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FOREWORD

The contemporary challenges underpinning interagency
cooperation within the U.S. Government are not entirely
new. For decades since the formation of the defense
establishment under the 1947 National Security Act, U.S.
cabinet departments, national security agencies, and military
services —all those involved in providing for the common
defense —have struggled to overcome differences in policy
and strategy formulation, organizational cultures, and even
basic terminology. This new century’s post-September 11,
2001 (9/11), international system and security environment
have placed additional strains on the U.S. Government’s
interagency processes.

U.S. military campaigns in Afghanistan, Iraq, and
the greater Global War on Terrorism have confronted
civilian policymakers and senior military officers with
a complex, fluid battlefield which demands kinetic and
counterinsurgency capabilities. This monograph addresses
the security, stability, transition, and reconstruction missions
that place the most pressure on interagency communication
and coordination. The results from Kabul to Baghdad
reveal that the interagency process is in need of reform and
that a more robust effort to integrate and align civilian and
military elements is a prerequisite for success.

While the present volume represents a significant effort
towards addressing the current interagency problems,
much more discussion is required. The baseline goals of this
partnership effort between the Bush School and the Strategic
Studies Institute are to generate knowledgeable interaction
and chart a way forward for government, private sector,
and academic actors to reexamine interagency reform as
a precondition for acheving real change. Such an initiative
could not be more relevant or time sensitive.

Q%%fﬁt

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

The interagency process was the focus of a Capstone
project and Research Symposium at the Bush School
of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M
University during the 2006-07 academic year. The Bush
School’s Capstone seminar is a semester-long graduate
course in the Master’s Program in International Affairs
that provides a research experience for students in the
final semester of the 2-year program. As part of their
leadership development, the students operate in teams
to address an important policy issue (under the direc-
tion of a faculty member) and in support of a client.
In this case, the client was the Office of the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Stability Operations.
Our thanks to Colonel Richard Lacquement and
Dr. Janine Davidson for sponsoring our Capstone
interagency project.

The Capstone was entitled “The Interagency Process
in Support & Stability Operations: Integrating and
Aligning the Roles and Missions of Military and Civilian
Agencies in Conflict and Post-Conflict Environments.”
With topics ranging from provisional reconstruction
teams in Afghanistan to strategic communication to
leadership education, the student papers are included
in this monograph, making valuable contributions to
this critical dialogue.

In concert with the Capstone interagency project,
the Bush School and the U.S. Army War College’s
Strategic Studies Institute sponsored a research
symposium to outline interagency policy issues and
craft recommendations. The symposium, entitled
“The Interagency Process in Support and Stability
Operations: The Integration and Alignment of
Military and Civilian Roles and Missions,” was held
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on April 5-6, 2007, at Texas A&M University. Present
were more than two dozen military officers, national
security scholars, and practitioners who have been on
the ground in Iraq and Afghanistan, all of whom are
heavily involved in interagency analysis. The majority
of the concerns, questions, and ideas discussed during
the symposium are articulated and expanded upon in
the following chapters.

Let me thank the Director of the Strategic Studies
Institute, Professor Douglas Lovelace, for sponsoring
the interagency research symposium. Thanks also go
to the Strategic Studies Institute staff memberes Dr.
Dallas Owens, Colonel Trey Braun, and Colonel Greg
Cusimano for their efforts in conference planning.
Special thanks go to Ms. Marianne Cowling and
Ms. Rita Rummel for their professional and selfless
editorial support in publishing this volume. The
symposium participants, including experts from both
the policy community and academia, all contributed
their ideas for addressing the pressing issues surfaced
in this book. Let me also thank our graduate students —
Patrick Baetjer, Chris Cline, Carlos Hernandorena,
Brian Polley, Kate Rogers, Amanda Smith, and Tyson
Voelkel —and especially Jay Boggs, who served as the
symposium’s assistant director. In addition, our Bush
School staff performed numerous tasks in planning
and executing the conference. Thanks to our superb
staff members, Michelle Sullens, Joe Dillard, Laura
Templeton, and Mary Hein, for their professionalism
in arranging all administration and support.

Finally, to the readers of this volume, we thank you
for your interest and ideas. Please do take the time to
provide feedback to the Strategic Studies Institute from
the field and from your personal reflections on these
critical issues. We have been as comprehensive as time
has allowed. We fully realize, however, that much



work remains to be done to improve U.S. and coalition
efforts across the globe in aligning and integrating the
interagency process in Stability, Security, Transition,
and Reconstruction (SSTR) operations. We look for-
ward to hearing from you.

Richard A. Chilcoat

Lieutenant General, U.S. Army (Ret.)
Dean and Holder of the Edward

and Howard Kruse Chair

George Bush School of Government
and Public Service

Texas A&M University
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INTRODUCTION
Jay W. Boggs

Too many American military personnel, diplomats,
and government officials are returning from Iraq and
Afghanistan claiming that success in bringing stability
to those two countries has been minimal and difficult
to sustain. Continually cited as a fundamental obstacle
to U.S. progress is the interagency process controlling
the interaction among the various deployed military
services and government organizations. Flaws in the
way the different components align their objectives,
resources, and strategic thinking lead to limited
communication and integration when conducting
daily operations. Extremely complex and asymmetric
environments in counterinsurgency warfare in the
current campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan require a
more cooperative and efficient interagency system to
synchronize all elements of U.S. power and ensure
success.

If the interagency process is in such obvious need
for adjustment and so vital to current efforts, why
is it so difficult to instigate the necessary reforms?
The answer emerges from the vast multitude of
contradictory organizational perspectives and cultures.
The challenging task is to analyze this issue broadly and
in a comprehensive, unbiased manner. In the research
symposium “The Interagency Process in Support and
Stability Operations: The Integration and Alignment
of Military and Civilian Roles and Missions” held at
Texas A&M University in April 2007, jointly sponsored
by the Bush School Capstone team and the Strategic
Studies Institute, attendees sought to isolate the core
policy issues and generate long-term proposals to
foster leadership and decisive action. To guide their



research and discussion, the following five questions
were examined in detail:

1. What are the roles and missions of U.S. military
and government agencies in stabilization and
reconstruction efforts as part of counterinsurgency
warfare (historical background from case studies)?

2. What are the recommended ways to improve
leadership (for integrating and aligning roles and
missions) in the interagency coordination of military-
civilian operations?

3. What are the military and civilian leadership
functions, or skill sets, for conflict and post-conflict
environments?

4. How should military and civilian agencies
develop those leadership skills needed in the short
term and the long term?

5. Does the U.S. Government have a means
for measuring the effectiveness of civil-military
coordination?

In order to better frame the symposium and
this book, the articles have been organized into four
different parts. The goal of Part I, Issues and Challenges
in Support and Stability Operations, is to outline the
key concepts and introduce the primary factors which
affect the interagency process and its role in stability
operations. Recent government efforts at reform such as
Presidential Decision Directive (PDD)-56 and National
Security Presidential Directive-44 are detailed. While
some initiatives have experienced success and some
progress has been achieved, the consensus is that
too many obstacles remain to reform the interagency
framework easily, cheaply, or expeditiously.

PartII, Case Studies and Field Experiences, provides
insight into the lessons learned from current and
historical instances of stability operations. American
practices in Iraq, the development of provincial



reconstruction teams (PRTs) in Afghanistan, the U.S.
model of reconstruction in postwar Japan, and an
international experience combating an insurgency are
discussed. While such case studies reveal much about
the nature of interagency alignment and effective
operational techniques, they also demonstrate that
there is no magic checklist that can be applied to
every contingency. Yet, these field experiences
serve as necessary templates and references so that
policymakers can direct their strategies and avoid
repetition of mistakes.

Part III, Learning, Innovation, and New Initiatives,
introduces a number of new proposals to effect change
in the interagency process. There is a significant effort
underway in Washington to create awareness of this
issue and press Congress to enact forceful legislation.
Similar to Goldwater-Nichols, the Project on National
Security Reform seeks to expedite the cultural
transformations needed to alter the way departments
and agencies communicate and think across functional
areas and organizations so as to align and integrate
policy and operations.

Part IV, Leadership, Education, Training, and
Development for Interagency Operations, and
the concluding chapter address roles of education
and development for achieving significant and
permanent change in the interagency process and in
the organizational players themselves. Organizational
reform of this scope can be secured only with dynamic
leadership on all levels. The U.S. Government must
nurture and develop military and civilian leaders who
canthink beyond their owninstitution’s parametersand
can approach problems with a strategic, interagency
mindset. The chapters in this section elaborate upon
a number of the promising, nascent leadership and
training initiatives emerging in the military services
and U.S. Government.






Part1I:

Issues and Challenges
in Support and Stability Operations






CHAPTER 1

CHALLENGES IN SUPPORT AND STABILITY
OPERATIONS:
WHY EACH ONE IS DIFFERENT

Dennis C. Jett

Any discussion of how the U.S. Government should
respond when confronted with a complex contingency
operation (CCO) in a post-conflict situation faces
two obstacles —the past and the future. The past is a
problem because the lessons supposedly learned from
the last operation may not be applicable to the next one.
The first part of this chapter will discuss why lessons
learned from the past may not result in problems
avoided in the future. As Yogi Berra might have said,
prediction is very difficult, especially about the future.
So the second part of the chapter will discuss the range
of scenarios that might be encountered and the factors
that can have the most influence on their outcome. How
the CCO will be conducted will depend on the ability
of the decisionmakers to deal with those factors.

It has often been said that generals train to fight the
last war. The implication is that focusing on the past
leaves them unprepared for the future. Lessons can be
learned from any military operation, but assuming the
next one will be similar to the last one is often a mistake.
Lessons learned can constrain thinking about future
contingencies rather than help prepare for them if the
implicit assumption is that the past will be repeated. It
is useful therefore to think more freely about the types
of situations that might be encountered and what kind
of responses they might require.
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It should also be recognized that planning has its
limits and often has more to do with the immediate
past than the distant future. Political leaders, when
describing the actions taken by their governments,
will occasionally admit, “Mistakes were made.” They
will seldom say, however, that those mistakes were
the result of the failure of their policies or judgment.
Instead, they will blame those who try to implement
poor decisions rather than blame those who made the
decisions.

As aresult, bureaucratic reform and reorganization
are often promised as the means through which a
repetition of the failure will be avoided. However,
when reforms are proposed and the bureaucracy
is reorganized, it often does not matter whether
the changes implemented make any meaningful
improvements. The reasons for the reform are to deflect
criticism from political opponents, shift the focus of the
news media elsewhere, and placate public opinion in
the wake of a policy failure. Whether the government
is really better prepared to respond to the situation
is something future policymakers will have to worry
about. The immediate problem, i.e., the bureaucratic
problem, has been solved and responsibility for the
failure avoided.

The State Department’s talk about “transforma-
tional diplomacy” is a case in point. The thrust of this
putative reform effort is that American foreign policy
will become more popular with audiences abroad if our
diplomatsaremoved closer to the people, i.e., fromhuge
embassies in the capitals to small offices in the outlying
areas. But would moving diplomats around in such a
fashion really change public opinion about American
policy? There are nine cities of a million or more in the
United States. Would a foreign diplomat in each one



of them transform American public opinion about the
policies of the country the diplomat represents? Or is
this bureaucratic reorganization merely a reaction to
the failure of current American policy and the inability
of Washington to admit that?

The current administration is hardly the only one
that deals with failure through bureaucratic subterfuge.
Reacting to the difficulties encountered in Somalia and
Bosnia, and to a degree of success in Haiti, President
Clinton signed Presidential Decision Directive (PDD)-
56 in May 1997. PDD-56 was supposed to “improve
the political, military, humanitarian, economic and
other dimensions of the U.S. Government’s planning
for interventions that are identified as complex
emergencies.”! It was also supposed to correct “the lack
of meaningful coordinated planning” which “produced
setbacks” whenever Washington attempted to manage
such emergencies.? PDD-56 was not designed to make
policy or decisions but was created instead to guide
the process of integrating the government’s response
once the decision to intervene had been made.* To
accomplish this, the Directive set up an Executive
Committee of assistant secretaries from the various
departments involved that was to be a standing crisis
action group.

However, the Executive Committee mechanism set
up by PDD-56 was little used in the remaining years
of the Clinton administration. It fell short of what
was promised when the PDD was signed because,
according to one analyst, of “a lack of NSC staff follow-
up and enforcement” in the face of domestic agency
resistance. He added, “It nonetheless raised awareness
of problems in coordination and did result in a useful
series of interagency education and training events.”*

Another writer described the failure to implement
PDD-56 differently. He attributed the failure to



continued congressional pressure over who would
make decisions about when and where to deploy
American forces, and to organizational friction at the
departmental level, that combined to produce a style
of presidential decisionmaking relying on a small
group of key advisors.” Some officials in government
at the time have a still different explanation. They
claim that not using the PDD-56 structure stemmed
simply from the fact that interagency cooperation and
personal relations between key policymakers became
so much better that no real need for the formal PDD-56
mechanism arose.®

Whatever the reason for the lack of use of the struc-
ture established by PDD-56, the Bush administration
lost no time in getting rid of the directive. The general
approach of the new administration seemed to be
to reject whatever policy was being followed by its
predecessor. Thomas Friedman, in his column in the
New York Times, referred to this approach as ABC—
Anything But Clinton—when it came to the Middle
East.” ABC was initially applied across the board in
other foreign policy areas such as North Korea, while
also downplaying the types of threat that PDD-56 was
conceived to meet.

While PDD-56 was formally rescinded shortly
after the new administration took office, it was not
replaced with an alternative approach for several
years, not even when a true CCO first arose. When
it came to the initial decisions about post-war Iraq,
they were made by a secretive, little-known group.
At least that is the assessment of Lawrence Wilkerson,
Secretary of State Colin Powell’s chief of staff and a
former Army colonel. Wilkerson added that the official
ultimately responsible for ensuring at least some level
of interagency coordination and cooperation on vital
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national security issues, National Security Advisor
Condoleezza Rice, “was simply steamrolled by this
cabal.”®

Whether the work of a cabal or not, the results of
the decisions taken on Iraq have been a disaster and
may well be regarded collectively as the biggest foreign
policy mistake ever made by any administration. In
another column in October 2006, Friedman mused
that Barnes & Noble bookstores would have to open a
whole new section that might fill the entire basement
just to contain the books being written about the fiasco
that Iraq had become.’ The expenditure in lives and
money, the absence of weapons of mass destruction,
the increasingly diminished chances for Iraq to
become a functioning democracy, and the lack of any
contribution toward making America more secure and
achieving its goals in the war on terror will provide the
material for many more books yet to come.

And what was Washington’s response to these
colossal failures of policy and judgment — to rearrange
the bureaucratic deck chairs on the Titanic once
again. In December 2005, President Bush signed
National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD)-44
which empowered the Secretary of State to “improve
coordination, planning, and implementation for
reconstruction and stabilization assistance for foreign
states and regions at risk of, in, or in transition from
conflict or civil strife.”*

NSPD-44 did not end the problems in Iraq or make
any noticeable change in the government’s ability to
deal with post-conflict situations. As the Washington
Post reported on March 22,2007: “The U.S. Government
was unprepared for the extensive nation-building
required after it invaded Iraqg, and at each juncture
where it could have adjusted its efforts, it failed even
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to understand the problems it faced, according to the
special inspector general for Iraq reconstruction.”
In a stinging, wide-ranging assessment of U.S.
reconstruction efforts, Stuart W. Bowen, Jr., said that
in the days after the invasion, the Defense Department
had no strategy for restoring either government
institutions or infrastructure. And in the years since,
other agencies joined the effort without an overall
plan and without a structure in place to organize and
execute a task of such magnitude.

Lines of authority remained unclear in the
reconstruction effort. With a demand for speed and
a shortage of government personnel, much of the
oversight was turned over to contractors doing the
work. There was little coordination among the various
agencies. The result was a series of missed opportunities
to address the unraveling situation."

While NSPD-44 failed to solve the problem,
it did create a new bureaucratic entity within the
State Department, the office of the Coordinator
for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS). The
Coordinator was never given the budget nor the
authority to accomplish all the lofty goals envisioned.
His primary activity seems to have been conducting
bureaucratic planning exercises.

In one of them, a matrix of essential tasks to be
undertaken in the first 2 to 3 years of post-conflict
reconstruction and stabilization was drawn up. This
list of essential tasks runs some 50 pages. Saying a 50-
page to-do list is comprised of “essential” tasks does
not inspire confidence that this particular planning
exercise had much to do with the real world. The tasks
involved read more like what is required to turn a war-
torn country into Switzerland and would take decades
to accomplish rather than the 2 to 3-year period S/CRS
says is its planning horizon.
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The practice of looking to solve a problem through
bureaucratic measures rather than well-considered
policy, effective interagency coordination, and realistic
resourcing has not abated in the wake of NSPD-44 and
despite over 4 years of experience in Iraq. On January
10, 2007, President Bush announced a new strategy
for Iraq. In addition to a troop surge to improve
security, the new policy included economic, political,
and diplomatic elements. Instead of focusing on large
infrastructure projects, the emphasis of American
efforts was shifted to technical assistance programs to
increase the capacity of Iraqis to plan and shape their
country’s development.

The current coordinator, Ambassador David
Satterfield, told a Senate committee on March 2, 2007,
that at the center of this effort was the expansion of
the Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs), which
are comprised of representatives from the military,
the State Department, the Agency for International
Development (AID), and other agencies.'? An article in
the Foreign Service Journal does not give much reason
to think this strategy will be any more effective than
previous ones or that the problems of interagency
coordination are being resolved. It notes that
“establishing the teams in Iraq has been challenging,
in part because of high-level wrangling between State
and the Defense Department over who would provide
security, support, and funding. No memorandum of
understanding was in place to delineate each agency’s
responsibilities.”*?

It was not only the logistics of the PRTs that
were unclear, but also what they were supposed to
accomplish other than giving the appearance of action
and initiative to the President’s plan. The article goes
on to say:
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A common refrain from Foreign Service members
speaking about their experiences in new PRTs is that
they have felt like “pins on a map,” sent out so officials
in Washington could say they were there. They felt “cut
off” and were not given clear instructions on their role or
on how the chain of command between civilian members
was to be defined and function.

Part of the challenge to the State Department has
been to find the personnel to fill the expanded number
of PRTs. State had to ask the Pentagon to come up with
military or civilian personnel that could fill about 120
of the 350 new positions required. The Pentagon agreed
to do so, but only on a temporary basis."* Arguments
about 120 positions may seem strange, given the
Defense Department’s $400 billion budget and the 2.5
million members of the armed forces and reserves it has
at its command. State has only 6,500 Foreign Service
officers, and USAID only about 1,000, and both groups
have to be spread around the globe. Before we become
too critical of the Department of Defense, however, we
should keep in mind that the 120 positions in question
call for considerable seniority, politico-military skills,
and technical skills often involving foreign language
requirements. These are the very sorts of skills needed
by the military itself, and they are in increasingly short
supply, especially if long and repetitive tours are to be
avoided.

