, 2009, FBIS-SOV, November
19, 2009; “ Afghanistan: Kabul Pursues Energy Import Deals With
Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan,” Eurasia Insight, January 21, 2010.

82. Shaisman Akmalov, Afghanistan: Its Role and Place in
the International Security System, Stockholm, Sweden: CA&CC
Press, 2009.

83. Moscow, Russia, Inferfax, in Russian, December 22, 2011,
FBIS-SOV, December 22, 2011; Moscow, Russia, Regnum.ru, in
Russian, November 7, 2009, FBIS-SOV, November 7, 2009; Niklas
Norling, “Afghanistan’s Railroad Frenzy,” Central Asia Caucasus
Analyst, September 21, 2011.

84. Tridivesh Singh Maini and Manish Vaid, “Roadblocks re-
main to TAPI pipeline construction,” Oil and Gas Journal, March 4,
2013, available from www.ogj.com/articles/print/volume-111/issue-3/
transportation/roadblocks-remain-to-tapi-pipeline.html.

85. Evan Feigenbaum, Project 2049, Strengthening Fragile
Partnerships: An Agenda for the Future of U.S.-Central Asia Rela-
tions, Washington, DC: 2011, available from www.project2049.net/
documents/strengthening_fragile_relationships_central_asia_
feigenbaum.pdf.

86. Malik Mohan, China and India: Great Power Rivals, Boulder,
CO: First Forum Press, 2011, pp. 305-308.

243



87. Marlene Laruelle and Sebastien Peyrouse, eds., Mapping
Central Asia; Kavalski; Wimbush, pp. 259-282.

88. Elizabeth Wishnick, “There Goes the Neighborhood:
Afghanistan’s Challenges to China’s Regional Security Goals,”
Brown Journal of World Affairs, Vol. XIX, No. 1, Winter 2012, p. 84.

89. New Delhi, India, Political and Economic Weekly, in English,
February 19-25, 2013, FBIS-SOV, March 7, 2013.

90. Ibid.; John W. Garver, “The Future of the Sino-Pakistani
Entente Cordiale,” Michael R. Chambers ed., South Asia in 2020: Fu-
ture Strategic Balances and Alliances, Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies
Institute, U.S. Army War College, 2002, pp. 397-401, 429-436.

91. John W. Garver, “China’s Influence in Central and South
Asia: Is It Increasing?” David Shambaugh, ed., Power Shift: China
and Asia’s New Dynamics, Berkeley and Los Angeles, CA: Univer-
sity of California Press, 2005, pp. 205-227.

92. Wishnick, p. 84.

93. China’s State Grid Corp to Boost Electricity Imports from
Russia,” available from www.forbes.com, May 26, 2006; ”Sino-Rus-
sian Extensive Power Cooperation Starts,” Comtex News Network,
July 4, 2006; “China to Import Electric Power from Russia, Mon-
golia, and Kazakhstan,” Xinhua News Agency, June 19, 2006; Marat
Yermukanov, “Astana Seeks Equal Footing in Particular with Bei-
jing,” Central Asia Caucasus Analyst, May 3, 2006; “Pakistan Con-
siders Energy Route for China,” United Press International, Febru-
ary 22, 2006; “China Mulls Development of Foreign Uranium,”
Radio Free Europe Radio Liberty Features, February 21, 2006; Shai
Oster, “Moscow Courts Beijing Over Nuclear Power,” The Wall
Street Journal, March 23, 2006, p. A6; “China to Buy Australian
Uranium,” BBC News, April 3, 2006; “China Interested in Paki-
stan’s for Himalaya Pipeline,” Alexander’s Gas and Oil Connection,
Vol. XI, No. 21, November 9, 2006.

94. Arshi Saleem Hashmi, “Pakistan-Iran Gas Pipeline Proj-
ect: Regional and Global Concerns,” Rawalpindi, Hilal Online, in
English, March 1-31-2012, FBIS-SOV, March 22, 2012.

244



95. “China may replace India in IPI pipeline project,”
Geopolitical Monitor, February 8, 2010, available from www.
business-standard.com/article/economy-policy/china-may-replace-
india-in-ipi-project-report-110020800088_1.html; “Now China May
Play Spoiler To TAPI-Analysis,” Eurasia Review, July 31, 2012,
available from www.eurasiareview.com/31072012-now-china-may-
play-spoiler-to-tapi.

96. Nordland; “Russia Opposes Long-Term US Bases in Af-
ghanistan,” Reuters, June 28, 2011; Moscow, Russia, Interfax, in
English, December 5, 2011, FBIS-SOV, December 5, 2011.

97. Moscow, Russia, Interfax, in Russian, March 15, 2011, FBIS-
SOV, March 15, 2011.

98. Mikhail Rostovskiy, “ American Afghanistan Ends. Is Our’s
Returning?” Moscow, Russia, Moskovskiy Komsomolets in Russian,
February 14, 2013, Johnson’s Russia List, February 15, 2013.

99. Conversations with U.S. experts, Washington, DC, Janu-
ary 17, 2013.

100. Ibid.

101. Martin Sieff, “Supporting TAPI Offers Russia Strategic
Opportunities,” Central Asia Newswire, October 25, 2010.

102. Younkyoo Kim, “Turkmenistani Energy Between China
and the US,” Global Energy monitor, Vol. I, No. 1, January 4, 2013.

103. Nirmala Joshi, “India-Central Asia Energy Cooperation,”
in P. L. Dash, ed., pp. 54-68; Ebinger, pp. 61-87.

104. Kabul, Afghanistan, in English, February 26, 2013, FBIS-
SOV, February 26, 2013, available from www. folonews.com; Sumitha
Kutty, “The Georgetown Journal’s Guide to The Iran-Pakistan-In-
dia Pipeline,” Georgetown Journal, March 14, 2012, available from
journal.georgetown.edu/the-georgetown-journals-guide-to-the-iran-
pakistan-india-peace-pipeline-by-sumitha-kutty/; Islamabad, Paki-
stan, The Nation Online, in English, March 5, 2013, FBIS-SOV,
March 5, 2013.

245



105. Hassan Beheshipur, “Iran’s Undeniable Place on the
New Silk Road,” IR Diplomacy, in Persian, November 16, 2011,
FBIS-SOV, December 4, 2011.

106. Syed Fazi e-Halder, “Iran to Set Up oil Refinery at
Gwadar,” Asia Times Online, March 6, 2013, available from www.
atimes.com.

107. Blake admitted this trend of movement away from re-
form during the question and answer period after his testimony
to the Subcommittee on Europe, Eurasia, and Emerging Threats;
Mankoff, p. 2.

108. Erin Fitzgerald and Varun Vita, U.S. and Iranian Strategic
Competition: Competition in Afghanistan, Central Asia, and Pakistan,
Washington, DC: CSIS, 2011, p. 14.

109. Dan Burghart, “Khans, Tsars, and Emperors: The Chang-
ing Nature of Central Asia’s Security Spectrum,” Bert Edstrom,
ed., Security and Development in Asia: New Threats and Challenges in
the Post-Soviet Era, Stockholm, Sweden: Institute for Development
and Policy, 2009, p. 123.

246



CHAPTER 10
DISCUSSANT COMMENTS
Leif Rosenberger

Striking the right balance between conflict and
cooperation goes to the heart of the International Re-
lations (IR) field of study. As fate would have it, the
papers given at this workshop by Dr. Richard Mat-
thew and Dr. Stephen Blank are polar opposites in this
dichotomy.

Blank comes from the classic “realism” school in
IR. His assumptions reflect the worldview of Thomas
Hobbes and the law of the jungle. His assumptions
about IR also reflect balance of power concepts of
Hans Morgenthau. The major states in the world com-
pete against each other in a rigid zero-sum game for
power and influence.

In this regard, Blank keeps score. Russia and China
are huge monoliths reportedly winning “the Great
Game” for power and influence in Central Asia. Blank
says the United States and India are weaker monoliths
in Central Asia that are struggling to catch up. Each
country faces a security dilemma.