At least Secretary Rice and Secretary Gates were
able to work out a temporary solution to this staffing
problem. Not all the disputes between these two
departments have worked out so well. In fact, the
conclusion one would draw from recent history is that
while everyone agrees that an effective mechanism
for interagency coordination is desirable, it is not easy
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to achieve and often does not work. In the midst of a
CCO, it is difficult for any bureaucrat to surrender turf
or budgetary appropriations. What may seem easy
in a planning exercise in Washington becomes more
difficult in the field under actual conditions.

Washington politics, whether it is relations between
the executive and legislative branches or relations
between departments, conspires against efforts to
convert the lessons learned from the last CCO into a
structure that will make the response to the next CCO
better. Reorganizing the bureaucracy in order to avoid
taking responsibility for errors in judgment is not
limited to the next operation.

That process continues with the current CCO in
Iraq even though the war is well into its 5th year. The
Washington Post reported in April 2007 that the White
House wanted to name a high-powered czar to oversee
the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan in order to reorganize
management of the conflicts. They approached three
retired four-star generals, all of whom declined to be
considered.” One of the generals explained his decision
as follows:

Cabinet-level agencies, organizations, and their leader-
ship must buy into the position’s roles and responsibil-
ities. Most important, cabinet-level personalities must
develop and accept a clear definition of the strategic
approach to policy. . . . There is no agreed-upon strategic
view of the Iraq problem or the region. We have never
gotten it right in Iraq. These huge shortcomings are not
going to be resolved by the assignment of an additional
individual to the White House staff.'®

The State Department’s former coordinator put it more
succinctly: “An individual can’t fix a failed policy.”"”
And neither can bureaucratic reorganization by itself,
whether in the midst of a CCO or after it is over.
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Because the past may not be the best guide to the
future, it might be best to consider the full range of
possible scenarios rather than training to fight the last
war. One other cautionary note would be to avoid
an excess of ambition in considering what tasks to
undertake. Asnoted earlier, theS/CRS’s 50-page matrix
of “essential” tasks is neither essential nor doable in a 2
to 3-year time frame.

The aim in most post-conflict situations should
be to keep the country together long enough to have
a legitimate government take over. The emphasis
should be on security, meeting basic human needs, and
encouraging a political process that puts a legitimate
government into place as quickly as possible.

Iraq provides many examples of how not to conduct
a CCO. A stunning example of being distracted by the
irrelevant is the inclusion by the head of the Coalition
Provisional Authority, Ambassador L. Paul Bremer,
among his most significant accomplishments “the
lowering of Iraq’s tax, the liberalization of foreign
investment laws, and the reduction of import duties.”*®
Bremer would have better served U.S. interests by
spending the time he worried about taxes and import
duties on the implications of throwing former Ba’ath
Party members out of the Iraqi government and
disbanding the Iraqi army. Through these two actions,
Bremer effectively converted a disorganized and low
level of resistance into a full-blown insurgency and
civil war.

Hopefully, the tendency to prepare for the last
CCO will be avoided as well as the imperial overreach
that characterized what happened in Iraq. Instead,
each situation should be assessed to see what the U.S.
Government really has to do and what can best be left
to the international community. United Nations (UN)
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peacekeepers are cheaper than American soldiers or
civilians and bring with them the legitimacy of the
international community."” While some would argue
that the UN is an ineffective instrument of U.S. policy,
there is something to be said for sharing not just the
cost, but the responsibility, for the outcome of a CCO
with more than a rump coalition of the coerced and
co-opted. This is particularly true, as we shall see, in
a situation where the peace has been imposed rather
than negotiated.

To assess each situation that might involve a CCO
requires considering the nature of the conflict, the
nature of the peace, and the critical factors that can
prevent the peace from becoming permanent. In this
regard, there are two kinds of war, four kinds of peace,
and three critical factors to worry about.

The two kinds of wars are a war between two coun-
tries and a war within one country. The combatants,
weapons, stakes, and victims are different in each case.
Intrastate wars are also far more common today and
create much more complex contingency operations
than the interstate kind.

A war between two countries is usually over
territory. It involves the armed forces of those two
countries, which generally have some level of training
and discipline, and they employ a wide range of
weapons. They tend to inflict casualties on the other
side’s army and usually do not specifically target
civilians. When a ceasefire is achieved, the main task of
the CCO is to provide the time for a process that results
in negotiating where the border should lie. Through
monitoring the ceasefire and taking other confidence-
building measures —steps to be performed by outside
forces that are not parties to the conflict—the former
combatants can have the opportunity to settle the
underlying issues without resorting to more fighting.
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In a civil war, however, the situation is much more
complex because far more is required of outside forces
thatintervene. The stakes in this kind of war are political
power. The combatants are the army defending those in
power and the insurgent forces trying to wrest power
away. The rebels, and frequently the national army,
have little training, discipline, or equipment beyond
AK-47sandrocket-propelled grenades. They frequently
attack civilians because civilians do not shoot back and
are an essential part of the political legitimacy of the
other side. Because of these characteristics, civil wars
create the humanitarian crises associated with CCOs.

Since the stakes are political power, the fighting
can continue as long as neither party will capitulate.
If a ceasefire is achieved, the intervening powers often
must disarm most of the former combatants and assist
their reintegration into civilian society. A new national
army needs to be created out of some of the remnants
of the opposing forces. A political process, usually
culminating with elections, must be carried out to
establish a legitimate government. At the same time,
economic reconstruction must be initiated and basic
humanitarian aid provided.

Whether between states or within one, wars end in
one of four ways— (1) when one side wins, (2) when
peace isimposed by an outside power, (3) when a peace
is negotiated between the parties in good faith, or (4)
when one is negotiated in bad faith. A clear military
victory is difficult in a civil war because as long as
one side is willing to resist, it does not take much for
a low-level insurgency to continue. The problem with
political power is that it is hard to divide, especially
in a country where both the economy and the political
institutions are underdeveloped. Each side knows that
it will end up either in power or out of luck. There is
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little space in the political institutions or in the economy
left to inhabit for the losers of a civil war.

In a war between two countries, the fighting tends
to be shorter and more intense, but may not be any
more conclusive. When both sides realize their goals
cannot be militarily achieved, it can lead to a “hurting
stalemate” that provides room for the international
community to negotiate a ceasefire. A peace imposed by
an outside power is possible only if that power has the
strength and the interest to stop the fighting. In many
third world conflicts, the international community
bemoans the fact that a humanitarian disaster has
occurred, but does not have the political will to end
the war. That requires the willingness to take, as well
as inflict, casualties.

Often handwringing is preferable to taking decisive
actionwhen the problem is remote and little understood
by the voters back home. The current situation in
Darfur is a case in point. Three years after Secretary
Powell declared that genocide was being committed,
the killing continues and the international community
has done little to stop it. An African Union force has
been sent in, but it is too small and weak and lacks the
mandate to impose a peace. While there is mounting
sentiment in the United States to do something
about Darfur, concern has not yet reached the level
of actually provoking action other than speeches by
U.S. Government officials. Given the burdens of the
commitments to the struggles in Iraq and Afghanistan,
it is unlikely American troops will be sent to intervene
even if the humanitarian disaster gets worse. For the
moment, the policy seems to be one of asserting that
there is less violence, and therefore genocide is no
longer occurring.
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In addition to the frequent lack of willingness
to both take and inflict casualties, the problem with
imposing a peace is that those who do the imposing
inherit ownership of the situation. Secretary Powell
once referred to the “Pottery Barn rule” in regard to
Iraq.”! The principle that “if you break it, you own it”
continues to apply in an imposed peace. Ending the
war leaves the intervention force responsible for the
peace and the process that follows to make the peace
permanent. If it is a political process, the losers can
always claim the process was manipulated by the
occupying power and is therefore illegitimate. The exit
strategy is never completely under the control of the
intervening force.

If a peace is negotiated, it can lead to a mechanism
for determining the border in a war between two
countries or for determining a legitimate government
in the case of an internal struggle for political power.
In both cases, the parties have to be willing to accept
an outcome that may not give them everything they
were fighting for. So a peace negotiated in good faith
can, when it comes to actually implementing the terms
of the peace agreement, result in one side or the other
demonstrating bad faith.

When it comes to dividing territory, it can be more
politically expedient to live with an indefinite ceasefire
than to accept a line on the map that cannot be sold to
the local public. In the case of political power, the sides
have to be willing to surrender their military power
and take their chances in a political process that could
leave them with little or nothing. They would not be
the only politicians to believe a free and fair election is
only one that their side wins.

Finally, once the peacekeepers are on the ground,
they cannot control everything regardless of whether
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they are first-rate troops from first world countries
or third-rate ones from the third world. Three critical
factors come into play which can be influenced but
not controlled completely. Are the combatants willing
to accept peace and the risks that go with it? Are the
parties fighting over who will control lucrative natural
resources? And do the neighboring states, regional
powers, and others want peace, or are they more
interested in a proxy war for their own purposes? If
the parties see the peace only as a useful respite, or if
they are unwilling to accept any outcome that does not
leave them in power, the peace will not endure. If the
country’s natural resources generate large amounts of
cash, as oil and diamonds do, then there will be the
incentive and the means to resume the fighting. And
if the neighboring states, regional powers, or other
countries see it in their interest to undermine the peace,
then they can easily make it possible for the combatants
to continue the struggle.

It would be instructive to look at the kinds of war,
the kinds of peace, and the critical factors in terms of
a particular case. Iraq is not a typical case and does
not neatly fit into the categories outlined above, but it
is the most complex contingency operation currently
underway. While the Coalition forces wanted to take
and control Iraq’s territory, the purpose was not to keep
any portion of that territory, but to instead to bring
about regime change. That mission was accomplished,
but as the occupation dragged on, the political process
put in place was not accepted by all the Iraqis and
some outsiders. The peace that the Coalition continues
to attempt imposing has not held, and there does not
seem to be any political process underway that would
result in a negotiated cessation of hostilities. So U.S.
forces and the dwindling number of Coalition partners
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are stuck trying to impose a peace on factions that are
willing to continue fighting for their own aims.

That a great deal of oil is present in Iraq is not
helpful. There are almost no functioning democracies
among countries whose economy depends on
exporting oil. The opportunities for corruption are
simply too great and too tempting. Democratic
government means spreading the oil wealth around.
An authoritarian government can make sure it enriches
only the privileged few. Britain and Norway, both oil
exporters, had strong democratic institutions before oil
exports began. No country has had much success in
developing democracy and exporting oil at the same
time.

Iraq is thus left with parties that will not accept the
prospect of having little political power; with aresource
that provides an incentive for continuing the fighting;
and with neighboring states, notably Iran and Syria,
that would not mind seeing the conflict continue.We
shall have to wait and see whether an additional 22,000
U.S. troops can change any of those factors.
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CHAPTER 2

PRESIDENTIAL DECISION DIRECTIVE-56:
A GLASS HALF FULL

John F. Troxell

In October 1993 the American people awoke to the
morning broadcast of horrific scenes of the bodies of
American service members being dragged through the
streets of the far-off city of Mogadishu. A failed effort
on the part of an elite unit of Army Rangers to capture
Somali warlord Mohammed Farah Aidid resulted
in widespread carnage, leaving 18 American dead,
74 wounded, and perhaps as many as 1,000 Somalis
killed. The story has since been immortalized in the
book and subsequent movie, Blackhawk Down. David
Halberstam referred to this crisis as a “major league
CNN-era disaster.”! It led President Bill Clinton to
announce to the nation that the effort in Somalia,
after an initial reinforcement, would be completely
withdrawn in 5 months. Two months after the disaster,
Secretary of Defense Les Aspin left the administration.
It has since been learned that the Somalia debacle
also fed the appetite of Osama bin Laden to drive
the United States from the Middle East. One positive
outcome of the U.S. experience in Somalia, however,
was that it challenged the interagency to reexamine
its policymaking procedures.? The eventual outcome
of this effort was Presidential Decision Directive-56
(PDD-56), codifying the Clinton administration’s
policy on managing complex contingency operations.

PDD-56, however, did not work, as attested to by
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the growing demand for reform of the interagency
process surrounding the assessment of ongoing
operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. The purpose of this
chapter is to explain why the directive did not work
and what the challenges for interagency coordination
are in consideration of September 11, 2001 (9/11), and
the continuing conflict in Iraq and Afghanistan. To
accomplish this purpose, the author will first clarify
terms; describe the prelude to PDD-56 in the post-Cold
War world; and examine the provisions, intentions,
and ultimate fate of the document. Next, the attempts
of the Bush administration to deal with interagency
coordination, particularly as lessons from Iraq have
begun to accumulate, will be analyzed. Finally, the
principal shortcomings in the current efforts and
suggestions for the way ahead for the interagency
process will be discussed.

Fixing the interagency along the lines proposed by
PDD-56 addresses only half of the problem. PDD-56
and a host of follow-on adjustments and initiatives have
done a good job of focusing on the challenge of better
planning. But better planning without the capacity
or capability to execute the plan is fruitless. In fact, it
might be better to have properly structured and trained
capability, even in the absence of a coordinated plan,
than to have a well-coordinated plan in the absence
of capability. The author will therefore argue that the
predominant focus on improving the interagency has
been misplaced. As a nation, we have been reluctant
to adequately resource measures for furthering our
interests in the 21st century security environment. The
key to success in the future is resourcing the measures
needed to address the challenges of nation-building,
and the shortest route to creating those capabilities is
through the military, not the interagency.
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Clarifying Terms.

Interagency coordination is important even in
intense combat operations, but the primary concern
of interagency operations is lower on the spectrum
of conflict scale. The terminology used to describe
these operations is vast and ever changing. It has
ranged from the broad categories of smaller scale
contingencies, to military operations other than
war, to post-conflict operations, to humanitarian
interventions. More specific definitions have included
peace operations, the formulation under the Army’s
doctrinal response to Somalia, and more recently
stability operations, which subsumed peace operations
as one of the 10 broad types.* PDD-56 was directed
at complex contingency operations defined as peace
operations. The most recent policy pronouncements
from the Bush administration include Department of
Defense (DoD) Directive 3000.05, “Military Support
for Stability, Security, Transition, and Reconstruction
(SSTR) Operations,” and National Security Presidential
Directive (NSPD)-44, “Management of Interagency
Efforts Concerning Reconstruction and Stabilization.”
The DoD Directive defines SSTR as operations which
“lead to sustainable peace while advancing U.S.
interests.” But the document then goes on almost
exclusively to discuss stability operations which are
designed or established to “maintain order in states
and regions.” NSPD-44 does not include a definition
for reconstruction and stabilization.*

Thankfully, others have stepped in to clarify the
definitional jumble. U.S. Army Colonel Bryan Watson,
in a recent paper published by the Strategic Studies
Institute, has offered useful definitions. Stabilization
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is defined as the effort to create a secure and stable
environment and to provide basic human needs of the
population. It is most closely linked to the immediate
conclusion of major military operations and is partially
aimed at preventing the conditions that could fuel a
continuing insurgency. Reconstruction, on the other
hand, represents a shift toward creating self-sustaining
political and economic institutions that will ultimately
permit competent self-government. Colonel Watson
concludes that military capabilities under military
control are more suited for stabilization, whereas
reconstruction is more suited for civilian agencies
and intergovernment organizations (IGOs) and
nongovernment organizations (NGOs).

The key point is that the most problematic opera-
tions, those that have received so much study and
attention, are those operations and crisis situations
that require the blending together of both military
and traditional civilian capabilities and spheres of
operations in the gap between conflict and peace.
The military can win the wars, and humanitarian,
relief, and diplomatic entities can operate in the
“neutral” or “humanitarian space” to further the
peaceful development of states and their integration
into the international community. But how should
the government go about winning the peace? How
do we successfully transition from stabilization to
reconstruction? One recent study has concluded, “No
military solution is possible absent a political and
economic solution, and the persistent conditions of
insecurity prevent enduring, positive, political and
economic development.”® To be successful in the 21st
century security environment, the U.S. Government
must develop a conceptual framework and then
resource the needed capabilities to operate in this
dangerous middle ground.
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Prelude to PDD-56.

The United States has never been good at
coordinating and applying all of the elements of
national power in a synchronized fashion. General
Albert Wedemeyer, author of the World War Il victory
plan, argued that “our failure to use political, economic,
and psychological means in coordination with military
operations during the war also prolonged its duration
and caused the loss of many more American lives.””
For most of the Cold War period, we have been able to
muddle through and avoid irreversible disasters. But
we owe to fallen heroes like those of Blackhawk Down
and to the service members and civilians on the front
lines in Afghanistan and Iraq the debt of being better
prepared for the next stabilization and reconstruction
mission.

According to Michele Flournoy, the principal
author of PDD-56, “One of the most powerful lessons
learned during the 1993 operation in Somalia was that
the absence of rigorous and sustained interagency
planning and coordination can hamper effectiveness,
jeopardize success, and court disaster.”® Somalia
was not the first post-Cold War stabilization and
reconstruction operation, and regime change did
not begin with the operations to oust the Taliban or
Saddam Hussein. In December 1989 the United States
forceably removed the regime of Manuel Noriega
from Panama in the largely successful Operation JUST
CAUSE. The follow-on stabilization phase, Operation
PROMOTE LIBERTY, however, was another matter.
Planning was incomplete and haphazard; there were
insufficient civil affairs, engineers, and military police
for the rebuilding effort; and interagency cooperation
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was poor because many of the agencies were excluded
from the DoD planning effort.” Real scrutiny of the
problems associated with operations in Panama may
have been diverted by the focus on the Persian Gulf
only 8 months later, or because of the absence of a
“Blackhawk Down” type incident. However, the
Clinton administration’s political misfortune following
Somalia led to a major institutional improvement in
the conduct of interagency operations.*

The after-action review (AAR) process associated
with Somalia was intense, representing real bureaucra-
tic battles within the interagency community and with-
in DoD. The Army was largely successful in deflecting
attention away from its performance. The most critical
lesson from the United Nations Operations in Somalia
(UNOSOM) 1II peace enforcement mission, according
to the Army, was the need to improve the interagency
planning process (the Army was preparing to
publish Field Manual 100-23, Peace Operations, a new
doctrinal statement which would address its revealed
shortcomings)." The Army’s focus on the interagency
was basically well-advised, and Flournoy, as the Office
of Secretary of Defense (OSD) lead, recognized it as
such. Flournoy was intent on developing an integrated
interagency planning process that would both help
define the strategy and highlight policy disconnects
for decisionmakers.’? The military was also keen on
developing improved coordination procedures with
the interagency and proceeded to take the lead in
numerous developmental efforts. One of the most
important such initiatives was the establishment of the
U.S. Army Peace Keeping Institute at Carlisle Barracks,
Pennsylvania. This small but highly effective body
played a key role in the eventual development of the
interagency planning process that became imbedded
in PDD-56.
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The first post-Somalia test case was Haiti. Atlantic
Command (USACOM) was responsible for planning
Operation UPHOLD DEMOCRACY, and, along with
DoD, conducted extensive interagency coordination.
USACOM’s Haiti Planning Group prepared a
detailed “Interagency Checklist for Restoration of
Essential Services.”"® The Haiti Executive Committee
(ExCom) was established and developed the first ever
interagency political-military plan (POL-MIL plan),
which articulated the mission and an interagency
strategy. The POL-MIL plan was rehearsed prior to
the launch of the U.S.-led multinational force."* Other
interagency planning activities included those of
Southern Command, under General Wesley Clark,
who was quite active in attempting to institutionalize
interagency planning conferences; General Anthony
Zinni, as the Commanding General, 1st Marine
Expeditionary Force from 1994 to 1996, sponsored inter-
agency planning exercises in the Pacific; and General
George Joulwan, Supreme Allied Command Europe
(SACEUR), sponsored the major implementation force
(IFOR) rehearsal at Aachen, Germany, complete with
the full range of interagency partners.