To be safe in the world, Blank says countries should
try to become powerful economically and militarily.
Countries should either compete in an arms race or
ally with a powerful country. Political influence is
used to gain access to energy and raw materials or to
open doors for the exports of the great powers. Eco-
nomic power is used to develop military power.

Matthew, on the other hand, has a different world-
view. In his world, all the countries face common en-
vironmental threats. Climate change threatens planet
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earth. Instead of seeking maximum economic growth
at any social or environmental cost, countries should
cooperate with each other and pursue socially and en-
vironmentally sustainable development.

REACTIONS STIMULATED BY
MATTHEW’S PAPER

Now let us turn to Matthew’s paper. He divides his
paper on environmental security into three parts: a)
historical development, b) the major areas of research
and criticisms, and c) a short section on the applica-
tion to South Asia.

In his section on historical development, Matthew
discusses Thucydides and the conflict between Ath-
ens and Sparta. He says the first defining moment
for environmental security occurs with the idea that
self-sufficient societies are less vulnerable and more
peaceful. A modern version of this would be the U.S.
quest for energy independence. U.S. shale oil makes
the U.S. less dependent on Mideast o0il and better able
to pivot to Asia. The populist version of energy inde-
pendence is “no blood for oil.” A more objective view
would be that this quest for self-sufficient societies can
degenerate into economic nationalism.

I would challenge the quest for self-sufficiency and
point to the experience of France and Germany after
World War II. Instead of each country pursuing eco-
nomic nationalism, Jean Monnet fostered economic
interdependence with the European Coal and Steel
Community. Mutual security fears and hatred gave
way to shared prosperity and peace. Today war be-
tween France and Germany is almost unthinkable.
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The centerpiece of Matthew’s historical develop-
ment focuses on the theories advanced in 1798 by
Thomas Robert Malthus, the English economist, who
predicted mass starvation for mankind on grounds
that populations will always outstrip the food sup-
ply, because food supplies grow arithmetically while
populations grow geometrically. Malthus passed his
legacy to neo-Malthusian scholars like Lester Brown,
who pessimistically claim that the food shortfall in
Africa and South Asia is merely the tip of the prover-
bial iceberg. They claim that food shortages in those
regions are indicative of something far more ominous:
the world food supply—the total amount of food
available to all of the people in the world —is being
squeezed. If they are right, humanity itself can ulti-
mately be at risk.

Interestingly enough, rising grain production is
not always used to feed people. In recent times, grain
has been diverted to biofuel. Environmentalists who
are worried about climate change applaud using bio-
fuel because it means less fossil fuel and cleaner air.
However, the move toward biofuel has caused food
prices to rise. This is an important tradeoff: sustain-
able development in one area (cleaner air) may be
having an impact on the global food supply, making
food less affordable and development less sustainable
for the global poor.

Even if a world food crisis is not imminent, we
should ask ourselves whether trends have indeed
invalidated Malthus’s thesis, or whether they have
merely transformed or deferred it. One thing is cer-
tain. Given that the population in 2035 could be about
twice what it was in the 1990s, there will have to be a
lot more grain available to meet the demand.
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Most of the ways to grow more grain result from
greater farm output, which can be increased either
by developing new farmland or by making existing
farmland more productive. The world food supply
also benefits from reducing the demand for feed grain
(e.g., reducing population growth) and by developing
new sources of food. At the same time, there are many
seemingly marginal changes in how the world man-
ages farming that could substantially affect chronic re-
gional shortages. Efforts to make better use of existing
cropland, to reverse deforestation, to vest women with
rights they now lack in some agricultural communi-
ties, to modify traditional farming practices, to reduce
losses of each harvest to pests and decay —each and
all could increase the amount of grain that is available
each season for consumption by humans and animals.

Profound systemic change, such as was prompted
by the principles of the Green Revolution, is more
problematic. Biotechnology, once the hope of many
agricultural specialists, may never rival the impact
of the Green Revolution; but it is also probably too
soon to write it off. Unanticipated breakthroughs,
new theories, and proof that genetically altered food-
stuffs do no harm to humans when consumed directly
or through animal protein—all have the potential to
stimulate quantum shifts in the global supply of food.
Yet we have seen enough constraints to question any-
one’s forecast of a food cornucopia.