One of the noted success stories related to conduct-
ing detailed interagency planning activities, complete
with a POL-MIL plan, was the U.S.-supported United
Nations Transitional Administration for Eastern
Slavonia (UNTAES). UNTAES was established on
January 15, 1996, with a mandate to demilitarize the
Eastern Slavonia region, including the city of Vukovar,
which had been overrun by Serbian forces several
years earlier. Under the leadership of Jacques Klein, a
senior American Foreign Service Officer, UNTAES was
able to demilitarize the region, monitor the safe return
of refugees, and conduct local elections. The territory
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was peacefully returned to Croatian control in January
1998. The planning process outlined in the soon-to-be
published PDD-56 was instrumental in the success of
this operation.’

The final post-Somalia, but pre-PDD-56, interagency
planning effort that had an impact on the publication
of PDD-56 was never executed but proved useful
nonetheless. In the late spring and early summer of
1996, United Nations (UN) Secretary General Boutrous
Boutrous-Ghali was pushing to conduct contingency
planning in preparation for a peacekeeping mission to
Burundi. The Tutsi/Hutu conflict that had produced
the genocide in Rwanda in 1994 was reappearing in
neighboring Burundi. The Clinton administration, in
contrast to its reluctance to get involved in Rwanda,
was a strong supporter of this effort in the Security
Council. A team of military and interagency leaders
and planners was sequestered at the Army War
College with the task of developing a POL-MIL plan
for intervention in Burundi. The detailed planning
effort revealed the extensive force package required to
achieve a relatively uncertain outcome. The military
balked, and the decision was made not to intervene.®
It was the detailed POL-MIL interagency planning
process that generated consensus behind the no-go
decision.

Concurrent with the last of these military/
interagency planning efforts, the Joint Staff, sensing a
lack of guidance on the subject, and not to be outdone
by the Army’s publication of FM 100-23, published
Joint Pub 3-08, Interagency Coordination During
Joint Operations, in 1996. The document discussed
interagency processes and players, outlined the
principles for organizing interagency efforts, and
assigned roles and responsibilities for joint task forces
(JTFs). Although the publication was a welcome
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addition, it did not “adequately explain methods for
interagency planning, coordination, and execution.”
Thus, DoD and other agencies reiterated the need for
the sort of policy guidance that would eventually find
expression in PDD-56."

Presidential Decision Directive-56.

The military was seeking three goals in its efforts
to transform the interagency process. Fundamentally,
it wanted to infuse better planning in interagency
operations, and thus it supported the adoption of the
military planning process. Second, it clearly recognized
the need for unity of effort. And finally, the military
remained concerned about mission creep and wanted
to delineate those tasks that should be specifically in the
purview of other civilian agencies. With the possible
exception of the third issue, the desire to avoid mission
creep, all of these objectives made perfect sense and
dovetailed with the needs of the interagency planning
community.

PDD-56 was approved and promulgated by the
Clinton administration in May 1997. The stated intent
of the directive was to establish a specific planning
process for managing complex contingency operations,
and identify implementation mechanisms to be
incorporated into the interagency process with the
ultimate goal of achieving unity of effort among U.S.
Government agencies and international organizations.
The planning process and implementation mechanisms
selected closely mirror major military innovations
and thus reinforce claims that PDD-56 attempted to
impose a version of the military planning process on
the interagency. This is perfectly understandable given
that a core competency of the military is planning, and
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that few, if any, other government agencies have any
specificoperational planningexperience. Consequently,
the structure of the plan and the supporting activities
enumerated in PDD-56 adopted the best practices of
the military.

Unity of effortwastobeachieved by theappointment
of an Executive Committee (ExCom) appointed by the
Deputies Committee. The ExCom was responsible
for the day-to-day management of U.S. participation
in a complex contingency. The ExCom was to use an
integrated interagency plan to identify critical issues,
establish priorities, evaluate agency concepts of
operations, and conduct the AAR.*®

The PDD required that a political-military
implementation plan be developed. Commonly
referred to as the POL-MIL plan, it was developed
using the generic political-military scheme as a
template. This template was modeled after the five-
paragraph military operations order, covering at a
minimum the situation, assessment, national interests,
mission statement, objectives, concept of operations
and organization, various tasks, and participating
agencies’ mission area plans.”” Unity of effort is a
desired outcome of the pol-mil planning process. This
planning process clearly supports two of the military’s
most important principles of war. The first is objective:
direct every operation towards a clearly defined,
decisive, and attainable objective. The second is unity
of command: for every objective, ensure unity of effort
under one responsible commander.?

The next two elements of PDD-56 focused on critical
practices drawn from the reinvigorated Army training
regime at the National Training Centers and the Battle
Command Training Program: rehearsals and AARs.
PDD-56 directs the Deputies Committee to rehearse the
pol-mil plan. ExCom members present the elements
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for which they are responsible to include all applicable
supporting agency plans. After the conclusion of the
operation, the ExCom is also charged with conducting
the AAR. This after-action review, a comprehensive
assessment of interagency performance, will include a
review of interagency planning and coordination, as
well as problems in interagency execution. Appropriate
lessons learned will be captured and disseminated
throughout the interagency community to ensure that
future operations do not repeat the same mistakes.”

The final stipulation directs the National Security
Council (NSC) to work with various educational
institutions to develop an annual training program
aimed at mid-level managers (Deputy Assistant
Secretary level) to train them in the development and
implementation of pol-mil plans. The intent is to create
a cadre of trained professionals who are familiar with
PDD-56s integrated planning process, and thus able
to improve the government’s ability to manage future
operations.*

Throughout, the military played a major role in
the development of various aspects of the planning
process outlined in PDD-56. Since planning is a core
competency of the military and the military’s focus is
on operational preparedness, it was only natural that
best practices from the military would migrate into the
interagency planning and implementation process. The
military also formalized the inclusion of the POL-MIL
plan in their own plans and orders process. According
to Joint Pub 3-08, “Interagency, Intergovernmental
Organization, and Nongovernmental Organization
Coordination During Joint Operations, Vol. I,” dated
March 17, 2006, “The commander will be guided by
the interagency provisions of the POL-MIL plan, when
provided, and will disseminate that guidance to the
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joint force in Annex V, the Interagency Coordination
Annex of the combatant commander’s OPLAN.”*Thus
the Pentagon formally recognized the importance of
including civilian agency requirements in the deliberate
planning process.

Interagency Planning Post-PDD 56.

Michele Flournoy, in a recent evaluation of PDD-56,
acknowledged that the directive had never been fully
implemented, although in those cases in which it was
applied, it generated useful planning processes and
tools. She went on to say that “the process produces
more than just a set of documents: it allows key players
tobuild workingrelationships, hammer out differences,
identify potential inconsistencies and gaps, synchronize
their actions, and better understand their roles.”? The
innovativeaspects of PDD-56 madesubstantial progress
in building institutional planning capacity, but pockets
of resistance to interagency planning remain, reflecting
both an anti-planning bias on the part of some agencies
and an overestimation of the effort needed to conduct
a full-fledged planning effort.” The lack of a “planning
culture” outside the DoD represents a significant
challenge to institutionalizing a standard planning
paradigm. “Whereas military officers are taught to
see planning as critical to success in operations and
trained in its finer points,” a Center for Strategic
and International Studies (CSIS) report titled Beyond
Goldwater-Nichols concluded, “The notion is largely
foreign to other agencies like the Departments of State
and Treasury.”? These civilian agencies also tend not
to have dedicated planning staffs or expertise.

The Bush administration had originally decided to
develop a National Security Policy Directive (NSPD)
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to replace PDD-56, and initial reports indicated that
it would propose some useful enhancements to the
interagency planning process. A new PDD-56 was
postponed, however. In the case of Afghanistan,
according to Flournoy, there was no person or entity
in charge of interagency planning and coordination.”
Douglas Feith, Under Secretary of Defense for Policy,
shared the view that the Afghanistan reconstruction
effort had been mishandled by the State Department,
resulting in a dysfunctional division of authority
between State and the Pentagon.”

The Bush administration’s long-advertised success-
or to PDD-56 — National Security Presidential Directive
(NSPD)-44, “Management of Interagency Efforts
Concerning Reconstruction and Stabilization” —was
finally issued on December 7, 2005. Its purpose was
to “promote the security of the United States through
improved coordination, planning, and implementation
for reconstruction and stabilization” operations.” It
establishes a Policy Coordination Committee (PCC)
for reconstruction and stabilization to oversee and help
integrate all DoD and civilian contingency planning.
It specifies that the State Office of the Coordinator for
Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) should take
the lead in integrating the efforts and capabilities of
the interagency for reconstruction and stabilization
purposes. S/CRS is also tasked with developing
strategies and identifying states which may become
unstable, a proactive and preventative approach
not found in PDD-56. Finally, S/CRS is tasked with
developing a civilian response capacity for these types
of operations. Several of the “military” aspects of
PDD-56 are missing: no specifics about a POL-MIL plan
or associated template, no mention of a rehearsal, and
no guidance for a training program. The AAR is also
absent, but NSPD-44 does direct the identification and

37



subsequent incorporation of lessons learned. PDD-56
had a strong military flavor; NSPD-44, in contrast, has
a distinctly foggy-bottom taste.

As lessons from Iraq begin to accumulate, there is a
great deal of focus on interagency planning. According
to Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, “ A lot of Defense
Department folks wonder where the rest of the
government is in this war. There is clearly a need for
greater interagency collaboration.”® Contrary to popu-
lar belief, however, there was considerable interagen-
cy planning and post-conflict planning associated with
Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. Numerous military and
other interagency personnel were very active. The
problem was not the lack of planning, but generally
poor assumptions about conditions in Iraq and about
uncooperative or unfocused indigenous leaders.* From
this perspective, Paul Bremer concluded, “We planned
for the wrong contingency.”?? Certainly the planning
process, although not nonexistent, was flawed. This
deficiency was addressed by the Iraq Study Group,
as well as other commissions.* At the core was the
challenge to harmonize planning, which for civilians
and military, Bryan Watson concluded, “means two
different things.” Watson continues:

The military planning process starts with an objective, is
handed over to the many layers of the military planning
machine adding in resources, strategy, intelligence,
training, and gaming. Given the objective, the military
will come up with a plan to achieve it. The civilian
planning process up until now has been much more ad
hoc and more conceptual in nature. The planning process
tends to concentrate more on developing the objective —
what it should be —and less on the exact details of how to
get there. As aresult, post-Iraq reform proposals attempt
to meld the two approaches—informing the military
planning process with the subtleties of reconstruction
challenges, and operationalizing civilian planning.®*
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Before leaving the issue of interagency planning, we
should revisit one area that seems to warrant further
consideration. PDD-56 and its immediate successor
NSPD-44 have focused on interventions, stabilization
operations, and reconstruction operations abroad. In
fact, PDD-56 specifically stated that it did not apply
to domestic situations. The aftermath of 9/11 and the
establishment of the Department of Homeland Security
have opened up an entirely new arena in which
coordinated interagency operations are critical. Joint
Pub 3-08 splits its crisis response coverage between
domestic and foreign operations. The potential exists
to adopt or, at a minimum, consider a new planning
model, the National Response Plan (NRP) and
its associated Emergency Support Function (ESF)
annexes. The NRP, last updated May 25, 2006, forms
the basis of how the federal government coordinates
with state, local, and tribal governments and the
private sector during domestic incidents. The ESF
annexes describe the primary means through which
the federal government provides assistance to state,
local, and tribal governments or to federal departments
and agencies conducting missions of primary federal
responsibility. They represent an effective mechanism
for grouping capabilities and resources under the
functions that are most likely to need to be performed
duringactual or potentialincidents wherea coordinated
federal response is required. The ESF scheme provides
a modular structure for identifying the precise
components that can best address the requirements of
a particular incident.*® The new strategy development
framework being developed by S/CRS, which includes
the delineation of Major Mission Elements, has some
features similar to the ESF approach.®
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Challenges for the Interagency Process and the Way
Ahead.

Peacekeeping is not a job for soldiers, but only soldiers
can do it.
Former UN Secretary General Dag Hammarskjold

There’s nothing wrong with [doing] nation-building, but
not when it is done by the American military.

Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice

The interagency planning effort that began with
PDD-56 and continues to evolve and strengthen is
focused on the development of the ends (the strategic
objectives) and the ways (how to accomplish those
ends). Butwithoutthe means (capabilitiesand capacities
to execute the plan), the planning effort is nugatory.
The major cause of poor performance in complex
interagency operations is the lack of adequate means;
as one security analyst has noted, “The real shortfall in
the interagency process is the lack of adequate capacity
to conduct operations outside Washington.”*

There are only two sources for the capabilities and
expertise needed to bring to bear all of the elements
of power to help right a failed state: civilian and
military. However, most civilian agencies in the U.S.
Government lack rapidly deployable experts and
capabilities. Civilian agencies lack an operational
culture and organization; consequently, even if tasked
to perform a critical mission, they lack the personnel
who are trained and ready for these missions. They also
lack the authorities and resources to rapidly deploy
them and to quickly establish programs in the field.*
Findings from a Post-Conflict Strategic Requirements
Workshop conducted at the U.S. Army War College
concluded that the lack of quick response capability
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by civilian agencies would ensure that the military
would have to bear the brunt of all essential tasks in a
stabilization and reconstruction operation.*” The lack
of civilian partners creates mission creep, as military
personnel conduct tasks for which they are ill-suited
or ill-prepared. It is precisely this concern with mission
creep that made the military such eager partners with
the PDD-56 effort. As one study has noted, the military
has always been a partner that cannot afford to forget
its primary mission — defending the nation:

Incomplete or failed integration of non-DoD agencies
into the development of strategy and plans for
responding to complex contingencies [could] also result
in demands for the military to perform tasks outside
its range of skills and competencies. Deficiencies in
the interagency process could extend the military’s
involvement in an intervention beyond the need for
unique military personnel and assets to cope with the
complex emergency.*

DoD, on the other hand, has the capability and
certainly the capacity to deploy that capability virtually
anywhere on the globe almost overnight. But there is a
cultural bias on the part of the military, nicely summed

up by Colin Powell while still Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff:

Let me begin by giving a tutorial about what an armed
force is all about. Notwithstanding all of the changes that
have taken place in the world, notwithstanding the new
emphasis on peacekeeping, peace enforcement, peace
engagement, preventive diplomacy, we have a value
system and a culture system within the armed forces of
the United States. We have the mission to fight and win
the nation’s wars. Because we are able to fight and win
the nation’s wars, because we are warriors, we are also
uniquely able to do some of these other new missions
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that are coming along—peacekeeping, humanitarian
relief, disaster relief —you name it, we can do it. . . . But
we never want to do it in such a way that we lose sight
of the focus of why you have armed forces — to fight and
win the nation’s wars.*!

Because of the lower priority of lesser contingencies, the
Army has planned poorly for stabilization operations
and is not properly resourced or structured to handle
these increasingly relevant missions. One study prior to
9/11 noted that “neither budgets nor forces have been
designed to take into account the sober fact that during
the last decade any major deployment of military
force to resolve a crisis . . . has ended by creating new
long-term force requirements to keep the situation
stabilized. . . .”** A more recent study draws the same
general conclusion that the Army mortgaged its ability
to conduct stability operations and deliver the required
enduring results. Also worrisome is the claim that
the Army’s projected Modular Force transformation
in effect discounts the importance of stabilization
operations, and fails to provide the modular and
scalable force pool of stabilization capabilities that are
required.”

DoD seems a little schizophrenic on the issue. On the
one hand, it has recently issued DoD Directive 3000.05
“Military Support for Stability, Security, Transition, and
Reconstruction (SSTR) Operations,” which explicitly
defines stability operations as a core U.S. military
mission to be given priority comparable to combat
operations.* At the same time, in the Quadrennial
Defense Review (QDR), DoD presents a strong case that
resources should come from the increasing interagency
and coalition partner capacities. An example would be
the effort to create a North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) stabilization and reconstruction capability
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and a European constabulary force.* There is certainly
nothing wrong with encouraging partners to do more,
with burden-sharing having long been a divisive
element of our alliance politics. But this suggestion was
from former Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, who some
have claimed supported a strategy of nation-building
“lite,” involving a rapid transition to local control.*

Efforts to create expeditionary civilian capability
have proliferated recently. One of the first was the call
for a postwar Reserve Corps in legislation sponsored
by Senator Richard G. Lugar. The intent is to deploy
civilian experts in civil affairs, law enforcement,
engineering, economic development, and government
operations as quickly as possible after the fighting
ends, thus allowing U.S. military forces to be
withdrawn sooner.” Another proposal is the Active
Response Corps, a State Department effort to increase
the surge capacity within the Department to support
stabilization and reconstruction missions. The initial
goal is to expand this capability to 30 personnel by
the end of 2007.* These efforts should not be belittled.
Capacity from any source is to be welcomed, but efforts
that provide such small increments of capability may
generate more difficulty deploying, integrating, and
sustaining them than they are worth. In addition, the
stance taken by the Defense Science Board seems on
track in this regard when it concluded that “the rest
of the Executive Branch has made very little progress
toward the development of operational capabilities
applicable to stability operations; and the Congress
has not provided Departments other than Defense
with appropriate authorities and resources in order to
develop these capabilities.”*

The capability to conduct stabilization and
reconstruction operations resides predominantly in
the military. “The creation of greater civilian nation-
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building capacity would not let the armed forces off the
hook,” military historian Max Boot has observed. “No
matter how much civilian management improves,” he
continues, “the bulk of the manpower for any nation-
building assignment would still have to come from the
Pentagon. The armed forces need to do a much better
job of preparing for such work. . . .”*® The military has
civil affairs, engineers, military police, medics, and
the full gamut of logistical expertise. This expertise
is organized and prepared to rapidly deploy and
is equipped to operate in the dangerous conditions
between peace and war that often characterize
stabilization and reconstruction operations. Eventually
the operation can transition to civilian capability, but
only after security has been established, largely as a
result of the early and effective deployment of military
forces organized for the stabilization and reconstruction
mission. DoD Directive 3000.05 explicitly places
a priority on stability operations and capabilities,
meaning the military’s long-standing cultural aversion
to the use of U.S. military power for nation-building
should no longer be a factor. The QDR recognizes the
need to rebalance the mix of joint capabilities and forces.
This rebalancing effort should be in the direction of
creating robust stabilization and reconstruction forces
along the lines originally proposed by the National
Defense University (NDU) study on Transforming for
Stabilization and Reconstruction Operations. This study
called for the organization of two stabilization and
reconstruction (S&R) division equivalents within
the U.S. military that would plan, develop doctrine,
train, and exercise for S&R missions.”® The details
of the organization are open to debate, but the need
for a dedicated capability within the military also
corresponds with the strategic argument put forward
by Thomas Barnett in the The Pentagon’s New Map
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(2004). Barnett presents a convincing case that the
United States needs to transform toward a bifurcated
military: one that specializes in high-tech, big-violence
war, and one that specializes in relatively low-tech
security generation and routine crisis response.®

Conclusion.

Trends in the global security environment suggest
that stabilization and reconstruction operations are
likely to be a major component of U.S. strategy in the
coming decades. Success in these operations requires
what the QDR refers to as “unified statecraft: the
ability of the U.S. Government to bring to bear all of
the elements of national power at home and to work
in close cooperation with allies and partners abroad.”*
Unified statecraft obviously implies interagency
collaboration, and thus the planning framework
originally presented by PDD-56 and since modified
will continue to be of prime importance. The military
aspects of the framework will also likely endure as
the military planning culture will continue to drive
the planning process toward acceptable and feasible
ways to accomplish the interagency-derived national
objectives.

The most robust planning procedure will not re-
sult in success unless the necessary means are available
to execute the plan. Stabilization and reconstruction
operations are so distinct from warfighting operations
that they require special organizations and capabilities.
The military will always be the predominant supplier
of these capabilities, and it will require a cultural
change on the part of the military to fully accept the
dictates of DoD Directive 3000.05, which puts stability
operations on the same level as “fighting and winning
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our nation’s wars.” DoD and the Army will need to
develop programs, organizations, and plans to be
more effective in the stabilization and reconstruction
environment. PDD-56 represents a glass half full
concerning successful interagency operations. Its
realistic planning framework needs to be coupled with
adequate and dedicated means to top off the glass and
allow the United States to be successful in this new and
complex security environment.
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CHAPTER 3

A “PEACE CORPS WITH GUNS":
CAN THE MILITARY BE A TOOL
OF DEVELOPMENT?

H. Allen Irish

The violent politics of the 20th century was dominated
by great powers, states like Nazi Germany or the former
USSR that were too strong. Today, it is instead weak or
failing states that are the source of international troubles
like poverty, disease, refugees, human rights abuses,
and, as has been vividly clear since September 11, 2001,
terrorism.!

Francis Fukuyama

In the aftermath of what at first appeared to be
successful and relatively painless “regime changes,”
the unanticipated demands of stabilizing Iraq and
Afghanistan in the aftermath of major combat
operations, as well as the strategic consequences of
possible post-conflict failure, have become painfully
evident. As a result, the national security community
has devoted substantial intellectual energy to analyzing
the challenges inherent in the aftermath of conflict
and developing new organizations, doctrine, and
techniques to address them.

At the same time, similar strategic challenges that
exist at the other end of the conflict spectrum —those
occurring before conflict—have received somewhat
less attention.? A cursory review of the recent conflicts
in which the United States has chosen or been forced
to intervene reveals that nearly all have roots in
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instability and a lack of economic and social maturity
that consigned those nations to the status of “fragile
states.”? Many scholars have suggested that the biggest
challenges the United States and the international
community face in this century are those posed by
the failure of much of the world to achieve a level of
stability that is typically an outcome of development.*

Although the United States and most other mature
societies devote substantial resources to bilateral and
multilateral initiatives to further the economic and
societal development of fragile states, the U.S. military
has had relatively little involvement in international
development and has generally not sought a greater
role in such activities. In part, this reflects the view of
many military and civilian actors either that there is
no appropriate role for the military in international
development or that involvement of military personnel
in such activities should be an exceptional occurrence.
This author argues, however, that increased military
involvement in support of this strategic objective as
part of a “whole of government” approach would not
only further the interests of all parties, including —and
particularly — the military itself, but would enhance
the military’s capacity to handle the more difficult
challenges of post-conflict reconstruction.

The Strategic Importance of International
Development.

International development in a form that is recog-
nizable today began in the aftermath of World War
II, primarily in support of European reconstruction.’
Although initiatives such as the Marshall Plan focused
on postwar reconstruction, they contained many of the
elements that later became common in most assistance
programs, such as a focus on economic development.
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Gradually, as Western Europe and Japan recovered in
the war’s aftermath, the focus of such programs shifted
tocountries thathad never achieved industrialization or
developed a market economy, particularly the nations
that emerged from the European colonial empires to
achieve independence during the generation following
World War IL.¢

As the theory and practice of international
development have matured, our approach has evolved
significantly, withlessemphasis on centrally controlled,
large-scale “macro” projects, such as dams and large
industrial facilities, and more on dispersed “micro”
projects.” As one development practitioner observed,
“The primary trajectory [of international development]
has been along a path that began with centrally-
planned, state-dominated strategies to market-led
polycentric approaches with the state as coordinator
and regulator rather than as the sole or predominant
actor.”® However, there is no consensus among
development agencies and practitioners on how best
to succeed, and, particularly in view of the failure of
many development schemes to ameliorate intractable
poverty in many developing nations, many observers
have concluded that international development, as
currently practiced, often does more harm than good.’

In light of the mixed success of international efforts
to promote economic and social development outside
the Western democracies, many have questioned
not only the efficacy of U.S. efforts, but also the
appropriateness of pursuing such goals with taxpayer
dollars. Indeed, what is the strategic rationale for doing
so? The National Security Strategy (NSS) establishes
global economic and social development not merely as
a worthy goal, but as a national objective. As the NSS
notes, “Helping the world’s poor is a strategic priority
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and a moral imperative. Economic development,
responsible governance, and individual liberty are
intimately connected.”’® In the same vein, the most
recent Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) argues that
“by alleviating suffering and dealing with crises in
their early stages, U.S. forces help prevent disorder
from spiraling into wider conflict or crisis. They also
demonstrate the goodwill and compassion of the
United States.”™

This is not merely empty rhetoric—the United
States has historically devoted considerable national
treasure on behalf of this policy objective. As noted
by former U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID) Administrator Randall Tobias, “The United
States” FY 2008 State and USAID foreign assistance
request is $20.3 billion, a $2.2 billion or 12 percent
increase over FY 2006 enacted levels. Given current
budget pressures, this increase reflects the importance
this Administration places on foreign assistance, not
just as a moral obligation to alleviate suffering, but as a
foundation of our national security strategy.”*?

The Military’s Historical Involvement
in Development.

Although they have not generally viewed them as
central to their mission, the armed forces, particularly
the Army, have long been involved in activities that
fall within the ambit of “development.” Like Moliere’s
“Bourgeois Gentleman,” who was surprised to learn
he had been speaking in prose, military actors have
been involved in conducting development assistance
without being aware that they were doing so.

The Army itself was established and funded in large
part to assist in the nation’s economic development,
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particularly along the country’s western frontier as it
advanced toward the Pacific. The 19th century Army
took the lead in accomplishing such nation-building
tasks as exploration, road construction, compilation
of scientific records, aiding overland travelers, and
improving river transportation. Army posts fostered
settlement by providing security. In the absence
of a mature civil service, soldiers often provided
basic governmental services such as mail delivery,
agricultural support, and maintaining weather
records.” These activities were not incidental to the
Army’s mission, but the result of a fully considered
policy and rationale for maintaining a regular army of
any size.™

As the United States became increasingly engaged
in overseas conflicts, it fostered efforts to improve
conditions in countries where the military operated
and, when the United States was an occupying power,
often did so beyond minimalist legal and moral
requirements. As one study observed, “The American
officers in control of Havana, Manila, and other cities
occupied by the Army engaged in efforts to promote
public health, judicial reform, tax equalization, honest
government, and public education. . . .”*> While some
of the impetus for these activities was to support
counterinsurgency efforts, much of it reflected the
progressive and reformist American character.®

This pattern of military involvementin development
activities, such as providing improved infrastructure,
governance, education, etc., continued during and
after numerous conflicts, including World War II,
Korea, Vietnam, and those in Central America."”
Particularly in the postwar occupations of Germany
and Japan, our efforts went far beyond those required
by international law, reflecting a fundamental

57



desire to remake those societies more in our image.
In Vietnam, in particular, fostering that country’s
development was a key component of U.S. strategy.
This led to the establishment of the Civil Operations
and Revolutionary Development Support (CORDS)
program, which supported the goal of fostering South
Vietnam’s economic and social development as a
principal means of defeating the Viet Cong insurgency
by capturing the populace’s “hearts and minds.”*®

In the aftermath of Vietnam, however, counter-
insurgency and stability operations fell from favor,
and the Army put relatively little concerted effort into
maintaining doctrine and capabilities. Evenso, virtually
every contingency operation beginning with Operation
URGENT FURY in Grenada confronted the military
with the need to address post-conflict economic,
governance, rule of law, and other development
challenges.” Despite this, political and military leaders
invariably continued to view these tasks as exceptions
to the rule that the military does not do “nation-
building.” As a result, the military typically addressed
these post-conflict challenges in an improvised, ad hoc
manner.

The inevitable requirement to address fundamen-
tally political questions in such operations further
exacerbated this reluctance to develop post-conflict
doctrine and capabilities. Even the inadequate
planning for post-conflict Afghanistan and Iraq was
founded on the assumption that the duration of the
uniformed military’s role in the reconstruction of those
countries would be brief, and that civilian agencies
would assume responsibility in short order.
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In the Aftermath of Afghanistan and Iraq:
A New Reality.

Well-documented difficulties in Afghanistan and
Iraq in the aftermath of the initial maneuver phases of
the wars have focused new attention on post-conflict
operations and their critical nature. The President
issued National Security Presidential Directive 44
(NSPD-44), which designated the State Department
as lead agency for such operations, instructing it to
“prepare, plan for, and conduct stabilization and
reconstruction activities” in coordination with other
executive branch agencies, including the Department of
Defense (DoD).# The directive instructs the interagency
“to anticipate state failure, avoid it whenever possible,
andrespond quickly and effectively whennecessary and
appropriate to promote peace, security, development,
democratic practices, market economies, and the rule
of law.”? The principle underlying this approach is
that such states must not come to be “used as a base
of operations or safe haven for extremists, terrorists,
organized crime groups, or others who pose a threat to
U.S. foreign policy, security, or economic interests.”

This policy directive, along with DoD’s new
directive on stability operations, has generally been
interpreted as a reaction to deficiencies in post-
conflict capabilities exposed in Iraq and Afghanistan.?
However, this policy guidance has implications for the
U.S. military and the foreign policy apparatus that go
well beyond operations following major combat. The
central operating premise of U.S. foreign policy has
always been that deterring conflict is preferable to
having to deal with it once it has broken out. Given
that fragile and unstable states are viewed not only as
the primary locus of conflict in the world but also as the
principal source of terrorism and other asymmetrical
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threats, the imperative to mitigate such instability and
fragility is obvious. While the NSS, as well as NSPD-44,
acknowledges the need to foster the development
of such states as a means of reducing that threat, the
means of doing so and the division of labor among the
instruments of national power is unclear.

If one accepts the premise that furthering the
development of fragile and unstable states enhances
U.S. national security and is an appropriate national
objective, what is the appropriate role for DoD and,
in particular, the uniformed military? Given that the
military’s participation in international development
has heretofore largely been peripheral, would increas-
ing its involvement be desirable from the perspective
of either the military or the development commun-
ity?* Let us examine these issues.

From the military’s perspective, it has generally
viewed involvement in stability operations, including
humanitarian or development activities, as, at best,
a distraction from core warfighting competencies.”
Operation DESERT STORM'’s rapid, high-intensity
conventional operations, followed by prompt
redeployment, represented the military’s preferred
mode of employment. Despite this preference, in the
years following DESERT STORM, an unwelcome
reality asserted itself. The nation called upon the
military, particularly the Army, to undertake a virtually
continuous series of unconventional or peacekeeping
operations of one kind or another, including Somalia,
Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo. As one writer noted,

This trend was a source of great angst among senior
military leaders and aggravated [their] long-standing
cultural aversion to the use of U.S. military power
for nation-building. These operations represented
everything military commanders hope toavoid: extended
and open-ended deployments, ambiguous political and
military objectives, no clear signs of military victory, and
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indifference among Americans at home for their sacrifice.
The increasing frequency of these missions around the
world, however, was dismissed as an aberration rather
than a forewarning of the future security environment
and the role of America’s Army.*

More significantly, the nongovermental develop-
ment community has, for its own reasons, expressed
concern about military involvement in development
or relief operations and has promoted international
guidelines that disfavor such involvement.”” This is
somewhat grounded in legal and moral concerns, but
is also likely to have been motivated by a generalized
antimilitary ~disposition in many development
organizations and partly by apprehension about
the emergence of another “competitor” entering the
fray.®

Regardless of what may motivate nongovern-
mental organizations (NGOs) to oppose military
involvement in relief and development activities,
the principal rationale they offer for doing so is
contained within the concept of “humanitarian
space.” In this view, humanitarians adhere to a
fundamentally different set of principles than do
military or governmental actors (primarily neutrality
and impartiality). Because they do not seek to achieve
a governmental or political objective, they seek
operational independence, or humanitarian space, in
which to accomplish their work.” Indeed, many relief
and development organizations steadfastly oppose the
use of the term “humanitarian” in reference to military
actions, or even those of governmental organizations.*
Such organizations premise their particular use of
the term “humanitarian” on the requirement for such
organizations to maintain a strictly neutral posture,
providing aid to any who need it without reference to
political consideration.™
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Military and other governmental organizations that
are involved in development and relief activities do so
not out of altruism or individual benevolence on the
part of the individuals involved. Rather, they intend
their efforts to support in some manner U.S. foreign
policy objectives. As noted by USAID official Michael
Miklaucic,

For a variety of reasons, [humanitarian] space —which
provides a comfort zone for contemporary humanitarian
and development workers—is shrinking. In particular,
we at USAID can no longer find comfort in this declining
neutral space — because since 9/11 U.S. foreign assistance
has been aligned closely and self-consciously with U.S.
foreign policy, and U.S. national security policy in
particular.

Miklaucic goes on to state,

Although this may appear to be an anomaly related to
Afghanistan and Iraq, it is in fact consistent with the
history of U.S. foreign assistance. Since the Marshall
Plan was established in 1947 U.S. foreign assistance has
been an element of U.S. national security policy. The
first recipients of Marshall Plan assistance were not the
defeated and destroyed axis countries or our closest
World War II allies, but rather Greece and Turkey,
which were both facing internal communist threats. As
the Cold War emerged U.S. foreign assistance was often
used to shore up allied countries in the developing world
to keep them from alliance with the Soviet Union.*

The observation that the United States promotes
development, atleast in part, to further its own national
security objectives neither implies nor concedes that
such relief activities or development projects are in any
way morally or practically inferior to those delivered
by humanitarian organizations. However, with regard
to the contention by NGOs and others that aid given to
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advance political ends— particularly that provided to
help achieve tactical military objectives —is somehow
not “humanitarian,” itis important to consider whether
political motivation of the part of the benefactor either
taints the aid in the eyes of the recipient or vitiates its
humanitarian effect.*

Although, asnoted, Congress provides USAID with
substantial budgetary resources, USAID is, in contrast
to DoD, an extremely small agency in personnel
terms, and its personnel have little, if any, role in the
direct provision of development assistance provided
by it. Rather, its role is more properly characterized
as management and oversight.* It actually delivers
virtually all of its development assistance through so-
called “implementing partners.” These are frequently
NGOs whom USAID either hires as contractors to
accomplish specific tasks or funds through cooperative
agreements or grants.”® The Agency has traditionally
accomplished its work through a relatively decentral-
ized process conducted with great autonomy by local
USAID missions, although that is changing some-
what.* In contrast, to the extent that military personnel
have been involved in development assistance, they
have largely done so either as direct providers or
through hiring local national contractors.”

Toward Full-spectrum Stability Operations?

Afghanistan and Iraq have persuaded the military
as well as most international organizations and NGOs
that they must — albeit reluctantly — accept that military
forces will necessarily be present and be engaged in
development-like activities in the aftermath of war. For
most in the military, as well as other national security
agencies such as the State Department and USAID,
the context in which this new emphasis on stability
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operations has developed hasled to a general conflation
of stability operations with “post-conflict” operations.®®
The new DoD directive on stability operations appears
to reflect, to some degree, that assumption. Although
it defines “stability operations” as those “military and
civilian activities conducted across the spectrum from
peace to conflict to establish or maintain order in states
and regions (emphasis added), most of its references
to specific tasks characterize them in such terms as
“rebuilding” or “reviving.”*

Given the historical disinclination on the part of
all parties to employ military forces to accomplish
such tasks other than incidentally to the aftermath of
combat or during peacekeeping operations, is there,
and should there be, a significant stability operations
role for military actors in preconflict settings? This
question is particularly provocative in cases where
the military would be working in support of civilian
agencies already conducting development assistance
activities. Certainly, greater military involvement in
development outside of post-conflict settings would
be controversial among NGOs and civilian agencies.

Absent the compelling factor of large numbers
of personnel performing traditional military roles,
civilian organizations would view a larger military
role in development with suspicion, particularly
since to the extent the development community has
reluctantly accepted military involvement in relief and
development activities, it has done so primarily in the
context of Afghanistan and Iraq.* Even so, the concept
of any military involvement in “humanitarian” work or
actingasadirectproviderofaid, eveninthosesituations,
remains controversial among NGOs. However, while
many civilian organizations acknowledge the need for
military involvement in a post-conflict context, they
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generally maintain their opposition to the military
acting as a direct provider of aid.*! Given that much of
the development community would have misgivings
about greater military involvement in development
in other-than-post-conflict settings, it is important to
consider whether the advantages of such involvement
would outweigh such potential opposition. Finally,
assuming greater military involvement in this area
is indeed desirable, in what manner would the U.S.
foreign assistance framework best incorporate military
assets?