In the near term, strategists need to avoid the twin
pitfalls of complacency about a world full of food and
doomsday alarms about a global food crisis. What is
needed from world leaders is a better understand-
ing of the global food regime and its links to other
regimes (i.e., energy and water), an appreciation of
the relations between environment and security, and
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a willingness to engage in an unprecedented level of
cross-sector collaboration in the formulation of a long-
term international food strategy. One consequence of
failure could be resource-driven conflicts that might
have been avoided had policymakers understood the
nature and extent of the world food supply problem
and taken appropriate steps to deal with it.

What is needed to avert that outcome is a compre-
hensive strategy that synthesizes diverse approaches
to improving the growth, harvesting, storing, and
distribution of the annual crop of grains, while pri-
oritizing resources for the most promising areas of
improvement. Thus, biotechnology, the sensible ex-
pansion of cropland, the responsible extension of
the Green Revolution technology to neglected arable
land, continued basic research into plant genetics, and
smarter public policies all are important in this holis-
tic approach. Curbing population growth and other
demand reduction programs are also essential parts
of any plan to stabilize the world food supply for the
long term. None of these objectives will be easy to de-
fine or carry out; they all have the potential to affect
profoundly the values, cultures, societies, and beliefs
of the affected peoples.

When Norman Borlaug received the Nobel Prize in
1970 for his research leading to the Green Revolution,
he warned that the new methods would provide only
a limited respite, 30 years at most, in which govern-
ments could develop and carry out supply and de-
mand policies for dealing with the world food supply
challenge. As we move beyond the end of Borlaug’s
window of opportunity, the world is still groping for
that strategy. Until we develop one, there will con-
tinue to be those who yearn for simple solutions to the
complex problems of world food supply and demand.
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The real danger is to relegate the world food sup-
ply to the backwater of strategic studies. Strategists
need to understand that the world food supply is a
global challenge that bears most heavily on peace and
prosperity in the international system. World lead-
ers have an unprecedented opportunity to move this
global issue to the top of their agendas. If they fail,
their successors may have to deal with the problem
“when it comes to visit.”

In addition, Matthew cites theories connecting
scarcity to conflict. He cites war between Israel and
Jordan over water in the past. A more current example
is the conflict taking place over water that flows from
Afghanistan into Pakistan. The more the Afghans de-
velop their country and use this water, the less water
is available to Pakistan. But conflict over resources
like water does not just occur between states. Conflict
also occurs inside states between different sectors of
the economy.

A good example of this conflict inside the nation-
state is occurring today in Afghanistan. For instance,
Afghan mining projects require vast quantities of wa-
ter. However, Afghan farmers also need water for irri-
gation. Afghanistan also needs water for hydropower.
In other words, there are tradeoffs among the compet-
ing uses for water.

While getting buy-in from competing local stake-
holders is not easy, there is hope. In the United States,
for instance, the states that compete for water benefit
from the work of economists who can demonstrate
their tradeoff analysis. They can show Afghan econo-
mists the diminishing returns when farmers go be-
yond trickle irrigation.

At the same time, sustainable development also
needs to be financially sustainable. The cost of com-
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pleting the economic development projects is not just
limited to the technical costs. The real costs of mining
require a 360-degree approach that includes commu-
nity outreach and education and training of the future
workforce on the front end.

If local stakeholders see the benefits of the proj-
ects for themselves, they will encourage this shared
prosperity. Just as French and German businessmen
buried the hatchet when they saw mutual benefit, lo-
cal stakeholders who previously saw violence as the
only option will now see a viable alternative. As peace
breaks out around the projects, it will be possible to
reduce the size of the Afghan police and military forc-
es, thereby reducing the large budget deficit that the
central government would otherwise have to shoul-
der. This net assessment shows how local and provin-
cial progress can make things more affordable for the
Afghan government.

Matthew also cites the Rio Earth Summit in 1992
and the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC), funded in 1992 as new
benchmarks for environmental security. He argues
that these events coincided with the end of the Cold
War and the damage that the Cold War did to the
environment.