Although DoD has historically consumed the
lion’s share of the national security budget, the
situation is quite different when looking only at the
foreign assistance component. The majority of the
State Department’s Fiscal Year 2008 budget request of
approximately $36 billion goes to Bilateral Economic
Assistance.”? In contrast, DoD currently spends a very
small amount on comparable programs directed to-
ward humanitarian assistance and development, such
as the roughly $103 million requested for the Overseas
Humanitarian Disaster and Civic Aid (OHDACA)
program in its FY08 budget.*® Comparing budgets,
however, does not reveal the fundamental difference
in how the agencies approach this issue.

As previously noted, USAID conducts most
development activities through third parties, and
its role, and indeed that of the United States which
underwritestheassistance,ispresumablylessimportant
than the beneficial effect of the assistance itself.** The
U.S. Government, as benefactor, is presumably content
to empower other organizations, which typically have
their own agendas and organizational objectives, on the
premise that doing the good deed is more important
than getting the credit.”

65



DoD, on the other hand, typically conducts its small-
scale humanitarian/development activities, such as
OHDACA or the Commander’s Emergency Response
Program (CERP), either in support of the combined
forces commander (e.g.,, Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan) or as a component of a
larger theater security cooperation program (TSCP)
conducted by a Combatant Commander. Because the
stated purpose of TSCP, in particular, is engagement
with military and civilian authorities, there is logically
more focus on its public diplomacy aspects—the
interaction with the local government and the people
themselves.* In TSCP doctrinal terms, these activities
support the “shaping of perceptions” and “building of
relationships with friends and allies.”*

This distinction between the work of development
agencies, where development itself is the primary
objective (the “end” in an ends-ways-means construct),
and the work of military forces, where the primary
objective is to engage with the host nation’s society or
government, perhaps suggests that the military should
emphasize the public diplomacy benefits more so than
the development outcome itself.*® In public diplomacy,
receiving the credit for a positive development
outcome is indeed the strategic objective.” This is a
false dichotomy, however, since both the development
outcome and the communications effect are strategic in
nature. But despite the two-fold benefit that could result
from using military assets in development activities,
the Combatant Commands have not widely done so,
other than incorporating rudimentary humanitarian
assistance activities, such as medical inoculations, into
theater security cooperation programs.™
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Synchronizing the Three “Ds.”

The United States has heretofore failed to exploit
fully all the capabilities it can bring to bear on the task
of fostering development around the world. In light of
the strategic requirement to strengthen fragile states in
order to prevent them from becoming failed states, the
United States should not only apply all of the relevant
instruments of national power to this task, but should
also do so in a coordinated and synchronized way. In
this regard, Canada’s approach to this issue can be
instructive.

Canada, as a small nation, cannot duplicate U.S.
military or diplomatic capabilities, but, like the Nordic
countries, it has chosen to exercise influence through
such initiatives as peacekeeping. In keeping with this
policy preference, Canada has held responsibility
for the operation of the Kandahar Provincial
Reconstruction Team (PRT) in Afghanistan since
August2005. Itis in that context that Canada’s “3-Ds” —
defense, development, and diplomacy —approach has
manifested itself.” This strategy, also characterized as
the “whole of government” strategy, essentially seeks
to integrate and utilize these three principal elements
of national power to achieve strategic objectives. This
concept is not entirely new, resembling in some ways
the emerging approach to effects-based operations,
which seeks to expand the planning and conduct
of operations from a predominantly force-oriented,
military-on-military approach to one that incorporates
all elements of national power (diplomatic, informa-
tion, military and economic, or DIME) and directs
them against an adversary’s nodes using system-of-
systems PMESII analysis.™

The Netherlands is employing a similar approach in
its Afghanistan role. The Dutch, who operate a PRT in
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Uruzgan Province, have consciously adopted the 3Ds
approach.”A recent conference held in the Netherlands
on this topic issued an excellent compilation of the
elements of the 3Ds approach. These recommendations
set out an integrated and collaborative approach to
development that emphasizes interagency cooperation
and specifically urges against organizational stove-
piping. Additionally, the Netherlands organizes its
PRTs around the central proposition, “Be as civilian as
possible and as military as necessary.”*

This approach, even as adopted by countries that
have traditionally had less contentious relationships
with the development community than has the
United States, has raised concerns among NGOs.
For example, the Canadian Council for International
Cooperation (CCIC) expressed a familiar NGO doubt
about the implications of the new “integrated” model
for “international cooperation in situations of conflict.”
In the CCIC’s view, “Integration of humanitarian
assistance within military and foreign policy challenges
fundamental humanitarian principles of neutrality and
independence, and threatens the effectiveness of life-
saving assistance.”*

In the U.S. approach to integrating the three “Ds,”
however, the dynamic between civilian and military
elements has all too often been one of competition, not
cooperation. For example, although the coalition had
established a relatively successful template for PRTs in
Afghanistan (with military commanders augmented
and supported by civilians), when the concept was
proposed for Iraq, Secretary of State Condoleezza
Rice strongly advocated that Iraqi PRTs be led and
predominantly staffed by State Department civilians,
particularly in the operational and functional positions,
but the process has been marked by interagency
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disputes.® By all accounts, the performance of PRTs in
Iraq has been deficient.

For example, the Special Inspector General for Iraq
Reconstruction, Stewart Bowen, issued this evaluation
of Iraq PRTs:

As reported during numerous interviews with civilian
officials and military officers directly involved with
managing the PRT program, a basic problem had been
the poor working relationship between the [Embassy’s
National Coordination Team] and [military] elements.
Contributing factors included [State’s] inability to fill
staff positions; program leadership and control issues,
including employment of civil affairs assets; and
disagreement over the PRT mission.”

This reference (along with many others) to the problems
with State-led PRTs in Iraq is not intended to apportion
blame between the State and Defense Departments,
but rather to highlight how far the United States must
go to build interagency cooperation and implement a
true 3-Ds approach.”®

Given such recent difficulties in integrating the
3-Ds in a post-conflict environment, is there hope
that these capabilities can be successfully applied to
preconflict challenges in a way that takes advantage of
the comparative advantages of each element of national
power? Indeed, given a historical lack of enthusiasm
on the part of both DoD and Department of State (DoS)
for pursuing a “whole of government” approach to
stability operations, do military assets possess special
capabilities that provide them a comparative advantage
in development activities?

There are indeed several important advantages
that the military possesses in a post-conflict setting
that apply throughout the entire spectrum of conflict:
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military personnel are subject to military discipline,
can be involuntarily mobilized and deployed to
insecure environments, and have the capability to
operate independently once there. That it is difficult to
require civilian personnel —including Foreign Service
officers—to serve for extended periods in unpleasant
and dangerous settings is the major impediment to a
larger civilian role in stability operations.” Secretary
Rice has adopted as one of her major initiatives the
concept of “transformational diplomacy.” Among other
things, transformational diplomacy seeks to reposition
State Department employees away from European
capitals to places where their skills are needed more.*
To date, however, for a variety of reasons, it is unlikely
that significant numbers of civilians (Whether from DoS
or other agencies) could be involuntarily dispatched to
insecure pre- or post-conflict arenas.®!

An Operational Concept for a Military Role
in Development.

With the acknowledged strategic goals of fostering
international development and poverty reduction, it
makes no sense to abstain from using the most robust
element of national power assuming there is enough
of it. Given that using military resources could have
synergistic effects by both promoting development
and creating a full range of political, military, and
economic effects, under what operational concept
could military assets be employed? The military
possesses a number of quite relevant capabilities, some
of which have self-evident application in stability
operations in general and development in particular.®
Specifically, engineers and medical units have robust
capabilities that they have applied to developing
infrastructure and delivering humanitarian medical
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services. To the extent that warfighting requirements
permit, such assets can be (and have been) deployed in
support of U.S. engagement with developing nations.*®
However, in addition to units with capabilities that can
translate from warfighting to development, the Army
and Marines both maintain a relatively robust civil
affairs capability fundamentally designed for stability
operations, including having doctrinal capabilities that
explicitly support development activities.*

Despite these capabilities, military assets in general
and civil affairs units in particular, have not been
extensively utilized in Phase 0 stability operations. A
number of organizational, conceptual, and legal factors
are responsible for this under-utilization.®> Much of
the relevant force, particularly for civil affairs, resides
in the Reserve component, and many commanders
view it as difficult to access, particularly for other than
short-duration training deployments.®® Additionally,
although Combatant Command (COCOM) staffs have
some level of civil-military expertise and typically
have habitual relationships with reserve civil affairs
organizations, this organizational construct has not
heretofore resulted in large numbers of detailed,
executable civil affairs plans that are focused on
development activities.

There are a number of other structural and
conceptual problems that have impeded using civil
affairs and similar forces to support development
activities. The way in which USAID has traditionally
accomplished its development assistance mission
has frequently not meshed well with DoD’s highly
centralized and detailed planning and execution
culture. Well-staffed COCOM’s have responsibility for
all military operations taking place in large geographic
areas, while international development is highly
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decentralized, with the U.S. Ambassador, USAID
mission chief, and other members of the country team
directing activities in their country. That the U.S.
Director of Foreign Assistance has only recently put
in place a requirement that, for the first time, country
teams develop plans in conformance with a national-
level strategic framework highlights how fragmented
foreign assistance has traditionally been.®

Those familiar with military planning processes
would undoubtedly be astonished to learn that we
have heretofore conducted a strategically important
and costly governmental function like foreign
assistance without formal strategic guidance or a
requirement for detailed planning. Indeed, because
of their fundamentally different structures and ways
of pursuing U.S. foreign policy objectives, effecting
the critical connections between Defense and State
in planning, coordination, and execution of specific
projects has often been difficult.®®

This disconnect is particularly problematic in that
most discrete TSCP activities are generated through
a system under which the U.S. ambassador requests
military support, whether for military-to-military
activities or otherwise.”” Although the assignment of
an Office of Military Cooperation or attaché to the
country team adequately supports traditional security
assistance activities, there is generally no comparable
established mechanism to integrate military capabilities
into development planning or execution.

Beyond these structural problems, many argue that
such development activities are not a core military
competency, and that there is neither a need for nor a
comparative advantage to using military assets in that
capacity. While that observation might well be true of
traditional warfighters, the presence of special purpose
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units, particularly civil affairs, which are doctrinally
capable of supporting development, undercuts this
contention.”’ Indeed, the relevance of civil affairs to
a development mission is reflected in the fact that its
personnel frequently refer to themselves as a “peace
corps with guns.” Moreover, employing civil affairs
and similar assets in support of country development
strategies not only brings additional capabilities to
bear, but also has the important collateral benefit of
providing engaged participants, particularly those
from special purpose forces, with much needed
experience.”

As part of the transformational diplomacy initiative
to reform how the United States conducts foreign
assistance, the State Department is proposing to
implement, at least in theory, a “whole of government”
approach.”?  Although  post-conflict challenges
engendered new DoD policy support for stability
operations, operations in Afghanistan and Iraq will
eventually wane. Given the strategic importance of
reducing poverty and fostering development, it would
be regrettable if DoD, as it did after Vietnam, seeks
to avoid these challenges and return to business as
usual following the current conflicts.”” Despite only
intermittent and unfocused use of the military in
support of international development efforts in the
past, this area is ripe for greater utilization of military —
particularly civil affairs — forces.

Conclusion.
Given that the importance of improving conditions
in lagging parts of the world, such as Africa, is

not seriously disputed, why is the United States
not pursuing, or at least seriously considering, a
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“whole of government” approach to development?”
Unfortunately, the disputes over roles and
responsibilities in international relations have proven
to be an impediment to cooperation. DoD is seeking
new authorities to conduct operations that State views
as infringing on its primacy in conducting foreign
affairs, such as an expansion of DoD’s recently gained
authorities under Section 1206 of the National Defense
Authorization Act and its efforts to gain additional
authorities.”” While appropriate new authority for
DoD to conduct its operations, including humanitarian
operations, is necessary and useful, interagency
cooperation, rather than competition, between DoS
and DoD would further both their interests.

There have been reports of unhappiness at the
ambassadorial level as well.” Senator Richard Lugar’s
committee conducted an examination of this issue
during the last Congress and found a number of
areas in which there was friction between State and
Defense.”” Obviously, antagonism between these
important agencies is counterproductive and must be
avoided or at least minimized. A role for the military in
international development will be, by necessity, small,
and this chapter does not advocate a primary role for
the military, or even for civil affairs forces. However,
given that the military will inevitably conduct such
operations in post-conflict settings or peacekeeping
operations, participation in Phase 0 operations
will provide the experience and understanding
to its specialized troops that they need in order to
accomplish these difficult tasks effectively. The “whole
of government” approach logically applies at all points
of the conflict spectrum. Although the military often
speaks of “force multipliers,” the counterproductive
focus on who is in charge of stability operations quite
clearly fails to qualify as one.
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CHAPTER 4

THE PERILS OF PLANNING:
LESSONS FROM AFGHANISTAN AND IRAQ

Joseph J. Collins

For planners and bureaucrats, Afghanistan and Iraq
appear to present a puzzle.! In Afghanistan, on one
hand, we had little time for planning; we did lots of
innovative things on the cheap; our small, international
force has taken relatively few casualties; we have had
strong local and international support; and, even with
recent setbacks by most accounts, a good outcome is
possible and even likely.? On the other hand, in Iraq,
we had over a year to plan; our national policy has
been expensive and often unimaginative; a relatively
large, primarily American force has taken over 30,000
casualties; wehavehad severe and continuing problems
with local and international support; and the outcome
is still very much in doubt. In terms of international
legitimacy, Afghanistan—a war of necessity for the
United States—deserves an “A” grade, while the
conflict in Iraq—a war of choice —in its best moments
has been a “C-".

A wag might conclude from the above recitation
that Americans should avoid planning at all costs. It
brings bad luck, stifles creativity, and interferes with
our penchant for achieving success through our normal
standard operating procedure: the application of great
amounts of material resources guided by brilliant
improvisation and dumb luck.
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This conclusion would, however, be flawed. As
President Dwight Eisenhower was fond of saying,
“Plans are nothing; planning is everything.” Our
problem in Iraq was not too much planning, but not
enough of it. Problems in planning contributed to
serious shortcomings connected with Operation IRAQI
FREEDOM. With 3 years of hindsight, it is clear that
these shortcomings included:

A series of unchecked, sensitive assumptions
that overemphasized potential Iraqi gratitude
and patience, but underestimated the problems
of occupying a fractious Muslim country the
size of California;

Ineffective civil and military plans for stability
operations;

The provision of inadequate forces to occupy
and secure Iraq, which encouraged the initiation
of an insurgency;

Inadequate military reaction to rioting and
looting in the immediate post-conflict environ-
ment, which further encouraged lawlessness
and insurgency;

Slow civil and military reaction to the growing
insurgency;

Problematical funding and contracting mech-
anisms that slowed services and basic recon-
struction, both of which were a partial antidote
to insurgency;

Failure to make effective use of former Iraqi
military forces, which, when coupled with
deep de-Ba’athification, further alienated the
Sunni minority and deprived the government
of skilled technocrats;

Slow and, at first, ineffective development of
new Iraqi security forces;
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* Inability to provide enough trained civilian
officials, diplomats, and aid workers to conduct
effective stabilization and reconstruction activi-
ties; and,

* Slow creation of an interim Iraqi authority
that could have minimized the perception of
occupation and enhanced the perception of
liberation.?

Successful innovation and favorable circumstances
on the ground made the war in Afghanistan easier
than the one in Iraq, but the planning problems in both
cases have had much in common with other complex
contingencies, such as Somalia, Bosnia, and Kosovo.
All of these cases have demonstrated the limitations
of stove-piped, single-agency planning systems. In the
future, we will have to conduct planning in a dynamic
security environment marked by numerous challenges,
and will accordingly need to be highly adaptive. Not
only must we do better in mid-range interagency
planning, but we will also have to develop and refine
new capabilities to deal with the nonmilitary aspects
of contingencies. In turn, this will require changes in
the organizational cultures of the armed forces and the
Department of State. The first step in understanding
this challenge will be to appreciate the environment in
which it will take place.

Security Environment.

First, U.S. conventional military power is un-
paralleled. No country or nonstate actor in its right
mind seeks conventional battle with the United States.
Operation IRAQI FREEDOM demonstrated that the
armed forces, with minimal allied help, can attack a
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significant opponent at a 1:6 force ratio disadvantage,
destroy its forces, and topple a mature, entrenched
authoritarian regime, all in a few weeks. Unfortunately,
however, Operation IRAQI FREEDOM also showed
that victory in war today is much more dearly obtained
than success in an initial military operation.

For our enemies, guerrilla tactics and terrorism—
pre-conflict, post-conflict, and extra-conflict—are the
order of the day. Atthe same time, the U.S. armed forces,
generally oriented on conventional operations, have
been slow to adapt to this new kind of war, a problem
we have seen many times in our history, albeit under
different circumstances. In both Afghanistan and Iraq,
ittook over a year to adapt to the requirements posed by
stabilization and reconstruction in a counterinsurgency
environment.

Not only are American planners often surprised
by the “What kind of war is this?” questions, but
they also have not done well in thinking beyond the
last bullet of what appears to be the climactic battle
of a war. Once enmeshed in post-conflict stability
operations, the United States has had great difficulty
in establishing effective unity of effort and coherent
chains of command. In the Cold War and thereafter, the
United States has consistently done poorly at bridging
the wide gap between success in battle and victory in
war.

Second, inrecentyears, the United States has entered
into conflicts only in areas that were undergoing some
sort of humanitarian crisis, which has been a focal
point of the war effort or a critical factor in winning
the support of the local populace. In these operations,
winning the war and solving the humanitarian crisis
both had to be first-priority activities, especially since
the armies of developed nations have the will and
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technology to assure the welfare of civilian populations.
A humanitarian disaster —a tragedy in its own right —
could create the perception of a Pyrrhic victory or
an insensitive policy. Intense news media scrutiny,
moreover, raises the stakes for democratic nations.

The military has also become a player in what
are normally civilian activities such as humanitarian
assistance, stabilization activities, civil governance,
and reconstruction. Military units, nongovernment
organizations (NGOs), and elements of international
organizations work in close and, at times,
uncomfortable proximity. The dividing line between
civil and military enterprise is further blurred by
the presence of government contractors who may be
performing formerly military functions or conducting
humanitarian activities similar to those of more
politically disinterested NGOs.

Third, in Afghanistan and Iraq, unlike in Bosnia
and Kosovo, there was no discrete, post-conflict
phase. In both of the current conflicts, conventional
war A was followed immediately by unconventional
war B. In turn, war B was complicated by the need to
conduct simultaneous stabilization and reconstruction
activities. Neither soldiers nor diplomats were ready
for this development. To be ready in the future, they
will have to change how they organize, plan, and train
for conflict.