But 4 years later, there was still no consensus on
something as basic to the environment as food secu-
rity. Thousands of policymakers, bureaucrats, and
environmentalists from 196 countries descended on
Rome, Italy, for a World Food Summit from Novem-
ber 13-17, 1996. Whether they were technologists or
those dedicated to modifying the behavior of food
producers and consumers, they tended to fall into
one of two polarized camps: the pessimists (latter-day
Malthusians) and the optimists. Each group believed
itself to represent realism.
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Pessimists were alarmed about clear signs that the
world is running out of food, characterized by images
of people starving in Somalia in 1992. They asserted
that the famine in Somalia was merely representative
of the ongoing food crises in Africa and parts of South
Asia. They pointed out that in 1983 and 1984, a million
Ethiopians died in another terrible famine.

Optimists saw things differently. Their world
generally faced a food glut; they paid their farmers
handsomely not to grow food, but in order to avoid
surplus. Their farmers had been frustrated as prices of
agricultural commodities declined in the previous 15
years; they made the case that other lines of work were
far more promising than agriculture. Throughout the
conference, the two groups remained worlds apart.

Matthew also argues that there are regional dif-
ferences when it comes to environmental security. He
persuasively argues that South Asia has more than its
share of environmental problems. There are also re-
gional differences between Africa and China.

Food problems in Africa, primarily sub-Saharan
Africa, are most often characterized by insufficiencies
due to war, civil strife, flawed government policies,
and poverty. The latter is defined as the inability to
purchase the minimum amount of foodstuffs to sus-
tain life, even in periods of relative plenty. Hence,
world response to these conditions has taken the form
of relief efforts to solve immediate problems, some-
times with little official regard for the long-term effects
of the interventions on domestic agricultural markets.

In contrast, food problems in China tend to be dif-
ferent from those in Africa, in both form and scope.
Whereas Sub-Saharan food crises have been with us
in increasing numbers for several years and there are
no imminent prospects for slowing the trend, China’s
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challenges lie mostly in the future. Its enormous and
growing population has the potential to destabilize ag-
ricultural production throughout the world. Its grow-
ing affluence has begun to increase demand for meat
products, a path that can be sustained only by increas-
ing its production and importing grains. Whereas the
plight of individual African states will have limited
effect on the well-being of other regions, China’s size
and location make it inevitable that its claim to the
wherewithal to feed its people in 2020 could indeed
affect contiguous states as well as distant regions ca-
pable of producing grain surpluses.

In addition, Matthew says that the bulk of the en-
vironmental security research focuses on the first “key
theme” —how environment factors lead to conflict.
He cites:

Thomas Homer-Dixon who says resource scarcity con-
tributes to civil war;

Colin Kahl who says resource scarcity leads to state
failure; and

Indra de Soysa who says resource abundance in com-
modities such as diamonds and oil can be a curse and
contribute to conflict.!

Matthew says there is considerable criticism of the
research that connects the environment and security.

Ole Waever and Dan Deudney dislike “securitizing the
environment.”

Dan Deudney also says that it’s wrong to link environ-
mental factors to the onset of violent conflict. Why?
Deudney says countries tend to meet resource scarcity
through innovation and trade rather than war.
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Stephen Walt says security studies should not address
the environment and should only focus on war.

Nancy Lee Peluso and Michael Watts are skeptical of
simple models of causation.?

So what are we to think about the connection between
resources like the world food supply and conflict?
Clausewitz reminds us that:

the first, the supreme, the most far-reaching act of
judgment that a statesman and commander have to
make is to establish . . . the kind of war on which they
are embarking; neither mistaking it for, nor trying to
turn it into, something that is alien to its nature.?

That admonition applies equally to the strategist
seeking to understand what motivates or deters other
states in a time of relative peace. For a while during
the oil crisis of the 1970s, food was sometimes called
the green weapon, apparently on the assumption that
the embargo of one commodity could be countered
by the embargo of another. At the time, no one took
the concept very seriously. Now, however, wi