Fourth, both in Iraq and Afghanistan, the insurgents
decided after a few months that they had to defeat
reconstruction in order to force the evacuation of
coalition forces and discredit the people who worked
with the coalition. In both conflicts, counterinsurgency,
stabilization, and reconstruction have become strands
of the same rope.
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Fifth, for the soldier, the news media and
information systems have gone from merely intrusive
to omnipresent. In this respect, conflicts such as those
in Afghanistan and Iraq are much more affected
by the media than the small wars of the early 20th
century.* Today, the ugly realities of irregular warfare
continuously stream into Western living rooms. Senses
of gain or loss and effectiveness or ineffectiveness of
operations, are magnified by the work of relentless
journalists, whose editors freely admit that “if it
bleeds, it leads.” Activities such as police training or
well digging lose out to grisly combat scenes.’

The nature of media coverage makes policy
execution more difficult and time-sensitive. With
intense media scrutiny, democratic governments
have to get it right early and keep things moving in
a positive direction. Where democratic governments
once had years to experiment with solutions to the
sticky problems of irregular warfare, today they have
months or weeks before the steady drumbeat of “all is
lost” begins to sound.

None of these facts about the media have been lost
on our adaptive enemy. Empowered by the Internet
and bad intentions, the creation of mayhem and bad
publicity for the Coalition is not a by-product of
enemy action, but its objective. While we are stuck
in the mindset of doing good and then trying to
get appropriate publicity, the media-savvy enemy
concentrates on providing self-serving footage that
everyone from ABC to al-Jazeera finds irresistible.
Indeed, the Internet and the 24/7 media environment
have provided the modern-day insurgent or terrorist
a potent weapon, one strong enough to humble a
nation that, ironically, is home to both Hollywood and
Madison Avenue. Al-Qaeda is in no small way the evil
spawn of globalization and the Internet.
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One scholar compared the terrorists” use of the
Internet to Napoleon’s levee en masse, where commercial
presses galvanized public support for France and
allowed Napoleon to effectively mobilize the entire
French nation. Here’s how the 21st-century levee en
masse works in Iraq:

Insurgent attacks are regularly followed with postings
of operational details . . . and tips for tactical success.
Those who use insurgent chat rooms are monitored by
the hosts, and, if they seem amenable to recruitment,
contacted via email. Insurgent sites contain everything
from practical information for traveling to Baghdad
to morale boosters for those currently involved in the
struggle. Videos of killings by the “Baghdad Sniper” or
[others] . . . are posted on the web. Cyber-mobilization
has changed the face of war, making it harder for the
United States to win in Iraq. . . .°

Clearly, better mid-range planning is essential for a
media and information environment that empowers
the terrorist and the insurgent and is intolerant of
missteps by great powers. More than ever, protracted
conflict favors the insurgent and the terrorist. As one
Taliban leader noted, “The Americans have all the
wristwatches, but we have all the time.”” Democratic
powers need wise policy and decisive execution if
they are going to succeed in stability operations. In
effect, they have to be good enough to win a protracted
conflict in an unprotracted time frame.

These problems are not likely to go away. While
some strategists believe that the United States will and
should turn its back on irregular warfare and stability
operations,® the future is likely to present a set of such
challenges that will require significant institutional
and cultural adaptation. In the next decade, the United
States—in addition to maintaining readiness for
conventional wars —must:
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* Continuestability operations and reconstruction
activities in Afghanistan and Iraq for at least
another 5 years;

* Execute counterterrorist operations activities in
the Middle East, Africa, and Asia;

* Support future peace operations in the Middle
Eastand Africa (Gaza? Golan Heights? Lebanon?
Darfur?);

* Beready to manage system shocks from regime
failure or radical changes in some hostile
regional powers (North Korea? Cuba?);

* Deter or manage traditional threats or future
peer competitors, deal with the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction (WMD); and,

* Improve homeland defense against terrorist
groups, including those who might use weapons
of mass destruction.

In the next decade, the need for effective joint, com-
bined, and interagency planning and policy execution
will remain salient. Major institutional planning
changes will require complementary changes in
training, resource allocation, and organizational
cultures.

Improving Mid-Range Planning.

The U.S. Government has already begun upgrading
mid-range planning. The aftermath of September
11, 2001 (9/11), saw the creation of a Department of
Homeland Security, a Homeland Security Council,
and a National Counterterrorism Center, as well as a
set of intelligence community reforms. There are joint
interagency coordination groups in many combatant
command headquarters. The Department of State
now has a senior Coordinator for Reconstruction and
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Stabilization to improve planning, and it has changed
personal assignment patterns to better support national
priorities, interagency activities, and the war on
terrorism. The United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) has created an “Office of
Military Affairs” to improve its connectivity with the
Pentagon and its various field commands.

In the Department of Defense (DOD), a new
directive on stability operations is being implemented
under the close supervision of energized defense policy
executives. Preparation for stability operations has
been put on a par with preparation for combat. The
2006 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) also emphasized
stability operations and preparation for irregular
warfare. Special Operations forces will be dramatically
increased.” In Iraq and Afghanistan, amid all the strife
and bad news, there have been highly successful
improvements in counterinsurgency —including a
new, joint Army and Marine Corps manual—and
security assistance operations. Military, diplomatic,
and USAID teams in both Afghanistan and Iraq are
working together much more closely than even a year
ago. In the long stretch of history, however, these recent
improvements will be recorded as the first baby steps
in improving our national capabilities to deal with
failed states and complex contingency operations.

The following eight recommendations will build on
these improvements and help planning in the future.
First, we need a new charter for complex contingency
planning. The Clinton administration’s oft-ignored
bible on political-military planning for complex
contingencies, Presidential Decision Directive-56,
was headed in the right direction. Early in the first
term of President George W. Bush, the Pentagon
blocked a National Security Council (NSC) staff
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attempt to publish a new contingency planning policy
document, all in the name of preserving the freedom
of action of cabinet officers and keeping civilians out
of the contingency planning business. More input into
contingency planning from civilians, of course, is not
the problem; it will be a key part of the solution. We
do not need to protect stove-piped systems, we need to
strive for more integration in policy formulation and
execution.

War plans are rarely briefed outside military
channels. Inside the Pentagon, only a handful of
civilians have access to them. This prohibition may
make sense for major conventional war plans, and it
certainly makes sense for security purposes. However,
when conflicts continue even after the last hill is taken,
when they include activities such as stabilization and
reconstruction that we want civilians to lead, there
must be a broader sharing of contingency planning
responsibilities. The 2006 QDR’s recommendation
for a new interagency document called “The National
Security Planning Guidance” is clearly a step in the
right direction.’ The QDR calls on this new document
to “direct the development of both military and
nonmilitary plans and institutional capabilities. . . .
[It] would set priorities and clarify national security
roles and responsibilities to reduce capability gaps and
eliminate redundancies.”

Second, every executive department should insist
on interagency experience for its most senior civilians
and make it a prerequisite for promotion to the senior
executive in civilian agencies or the Foreign Service.
Interagency experience should count as the equivalent
of joint experience for military officers. Too often,
the best and brightest avoid interagency assignments
where the hours are terrible and the rewards are less
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than those at the home agency. Too many inexperienced
junior personnel occupied the NSC staff in the last two
administrations. NSC personnel at the director level
should optimally be members of the senior executive
service or at least colonel or GS-15 level personnel. The
first step to improve interagency planning would be
to improve the quality of agency personnel across the
board and increase the number of the best and brightest
who have lived and worked in the interagency world.
The U.S. Government should also follow through
on its plans to create a corps of civilian and military
National Security officers who will become the masters
of interagency work. Plans are also in train to create a
consortium among the government’s higher learning
institutions to ensure a better focus on the needs of
interagency work.

It is often said that we need a Goldwater-Nichols
type of reform for the interagency community."" This
is a worthy ideal, but one must ask whether this
landmark legislation for DoD sets the bar too high.
The Goldwater-Nichols reforms of 1986 were stewing
for almost 40 years and were enacted only after a series
of disappointing operations where it was clear that
America’s military power was unequal to the sum of
its parts. Moreover, Goldwater-Nichols concerned a
department that is firmly under the command of one
powerful secretary. It also concerned a relatively small
number of congressional committees.

A Goldwater-Nichols reform for the interagency
would involve a wide array of departments and
agencies, and dozens of congressional committees,
each of which is as resistant to diminutions of its
power as any cabinet department is. Finally, if one
takes the thought of a Goldwater-Nichols reform
literally, there would be a shift of power from the
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cabinet departments to “the interagency”; that would
mean shifting power away from confirmable cabinet
officers to appointive NSC staff personnel who are
not accountable to Congress. Such a shift would
undermine hundreds of laws that empower cabinet
officers and ensure that many bucks stop before they
get to the President’s desk. Such a shift could create
situations where responsibility for policies becomes
fuzzed over. While a literal Goldwater-Nichols for the
interagency may be a bridge too far, it has the right
spirit. Improving interagency policy decisionmaking
and execution is clearly within our capability, whether
we pursue radical systemic change or step-by-step
improvements.

Third, in a related vein, we need a better system for
exporting interagency groups to the field. Interagency
coordination in Washington is possible, but in the field
during complex contingencies, the U.S. Government
habitually has either (1) a system in which one cabinet
department is nominally in charge, such as the Office
of Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance, or the
Coalition Provisional Authority in Iraqg, or (2) a more
cooperative system, such as we have today in Kabul
and Baghdad. This cooperative system features a senior
military officer and a senior diplomat working together,
with neither having overall charge of U.S. policy, and
both answering to their respective superiors. Today,
in both Kabul and Baghdad, the arrangements are
working well, but better arrangements may be possible.
Getting this system right should be the subject of war
games and experiments conducted by cooperating
agencies and supervised by Joint Forces Command and
the State Department’s Office of the Coordinator for
Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS). The United
States is not likely ever to have a “viceroy” system, but
more effective, efficient, and predictable arrangements
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that offer more unity of command are possible. We
cannot afford situations where difficult personalities or
ad hoc arrangements on the ground or in Washington
stand in the way of effective national policy. While
all potential solutions to this problem are subject to
criticism, we are today practicing turf-fight avoidance
and not talking about this critical issue. Experiments
and scholarly investigation may well lead to solutions
or at least a set of mutually acceptable expectations.
For its part, S/CRS at State—which will have
the national lead in reconstruction and stabilization
operations—must have an Active and a Reserve
response corps, full of interagency and civil specialists.
This will take hundreds of millions of dollars per
year, which Congress has thus far been unwilling to
appropriate. In the future, S/CRS should be able to
draw on the entire government as well as on the private
sector to build a tailored multifunctional team for any
specific mission. If the U.S. Government fails to build
this capability, there is little reason to maintain S/CRS
and the entire conceptual system that has been built
up around it, because it will remain a hollow shell, an
office with an impressive name but lacking resources.
Fourth, all improvements to interagency advice
and policy implementation will require cultural
and organizational change. To start, the military
establishment needs to focus its planning and training
more on victory in the total war, and less on success in
climactic battles. It is folly to pretend that success in a
“final” battle will lead directly to victory. Particularly
in cases of regime change or failed states, post-combat
stability operations (Phase 4 in war plan lingo) will be
the key to victory. They are every bit as important as
the ability to move, shoot, and communicate in battle,
the normal preoccupations of the soldier. However,
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studies of post-combat planning in Iraq show that Phase
4 planning did not receive the attention it demanded.
Washington deserves the lion’s share of criticism for
Iraq planning failures, but there were glaring holes in
the military planning effort as well.'?

Occupation, stabilization, reconstruction, and
other issues associated with state-building must be
better integrated into the curriculum of staff and war
colleges. Language and cultural studies are already
becoming more important for military officers. War
games and experiments also need to focus more on
stability operations. None of this is meant to imply
that the military should take over critical post-combat
activities from the State Department and the U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID). The
opposite is the case: State and USAID need to be
resourced, organized, and directed so that they can
fulfill the awesome responsibilities that they have been
assigned.

Fifth, the Department of State and USAID
personnel and organizations need to become more
operational, that is, able to lead in the management of
grand enterprises in unsafe and austere environments.
General Tommy Franks’s memoirs contain the right
thought: after the battle, you need lots of “boots”
but also lots of “wingtips” on the ground.” Absent
the wingtips, the boots in Iraq have had to do much
more than they should under optimal circumstances.
This problem continues to the present day, where, for
lack of civil presence, there is still too much military
supervision of reconstruction and civil governance
activities. In Afghanistan (and now in Iraq), the
Provincial Reconstruction Teams, which include
military, diplomatic, and USAID personnel, have
mitigated the “too many boots, too few wingtips”
problem that hampers coalition operations in Iraq.™
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The personnel strength of State and USAID is clearly
inadequate to meet their expanded roles in the war on
terror.

At the national level, the Bush administration is
grappling with this problem and has designated S/ CRS
to be the national lead. The administration must now
follow through and ensure that this good idea isrealized
in a powerful center of excellence. This office should
also become the centerpiece for interagency planning
and exercises throughout the government. Interagency
staffing has begun and should be increased. It needs a
healthy budget, which will be a problem in a poorly
funded department that is usually focused on current
policy, not mid-range contingency planning. S/CRSis
a toddler. This administration and its successor must
ensure that it matures into a robust adult.

There is a danger here in encouraging all of the
cabinet departments to get involved in post-conflict
stabilization and reconstruction activities. At times,
this has represented real value added. The U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, long focused on projects at
home and in bases abroad, has done superb work in
Afghanistan and Iraq. Other departments, however,
have not been so lucky. Many of them are not manned
to do these tasks and have fewer usable assets than
one might imagine. Others are likely to lack cultural
or historical perspective and rush in to try to do things
American style. Others have and will fall victim to
departmental SOPs, reflecting the old saw: “If all you
have is a hammer, everything looks like a nail.”

In Iraq and Afghanistan, participation by cabinet
departments with a domestic focus has been a mixed
blessing. Many well-intentioned efforts have ended
up poorly coordinated or out of synch with cultural
conditions. A number of show projects have had
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little to show for their efforts. Better coordination by
State and USAID, and better peacetime preparation,
is needed before agencies that do not have overseas
missions are ready to take their game on the road.
Stabilization and reconstruction operations should not
become an interdepartmental pick-up game.

Sixth, for the State Department and USAID to
become more operational, they must be better funded
across the board. Today, State and USAID spend (on
all of their functions, including security assistance)
less than one-tenth of what the Pentagon does on its
many missions. There are less than 8,000 Foreign
Service officers in State and USAID combined. With
this elite small force, our diplomats and development
specialists have to cover their extensive Washington
headquarters, as well as over 120 countries and 265
diplomatic and consular locations. State and USAID’s
chronic underfunding is the single greatestimpediment
to effective planning, developmental assistance,
reconstruction, and stabilization. State cannot be
equipped only with good ideas, while Defense has
all the money and most of the deployable assets. This
is a prescription for an unbalanced national security
policy.

As long as there are few “wingtips” on the ground,
the “boots” will be forced do move into the vacuum.
As long as State is a budgetary midget, it will play
second fiddle to the Pentagon colossus. If we want to
fix planning and execution for complex contingencies,
we must fund State and USAID as major family
members and not poor cousins of the Pentagon. At a
minimum, over the next 5 years, the Foreign Service
personnel strength of State and USAID should be
raised by 50 percent and the entire budget of state
and USAID should be doubled, across the board.
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Priorities for new spending should be given to public
diplomacy, stabilization and reconstruction activities,
and development assistance focused on preventing
state failure in the developing world.

Seventh, to get better at planning and executing
complex contingencies, we will have to untangle the
legal and regulatory impediments that hobble the De-
partments of State and Defense. This will be especially
important now, if State begins to operate in the field on
large-scale post-conflict stabilization and reconstruc-
tion problems. Many of these legal provisions serve
only to protect congressional committee prerogatives.
Still others are meant to prevent human rights abuses
or serve some other valid purpose. How else can
you explain that one group at State is in charge of
refugee affairs, but USAID is charged with looking
after internally displaced people? Why, given the
importance of law and order to development, is
USAID forbidden from funding and managing police
development programs, a major element in restoring
stability in failed states? It is tempting to say that these
dysfunctional legal or regulatory provisions should be
waived or eliminated. This should be done, however,
only after a full assessment of the rationale behind each
of them.

Eighth and last, to gain legitimacy and promote
better burden sharing, the United States should make
its most powerful allies full partners in complex
operations. We have run two operations in which
many allies were brought into the plan after the action
began. This did no great damage in Afghanistan,
where the international perception of legitimacy has
been high. Indeed, NATO has moved into the lead in
Afghanistan, having transitioned from peace operations
into combat a year ago. In Iraq, however, the United
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States continues to pay a stiff price for its excessively
narrow focus in 2003. History will judge the wisdom
of that decision, but, in the future, bringing the allies in
before the takeoff may make for a rougher flight but a
smoother landing.

Afterword.

As this volume goes to press, all of the modest
steps we have made as a nation to prepare better for
complex contingencies are in serious trouble. Congress
has refused to adequately fund some of them, and
our leadership has not fought the good fight to get it
to do so. S/CRS, for example, remains the national
leader for stabilization and reconstruction in name,
but it is still a woefully weak office. It has the lead,
but not the assets, to get the job done. Some experts
in Washington already wonder out loud: After S/
CRS is declared defunct or overcome by events, what
comes next? Other national security experts believe
that the issues surrounding state-building and post-
conflict stabilization and reconstruction are—because
of problems in Iraq—old hat and no longer crucial. As
one told me, “We won’t step on that rake again.” They
believe —like candidate George W. Bush in 2000 — that
the United States can turn its back on state-building and
stability operations and simply choose not to become
directly involved. Indeed, some recommend that we
return to concentrating on high-tech conventional
operations, and once again direct the preponderance of
defense spending toward the Navy and the Air Force.
This group desperately wants to focus like a laser beam
on conventional conflict and conflict scenarios in East
Asia.”

At the same time that the forces of bureaucratic
interest have begun to question our efforts at
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improving our governmental capabilities for complex
contingencies, the war in Iraq grows in unpopularity.
After every unpopular and costly war, the United States
has suffered a self-inflicted “never again” syndrome.
After the Korean War, we turned our back on even the
possibility of limited warfare and created a strategy of
massive retaliation. This was one of the great bluffing
strategies of all times, but one that, in the end, had
to yield to a strategy characterized by more flexible
options. After Vietham, we buried our understanding
of counterinsurgency so deep that we still haven’t
unearthed it completely. Needless to say, this pattern
of “learning” is dysfunctional and inefficient. It is not
in the national interest to fail to understand and adapt
to the environment that one lives in.

Post-Iraq, my worry is that the forces of bureau-
cratic politics will meld with a natural tendency to look
at tough wars and say “never again.” A new admin-
istration, probably with some perceived blessing from
public opinion polls, could defund our small steps
toward improving our capabilities to address irregular
warfare and its aftermath; disestablish S/CRS; cut
money for foreign assistance; and erase increases to
Army and Marine end strength and to special operations
forces. A new team could wipe out all efforts at making
State, USAID, and DoD adapt to the reality of a world
of failed and failing states. In place of improving
our national capabilities for irregular warfare and
stabilization and reconstruction activities, we might
even buy more high-tech conventional weaponry or
increase our investment in domestic social programs.

It is my fervent hope that the readers of this chapter
will fight ostrich-like attempts to turn back the clock
to the day when so-called experts proclaimed that
superpowers “do not do windows,” pretending that
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the United States can exist in splendid isolation from
parts of the developing world that desperately need
our leadership and our help.

ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 4
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CHAPTER 5

U.S. PROVINCIAL RECONSTRUCTION TEAMS
IN AFGHANISTAN, 2003-2006: OBSTACLES TO
INTERAGENCY COOPERATION

Carlos Hernandorena

In the aftermath of major combat operations launch-
ed by U.S. and coalition forces in October 2001 during
Operation ENDURING FREEDOM, the United States
and other participant nations were presented with
the daunting task of rebuilding the fractured Afghan
state. Following the rapid collapse of the Taliban
and the destruction of al-Qaeda training camps, the
United Nations Security Council enacted Resolution
1386 on December 20, 2001. Resolution 1386 sought
to support Afghanistan’s new interim government by
establishing security in Kabul through the creation
of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF).
Efforts were soon made to expand the scope of ISAF
into the Afghan countryside as a means of stabilizing
the war-torn nation.! Afghanistan remained unstable
due to lingering elements of al-Qaeda and the Taliban,
which began waging an active insurgency against
coalition forces and the Afghan Interim Authority.
Additionally, tribal factionalism, powerful warlords,
and the lack of any established legal system posed other
challenges to peace in the region.? Coalition and ISAF
forces found themselves fighting an insurgency while
carrying out Support for Stability, Security, Transition,
and Reconstruction (SSTR) operations.

As a result of the security threats posed to both
military and civilian personnel involved in recon-
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struction missions and of burden-sharing inequities
among coalition partners, U.S. officials developed the
concept of Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs)
in 2002 and established the first teams by early 2003.?
Consisting of both civilian and military personnel from
different government agencies, PRTs were designed to
spread the “ISAF effect” through a combination of quick
impact reconstruction projects, security sector reform,
and the extension of the Afghan Central Government’s
influence, allunder the protection of embedded military
forces. Initially, the United States set up the first few
PRTs along with coalition partners such as Germany,
the United Kingdom, and New Zealand. As the PRT
program took off, the United States began to hand over
some PRTs to coalition allies and ISAF participants.*
Eventually, by late 2006, all PRTs in Afghanistan were
placed under ISAF control.”

The civil-military and interagency aspects of
PRTs make them a unique case study. In order for
PRTs to function the way they were intended, high
levels of coordination between team components
were needed, yet not always present. Assessing the
manner in which different agencies as well as civilian
and military personnel interacted, especially within
a counterinsurgency (COIN) environment, provides
an excellent entree to improving future interagency
teams.

Although opinions vary greatly regarding the
effectiveness of PRTs in Afghanistan, much of the
literature concerning the teams views them as having
had a positive impact in the region. A report written by
the USAID claims that “provincial reconstruction teams
(PRTs) have been an effective tool for stabilization in
Afghanistan, strengthening provincial and district-
level institutions and empowering local leaders
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who support the central government.”® Another
report written by a specialist on support and stability
operations affirms that PRTs, while plagued with
difficulties, made a number of helpful contributions by
providing “a positive international presence in places
where there otherwise would have been only combat
forces conducting kinetic operations.”® Indeed, many
experts on SSTR believe that PRTs were and continue
to be a useful option for countries such as Afghanistan
and Iraq with the proviso that certain changes be made
to maximize the efficacy of the teams and overcome
some of the challenges they face.

While the broad debate over PRT effectiveness is
important, the key purpose of this chapter is to focus
more narrowly on obstacles to interagency cooperation
in the U.S. PRTs during Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM, specifically during the period 2003 to
2006. This chapter assumes that PRTs were useful tools
in Afghanistan and models to improve upon for the
future. As previously stated, there are various opinions
regarding the usefulness of PRTs in Afghanistan and
their potential in future SSTR roles. There has also
been considerable discussion of the interplay between
the PRTs and nongovernment organizations (NGOs)
operating in the same regions. These are all important
issues that must be resolved; however, an assessment
of interagency cooperation is particularly salient.

An analysis of interagency cooperation within
PRTs in Afghanistan is essential for determining the
optimum structure and guidelines of future PRTs or
other interagency organizations operating in COIN
environments. Considering the high probability
that future U.S. operations may involve support,
stability, and reconstruction functions, we would be
remiss to disregard the lessons presented in cases
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such as Afghanistan. The United States must prepare
itself to conduct SSTR operations in any threatening
environment in which insurgencies, terrorism, and
other dangers constitute a genuine menace to the
military and civilian agencies aiding in reconstruction.
An example of this need can be seen with the current
deployment of PRTs in Iraq where efforts are being
made to ameliorate dire security threats to rebuilding
efforts there.

The U.S. Army’s new COIN field manual, FM 3-24,
contains a section dedicated solely to explaining the
importance of interagency coordination for successful
COIN operations. It states that:

the integration of civilian and military efforts is crucial
to successful COIN operations. All efforts focus on
supporting the local populace and Home Nation
government. Political, social, and economic programs
are usually more valuable than conventional military
operations in addressing the root causes of conflict and
undermining an insurgency. COIN participants come
from many backgrounds. They may include military
personnel, diplomats, police, politicians, humanitarian
aid workers, contractors, and local leaders. All must
make decisions and solve problems in a complex and
extremely challenging environment.”

This quotation shows the importance of PRTs in
establishing a joint mechanism for dealing with
situations such as Afghanistan, where security threats
must be met with a multifaceted approach involving
military and civilian resources. Most importantly, in
the Army’s COIN manual explicates persuasively the
critical nature of interagency cooperation between
the various entities involved in support and stability
operations in a COIN environment.
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Provincial Reconstruction Teams: Development
History.

The concept of PRTs was notintroduced at the outset
of U.S. and coalition operations in Afghanistan. It took
more than a year from the initial stages of Operation
ENDURING FREEDOM before the integrated civil-
military units designated as PRTs were deployed.®

Planning for civil-military cooperation, deemed
essential for reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan from
the beginning, coincided with the initial preparations
for military operations against the Taliban. The
military coordinated with a number of humanitarian
agencies to prepare for the rebuilding efforts which
would be needed after the conclusion of major combat
operations. One author describes events as follows:

Humanitarian agencies, including InterAction the
World Food Program (WFP), were invited to participate
in a Coalition Coordination Council, based with the U.S.
Central Command (CENTCOM)inTampa, Florida, which
was created to enhance coordination between coalition
partners, UN agencies, and the nongovernmental health
agency (NGHA) community.’

As preparations continued for military operations in
Afghanistan, General Tommy Franks, the commander
of US. Central Command (CENTCOM), relayed
orders to establish the Coalition Joint Civil-Military
Operations Task Force (CJCMOTF). This task force
consisted of a command and control unit designed to
direct the actions of all civil affairs teams operating in
Afghanistan during Operation ENDURING FREEDOM
and to establish the precursors of PRTs."

Shortly after the fall of the Taliban in December
2001, the CJMOTF established the coalition’s first
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civil affairs teams in country. Labeled Coalition
Humanitarian Cells (CHLCs, or “chiclets”) consisting
of outposts of approximately 12 U.S. Army civil
affairs soldiers, they were deployed with the intent of
winning the “hearts and minds” of the local populace.
As Afghan reconstruction expert Robert Perito
explains, personnel of the CHLCs were assigned the
“task to assess humanitarian needs, implement small-
scale reconstruction projects, and establish relations
with the United Nations (UN) Assistance Mission
in Afghanistan (UNAMA) and nongovernmental
organizations already in the field.”"!

The Army civil affairs personnel composing
CHLCs fulfilled a role as noncombat troops with
unique Military Occupational Specialties (MOS). Their
background was primarily as reserve unit soldiers
with considerable experience in the civilian realm.
These “citizen-soldiers” were called to active duty
already possessing a vast array of specific knowledge
and training in law enforcement, cultural affairs,
labor, education, logistics, health care, and various
other areas of civil service.'? The purpose of these civil
affairs members operating in CHLCs was to provide
Army commanders in the field with readily available
and deployable sources of civilian technical skills that
could be adapted to minor reconstruction projects
throughout the Afghan countryside.”

In November 2002, the deployment of CHLCs was
soon followed by a plan to create Joint Regional Teams
(JRTs). During a series of meetings in Kabul attended
by NGOs, diplomats, UN representatives, and ISAF
and coalition military personnel, the concept of JRTs
was outlined. During these meetings, participants
determined that remnants of the Taliban and al-
Qaeda, in addition to increased infiltration of hostile
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forces across the Afghan-Pakistani border, posed a
significant threat to personnel involved in support and
stability functions. Participants were, of course, briefed
on the conceptual phasing of the overall reconstruction
effort. According to a report by Barbara Stapleton of
the British Agencies Afghanistan Group, Phases I and
IT involved the toppling of the Taliban and al-Qaeda,
Phase III related to stabilization efforts, and Phase IV
was labeled the reconstruction phase.™

Toaccommodate reconstruction efforts while simul-
taneously addressing legitimate security concerns, a
Joint Regional Team (JRT) initiative was designed with
three parts: (1) mobile Civil Affairs Teams (CATs); (2) a
civil-military operations center headquarters; and (3) a
contingent of combat troops to provide force protection.
The JRTs had four primary functions. The first consisted
of coordinating the activities of the numerous entities
involved in reconstruction, ranging from NGOs to
the Afghan Transitional Authority (ATA). Second,
JRTs would identify possible reconstruction projects
that could further improve Afghan civilians” opinion
of coalition and ISAF forces. Third, the teams would
conduct individual village assessments to determine
the needs of the local populace. Fourth, JRTs were
expected to liaise with regional commanders on matters
relating to security and reconstruction efforts.'

When the idea of JRTs and their intended mission
was developed and presented to Hamid Karzai,
the interim president of the Afghan Transitional
Authority, in December 2002, he expressed eagerness
to have the teams deployed as soon as possible. Karzai
did, however, present the United States and its allies
with one request: he asked that the title of the teams
be changed from Joint Regional Teams to Provincial
Reconstruction Teams, or PRTs. The Afghan president
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felt that the concept of regional teams promoted
factionalism, bolstering the idea of regions controlled
by warlords. Shifting from the term regional to
provincial implied that the purpose of the teams was
to “provide support to the government (as opposed
to regional powerbrokers or warlords) and to denote
reconstruction as the principal activity of the teams.”"®

The first PRT was formed in the city of Gardez
in February 2003. Soon after, teams were deployed
to the cities of Bamian, Kondoz, Mazar-e-Sharif,
Kandahar, and Herat.'” By October 2005, there were
22 PRTs operating inside Afghanistan, with 12 of them
controlled by U.S. forces. The other PRTs remained
under the control either of members representing the
Combined Forces Command-Afghanistan (CFC-A)
or of ISAF, led by North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) members.'

U.S. PRT Model and Mission.

The U.S. Government embraced three primary goals
for PRTs, the first of which involved enhancing security.
The United States, in conjunction with its coalition
partners, hoped to create a secure environment in which
U.S. Government agency representatives, international
aid organizations, NGOs, and UN assistance programs
could work to develop Afghanistan’s infrastructure.
PRTs were intended to achieve this by helping “defuse
factional fighting, support deployments by the
Afghan National Army and police, conduct patrols,
and reinforce security efforts during the disarming of
militias.”*

The second PRT goal called for a strengthening
of the Afghan central government’s reach. President
Hamid Karzai’'s fledgling government was weak,
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possessing little influence outside the capital of Kabul.
The U.S. PRTs" mission stipulated that the teams
work in conjunction with local provincial leaders on
promoting local elections and undertaking quick-
impact projects. These projects, designed to better
the Afghan people’s everyday life, were expected to
improve the population’s perception of the central
government and thereby solidify Kabul’s influence
over the Afghan countryside.

The third goal aimed to facilitate reconstruction
in Afghanistan. PRTs were called upon to provide
direct aid for small reconstruction projects and, more
importantly, to help representatives from different
U.S. agencies implement civilian-funded projects. Ad-
ditionally, PRTs were expected to work cooperatively
with international aid organizations and NGOs. These
groups, such as the International Committee of the Red
Cross and Doctors Without Borders, possessed greater
experience in certain areas of development, a deeper
understanding of local customs and culture, and better
access to some volatile regions of the country because
of their perceived impartiality.?

While all three goals were valued as critical
components for effective support and stability
operations in the region, many countries adopted
different priorities for operating PRTs in Afghanistan.
The U.S. PRTs worked primarily toward extending the
influence of the central government’s authority and
on quick-impact reconstruction projects. The United
Kingdom (UK), on the other hand, focused less on
physical reconstruction efforts and worked harder to
promote security sector reform and defuse factional
fighting between Afghan tribes.”

Each coalition partner involved in Afghanistan’s
reconstruction followed a particular structural model
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for its PRT. Different states varied the proportion
of military and civilian personnel in the teams,
leadership roles, PRT mission statements, and rules
of engagement (ROE). According to a special report
written by the United States Institute of Peace, “The
size and composition of U.S. PRTs vary depending on
maturity, local circumstances, and the availability of
personnel from civilian agencies. Combined Forces
Command (CFC) does, however, have a model, which
U.S. PRTs generally emulate.”*

As of 2006, American PRTs consisted of some 82
personnel give or take. The teams were led by an Army
lieutenant colonel who commanded the approximately
82 other civilian and military members. Civilian
components included a representative from the State
Department, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA),
and the U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID), although in some cases contractors filled in
for USAID officials.? PRTs also incorporated a member
of the Afghan Ministry of the Interior (MOI), in most
situations an officer from the Afghan National Police,
and three or more local interpreters.

The military component of the PRT represented a
number of specialized Army units. An Army officer,
normally a ranking lieutenant colonel along with his
command staff, always commanded the teams. Each
PRT, depending on regional demands, was expected to
have two Army civil affairs teams; a military police unit;
a psychological operations unit (PSYOP); explosive
ordnance/demining unit (EOD); intelligence team;
medics; force protection unit, normally composed of a
40-man infantry platoon; and administrative support
and personnel.* Each of these PRT elements played
different roles in promoting the team’s mission and its
interaction with the local civilian population.
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The U.S. PRT commander’s duties included, first
and foremost, acting as a liaison with key Afghan
government and civilian personnel. Considering that
the primary mission of PRTs in effect an extension of the
Afghan government’s control over its territory, constant
communication with key local officials remained
critical for efficient coordination. The commander
maintained contact with provincial governors, police
chiefs, mayors, and any other influential figures such
as tribal leaders who possessed influence over the
region. Because international organizations (IOs) and
NGOs often worked in U.S. PRT areas of operations,
the commander, while not required to, regularly acted
as a liaison with and between these groups as well. The
commander also routinely attended meetings of the
Provincial Development Council, where development
projects were coordinated with local Afghan officials,
and Combined Forces Command (CFC) coordinated
military operations with combat units located within
the PRTs’ vicinity. Finally, the commander chaired the
team’s Project Review Committee, which reviewed
and decided which projects to undertake and fund.

According to Robert Perito, PRT State Department
representatives “have no standard job description,”
but served primarily as political advisers to PRT
commanders and Afghan provincial governors. They
also operated as members of the Project Review
Committee and often acted as a key source for reporting
PRT activities to the U.S. embassy in Kabul. In many
cases, State Department officers represented the PRTs’
principal source of information regarding local culture
and politics.

The representative from the USAID was tasked
with acting as the team commander’s and Afghan
provincial governor’s main adviser on topics related
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to development. Much like State Department officials,
USAID members reported directly to the U.S. embassy
in Kabul on the local government’s suitability and
capacity for development projects. Representatives
also worked as key members of the Project Review
Committee and directly interacted with Army Civil
Affair Teams and local NGOs to maximize the impact
of development projects.

USDA representatives were selected from a number
of different specialties, ranging from veterinarians to
soil specialists. According to a report from the USDA
website:

Representatives served as agriculture advisors working
actively with the PRT Commander, aid organizations,
and the national and local governments to enable,
support, and foster reconstruction of the Afghan
agricultural sector and to help build the ability of the
central government to support and provide services to
the agricultural sector.”

USDA projects included cotton and soybean variety
trials, animal health issues, water management and
irrigation systems, farm planning, and livelihoods
alternative to opium poppy production.?

Along with the PRT commander, Army Civil
Affairs “A” Teams constituted one of the more
important military elements involved in actual Afghan
reconstruction efforts. These teams, comprised of four
soldiers each, were tasked with assessing the needs of
the local population and feasibility of providing for
those needs. Each team had a different role to play:

[“A” teams conducted] assessments of reconstruction
needs and contracting with Afghan firms to build schools,
clinics, bridges, and wells. Civil Affairs “B” Teams
operated the PRTs’ Civil Military Operations Center
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and coordinated with the UNAMA regional office and
international NGOs engaged in providing humanitarian
relief and development assistance.”

Obstacles to Interagency Coordination within U.S.
PRTs.

PRTs were designed and structured to integrate
military and civilian agencies so they might coordinate
a joint effort in establishing security, extending the
influence of the Afghan central government, and
promoting reconstruction. In order to achieve this goal,
close cooperation between the military and the various
civilianentities proved critical foraccommodating to the
diverse security, political, and cultural environments
present throughout Afghanistan. FM 3-24, the Army’s
new guidebook for COIN, states: “Military efforts are
necessary and important to counterinsurgency (COIN)
efforts, but they are only effective when integrated into
a comprehensive strategy employing all instruments of
national power.”? Considering that PRTs implement
such a strategy, it is imperative to identify any obstacles
that hamper or retard the teams” ability to accomplish
their mission.

An assessment of civil-military coordination
within U.S. PRTs from 2003 until early 2006 revealed
an interagency process that varied in its levels of
effectiveness.”? PRTs were designed to be flexible so
they could adapt optimally to the different needs of the
34 Afghan provinces. This adaptability also subjected
PRTs to different province-specific challenges, making
it difficult to identify broad common problems that
affected most U.S. PRTs" interagency coordination.
Additionally, after-action interviews of civilian and
military PRT members conducted by the United States
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Institute of Peace,® far from identifying manifest,
universally agreed-upon problems, revealed a diverse
array of opinions on the quality of cooperation
between team members. Such lack of clear consensus
was probably owing to a high turnover rate for PRT
personnel. In spite of these challenges, an assessment of
U.S. PRTsidentified five frequently noted impediments
to the smooth working of the interagency process
within these teams.

The first factor causing difficulties for interagency
coordination in U.S. PRTs was the lack of clear guide-
lines and goals for key PRT personnel. As previously
mentioned, the teams were structured to be flexible and
adaptive to regional needs. In order to maintain this
flexibility, the designers of the PRT concept believed
that creating a static set of guidelines would prevent
teams from sustaining the malleability necessary for
adapting to their region-specific operational needs.*
One author, however, describes how this mentality
adversely affected team coordination:

Absent an established concept of operations and a clear
set of guidelines for civil-military interaction, PRT
commanders and civilians had to improvise. This was
problematic because military officers and civilian agency
personnel came from different “corporate cultures” and
had different, sometimes competing mandates. Without
an interagency pre-agreement on individual roles,
missions, and job descriptions, it took time and trial and
error to achieve a common understanding of mission
priorities.*

More often than not, PRT personnel, especially
representatives from civilian agencies, found
themselves in-country with little understanding of
the specific role they were expected to fulfill. The fact
that other team members often proved incapable of
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providing new arrivals with operational guidelines
due to the uncertainty of their own specific PRT roles
exacerbated the situation.

While adaptability remained an important feature
for PRTs, the lack of individual mission descriptions
sacrificed productivity and cohesion between team
members. A Foreign Service Officer (FSO) who spent
4 months stationed in the Parwan PRT as the State
Department representative commented that his
initial deployment to Afghanistan was devoid of any
operational instruction. During an interview with the
United States Institute of Peace, he stated that “nobody
really gave me any guidance. I was just basically cut
loose and told ‘Okay, you're at the PRT” and that was
about it. Nobody told me anything. I had no idea what
my function, what my role was going to be.”** Under
these circumstances, a key member of an interagency
team spent the first few weeks of a relatively short
deployment uninformed of his duties and incapable of
fulfilling a meaningful role within his PRT.

Not all civilians assigned to PRTs experienced
the same lack of instruction. Analysis of other State
Department and USAID representatives’ interviews
demonstrated that, in some cases, individuals did
receive limited instruction from their respective
agencies, or from the PRT commander, regarding
the functions they should carry out. Civilian team
members also attempted to identify their roles through
research and communication with acquaintances
possessing PRT experience. The fact remains, how-
ever, that an established system for disseminating
guidelines and individual mission statements did not
exist; an authoritative source of institutional memory
and guidance was absent due to the novelty of PRT
operations in Afghanistan.
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The second obstacle adversely impacting inter-
agency coordination in U.S. PRTs was the rigid mili-
tary-oriented structure of teams. A U.S. Army lieu-
tenant colonel, or major in the case of smaller-sized
teams, always commanded American PRTs.* Officially,
PRT doctrine dictated that civilian representatives
from the State Department and USAID take the
lead on political and reconstruction issues, while
the commander had authority over matters related
to security. Yet, according to a USAID interagency
report, “PRT culture, people, and resources were
predominantly military.”* This factor created a sense
of military dominance which, in some instances, caused
interagency cooperation to suffer. The combination of a
lack of mission guidance, along with the predominance
of military staffing, created a situation in which
personalities played a disproportionate role (especially
the personality of the PRT commander) in determining
the direction of PRT efforts.*® In a situation where the
vast majority of the team was comprised of military
personnel, and most of the resources came from the
Department of Defense (DoD), it became very easy
for a commander to feel the unit’s focus and projects
should be military in nature.

Civil-military tensions ran highest during the initial
stages of PRT development. As previously mentioned,
a limited or complete lack of guidance on mission
and individual roles resulted in considerable friction
between military and civilian personnel. One author
explained the friction as follows:

Many of the State Department personnel and other
civilians on the team had military experience, but this
did not reduce civil-military tensions. On the contrary,
some of the harshest criticisms of the military personnel
on PRTs came from retired military members of the team.
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During one of the author’s trips to a PRT, a member of the
team confided, “Those briefing slides look good, but this
place is completely dysfunctional.” Civilians complained
that the military personnel on the PRTs were reluctant to
support them and treated them as outsiders.”

In a June 2006 Interagency Assessment written by
USAID, its authors determined that situations, such as
the one referred to above, in which the PRT commander
failed to reflect “non-DoD” team components’ views
and advice in leadership decisions caused the overall
mission of the team to suffer.*

PRTs not only had to contend with civil-military
tensions within the teams, but in some instances their
attachment to larger combat maneuver units created
external influences that negatively impacted a wider
interagency process. PRTs, depending on their location
and the security environment they operated in, often
worked alongside larger combat units or task forces.
The teams were expected to coordinate with these larger
units in order to supplement their force protection and
work jointly to diffuse regional political challenges.
The combat maneuver units also provided additional
military cover that allowed PRTs to function in wider
areas of operations or in regions with greater security
threats. These relationships, however, were not always
cooperative or cordial. Robert Perito states that “in
some cases combat units looked down on PRTs and
treated their civilian affairs teams and National Guard
units as [bogus soldiers] who required protection. In
extreme instances, tension between soldiers in PRTs
and those in combat units precluded cooperation.”?

The case of a PRT Civil Affairs (CA) member —who
was a retired Foreign Service officer, spoke Farsi, and
had previous operational experience in Afghanistan—
illustrates the interagency difficulty between some
teams and their associated combat units. Assigned to
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the PRT located at Herat for a few months, this CA
member’s role was to act as a political and cultural
adviser to the team commander and other civil affairs
members. Task Force Saber, a combat unit charged
with disarmament efforts and general security of the
area, was also present in the region. In a situation such
as this, the military officer in charge of the task force
outranked the PRT commander. As the CA member
described the situation to interviewers, the task force
commander assumed a very active role in the political
affairs of the region, which was dominated by the
volatile warlord, Ismael Khan. According to United
States Institute of Peace interview transcripts, the task
force commander, lacking any civil affairs advisers
of his own, refused to accept any counsel from the
PRT CA cultural and political specialist and ignored
advice from other civil affairs members when it came
to selecting reconstruction projects.*

It is important to note, however, that there were
many cases in which the high proportion of military
staff and resources in PRTs did not hamper interagency
coordination. In these instances, PRT commanders
went out of their way to integrate civilian personnel
in key decision processes and project implementation.
The important factors to consider in these cases are
that U.S. PRTs were always led by military personnel,
and insufficient guidance existed for directing
commanders to integrate civilian team members into
key decisionmaking processes.*

The third challenge that threatened the U.S. PRT
interagency process involved poor tour synchroniza-
tion and team deployment policies. The sudden and ad
hocnature of PRT developmentresulted in considerable
personnel gaps, poorly established team member
relationships, and periods of relative disjointedness
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among PRT staff. The combination of teams being
assembled in theater, in addition to different tour
lengths for the various civilian agencies involved,
ultimately had a degrading effect on interagency
coordination.*?

The matter of tour lengths influenced the deploy-
ment lengths of civilian personnel to PRTs in Afghanis-
tan. The basis for acquiring civilian representatives was
a volunteer system. The Department of State, USAID,
and USDA could not force employees to accept a
posting in a hazardous working environment such as
Afghanistan. In the initial stages of PRT development,
keeping tour lengths as low as 3 to 6 months acted as
an enticement for volunteers who might not want to
spend longer periods of time in country.”” However,
some locations with higher insurgent activity were
viewed as hardship posts, and civilian agencies
found it difficult to find people willing to spend more
than 3 months at these PRTs. One State Department
representative who served two 90-day tours on PRTs
in Jalalabad and Tarin Kowt explains:

I basically went to places that nobody else wanted to go,
and actually places I didn’t want to go. So, that's why
I went 90 days. But they prefer at least six months and
would really like to have you for a year. It was either me
at 90 days or nobody. So they took me. Ninety days was
their bare minimum.*

Both civilian and military team members regularly
admitted that 90-day deployments were too short
to establish effective working relationships. They
described a turbulent environment in which PRT staff
cycled in every 3 to 6 months, at a time when team
members finishing their deployments were up to speed
and had a unified vision of the way to proceed with PRT
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projects. The replacement of these members with new
ones forced many teams to start from scratch, thereby
nullifying much of the progress previously achieved.*

Poor tour synchronization among the civilian
agencies also led to gaps within key PRT positions.
Numerous cases existed in which for a period
teams lacked State Department, USAID, or USDA
representatives because former members finished
their tours and departed, but were not immediately
replaced by their agencies. One PRT commander
interviewed commented on this challenge: “There
was no consultation about which State officers would
be posted at what PRTs, and on what schedule. This
resulted in gaps at critical times.”*® In these situations
PRT commanders often scoured the ranks of military
personnel with civil affairs training to fill in civilian
gaps and took the lead on political and reconstruction
issues.

Michael J. McNerney, Director of International
Policy and Capabilities in the Office of the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Stability Operations,
stated that toward the end of 2003 plans were made to
extend civilian representatives’ tours to 1 year.* Yet,
a review of over 50 PRT members’ tour length from
different agencies showed a wide span of deployment
lengths ranging from 3 months to 1 year, with the
average being around 6 months. The deployment of
military personnel and commanders appeared far
more consistent, with most tours lasting approximately
1 year.

The creation of PRTs in theater was another
critical factor related to U.S. PRT deployment. As new
PRTs emerged to spread the “ISAF effect,” U.S. team
members were simply assigned to their new postings
and rarely, if ever, had any contact with other PRT
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components until they arrived on site. Consequently,
there were periods of lost productivity and a lack of
civil-military coordination as teams took time to build
internal relationships and align their individual mission
roles with that of the team’s overarching mission. A
lack of civilian representatives with interagency team
experience and understanding of the military further
retarded initial cooperation.*

Lack of prior training for civilian agencies and
key military figures composing PRTs represented the
fourth obstacle to interagency cooperation. In the case
of US. PRTs, no training regimen was implemented
for State Department, USAID, or USDA officials prior
to their deployment.® One of the primary complaints
of these officials was that they received little if any
instruction on how to operate within a military-
dominated or interagency environment. Additionally,
the Department of State, USAID, and U.S. Army
provided minimal guidance or instruction about the
cultural and sociopolitical surroundings in which
civilians and military PRT personnel were expected to
Operate.

The integration of numerous agencies into a
team of individuals expected to coordinate with one
another required that the different components have
a basic understanding of each other’s institutional
culture and standard operating procedures. Thrusting
civilian representatives with poor understanding of
the armed forces into a military-dominated group such
as a PRT often resulted in poor understanding and
communication between team members. The samerang
true for military personnel with no experience working
with civilians. Fortunately, a good portion of the civilian
representatives assigned to U.S. PRTs had either prior
military service or working experience with military
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personnel.”® Most PRT commanders also possessed
backgrounds working in joint operating environments
with civilians. In spite of this fact, no predeployment
training existed for civilian representatives lacking in
civil-military work experience. One State Department
official who served on a PRT commented that “getting
some sort of acquaintance with military structures and
military operations would be very useful. There are a
lot of acronyms that fly around and a lot of things that
arejust common language for everybody involved with
the military and really alien for people who aren’t.”>

Civilianand military PRT members also complained
about the lack of language and cultural training they
received prior to their assignments. Civilians and
military civil affairs members often acted as political
and cultural advisers to team commanders and were
expected to use their knowledge to recommend
reconstruction projects that would be beneficial to
the local Afghan populace. A poor understanding
of the local culture or lack of basic native language
skills not only impaired the ability of PRTs to function
within Afghanistan, they ultimately had a negative
impact on interagency cooperation within PRTs. One
commander assigned to the PRT in Jalalabad claimed
that when he inquired about a pre-command course to
prepare him for his role, he was told there would be
no predeployment training and that, in fact, no such
course existed.”

State Department representatives vented similar
frustrations with their agency’s failure to institute a
language or cultural training regimen prior to their
assignments. True, many PRT Department of State
representatives were selected based on their prior
backgrounds, experience in the region, and linguistic
abilities, and in some cases former Foreign Service
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Officerswerebroughtoutofretirementtoserveon PRTs.
But when interviewed by the United States Institute of
Peace, a high percentage of these representatives stated
they wished the Department of State had provided
them with more time and resources to either learn
or brush up on language skills and cultural aspects
of Afghanistan. One representative from the State
Department described his predeployment language
training as 2 weeks of self-taught practice and a
Rosetta Stone audio guide.* Ultimately, the absence of
sufficient training designed to increase PRT members’
understanding of the cultural environment in which
they operated compounded the problems PRTs faced
in achieving interagency coordination.”

The fifth impediment to interagency coordination
confronting U.S. PRTs involved the inadequate
staffing and resources provided by civilian agencies.
The Department of State, USAID, and USDA proved
incapable of supplying sufficient representatives with
proper backgrounds to satisfy the increased demand
PRTs created. As we’ll see below, civilian agencies
also fell short in supporting their representatives with
necessary logistics and resources to effectively carry
out their missions. These two factors increased friction
between the civil and military camps and impeded
team coordination.

Many of the USAID, State Department, and USDA
representatives were described as being inexperienced
junior officials or Personal Services Contractors hired
because of staffing shortages.”® PRTs lacked senior-
level civilian professionals with experience operating
under diverse cultures and within interagency teams,
thus creating gaps between the military and civilian
personnel. A PRT interagency assessment by the
USAID explains this disparity:
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Military and civilian representatives were doing
extraordinary work under very difficult conditions. They
were smart, energetic, and dedicated. However, junior
or non-direct hired staff civilian representatives often
lacked experience with and knowledge of their own
agencies. By comparison, most military counterparts
had 16-20 years experience prior to PRT command.”

Because of this experience gap, military commanders
in some cases felt their civilian representatives were
unqualified, and therefore excluded them from the
decisionmaking process and project implementation.
At the same time, civilian representatives, with
minimal training and poor logistical support from
their respective agencies, found it difficult to establish
their credibility and promote their ideas no matter how
energetic and well-meaning the representatives were.

Even when civilian agencies were capable of
providing PRTs with representatives, they lacked
the necessary funding and resources to adequately
support their staff in the field. In the initial stages
of PRT development, neither the State Department
nor USAID supplied their team representatives with
independent funding for reconstruction projects. DoD
provided all the financing for reconstruction projects
using Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid
(OHDACA) and Commander Emergency Response
Program (CERP) funds. By 2004, however, funding
availability for PRTs improved in the civilian agencies,
and Department of State and USAID began supplying
their representatives with independent financial
resources.” Even with the addition of separate funding,
however, civilian representatives still depended on the
PRT military component to provide transportation, in-
terpreters, and other essential operational resources.”
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One civilian PRT member stated in an interview, “I
do wish the Department of State provided more than
just one person. I think that we’d be more effective if
we had our own interpreters, our own transportation,
and some programming funds to be able to bring to
the table.”®® The added burden of providing resources
for civilian representatives, which should have been
supplied by their corresponding agencies, sometimes
frayed interagency cooperation between military and
non-DoD personnel.

With respect to the five obstacles to interagency
coordination in the U.S. PRTs discussed above, it
is important to note that they were not present in
every situation. There were cases in which PRT
commanders eagerly integrated civilian agencies in
the decisionmaking process and accepted counsel on
cultural and political matters. Additionally, in spite
of an absence of clear guidelines, on certain occasions
U.S. PRTs had no trouble discerning the roles different
agency representatives needed to fulfill. There were
also instances in which civilian representatives had
extensive backgrounds in Afghan culture and language
abilities, proving indispensable to the team’s mission.
An analysis of PRT assessments based on interviews
with former team personnel, however, revealed that on
a number of occasions, the challenges discussed above
did creat significant barriers to effective interagency
cooperation, hampering the overall mission.

Recommendations.
Establishing operational guidelines to create seam-
less cooperation between the different components of

U.S. PRTs is a far more daunting task than identifying
the challenges that obstruct team coordination. Yet,
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there are reasonable solutions to mitigating many
of the complications that plagued the interagency
process within American PRTs in Afghanistan. These
solutions involve a mix of different approaches
including changes to team command structure, the
implementation of individual mission/role guidelines,
various predeployment training programs, increased
participation and resourcing by civilian agencies, and
judicious imitation of aspects of other nations” PRT
models that had proven to be particularly successful.
Fortunately, several of the recommendations to follow
have been anticipated in the organization of PRTs in
Afghanistan and Iraq after 2006, but we shall lay out
here the main recommendations along with their
rationales for the sake of a comprehensive view.

The first recommendation for improving
coordination within U.S. PRTs is the creation of
leadership opportunities for civilians. Allowing both
military and civilian personnel to command PRTs,
depending on the conditions of the region, would
make for better tailoring of the command structure.
Leadership positions for civilians could also address
the prevalent complaint concerning PRTs" lack of
senior-level officials with extensive experience.®

One of the key advantages of PRTs was their
adaptability. The concept that teams would remain
flexible and mold their missions and operational
procedures to fit the various cultural and political
environments present in Afghanistan proved essential
for effectiveness. Yet, this flexibility did not seem
to apply to leadership. It makes perfect sense that
military commanders take the leading role in a PRT’s
activities in regions afflicted with high levels of
insurgent activity and with poor security conditions.
Under these circumstances, it is critical for the team’s

146



focus to remain on the security of its members and
of the Afghan populace within its area of operations.
In environments where security is less of a concern,
however, a civilian team leader could prove more
effective in promoting the PRTs’ missionand improving
interagency coordination. This rationale is supported
by one author who believes that establishing civilian
command of PRTs allows the entire team to align its
focus along the same axis, establishing more unified
operational policies and team coordination.®®

There are additional advantages to creating
leadership opportunities for civilian PRT members.
Having a civilian leader within a military-dominated
structure could act as a balancing factor. As previously
mentioned, PRT staff and resources were predomin-
antly supplied by DoD, thus aligning PRT culture with
the military and, in some cases, marginalizing civilian
representatives.® Placing a non-DoD official in charge
of the civil-military teams in regions where the security
environment allows could be a more efficient way to
promote interagency cooperation. One former PRT
member mirrored this sentiment:

I think you need, [for] understanding the challenge,
senior level, experienced managers to be assigned for
the civilian leadership piece and civilian leadership on
interaction with the local government as well as on a
PRT. Any other additional staff needs to be subordinate
to a civilian leader who can then be the counterpart to
the military liaison. I think that would go a long way
towards managing relations, managing priorities, and
working towards how you can deconflict and develop
complementary approaches between the civil affairs
teams of the military and the civilian agencies.®

While PRT resources and personnel would still be
overrepresented by the military, the decisionmaking
process would be mainly under the auspices of a
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senior civilian representative, most likely from the
Department of State. This PRT structure would create
a far more uniform dispersal of influence between
civilian and military components, forcing the different
members of the team to coordinate their efforts in order
to accomplish their mission.

Another advantage to be attained by creating U.S.
PRT leadership positions for civilians is the recruiting
potential within non-DoD agencies. The possibility
of a command role on teams designed for SSTR
operations could entice senior-level civilians with
extensive experience to seek assignment in the U.S.
PRTs, especially if it is a way to get promoted. The
context in which civilians view their assignments to
PRTs is essential. If most civilians, especially senior-
level officials, see deployment to PRTs as having a
negative or irrelevant impact on their future career
advancement, they will remain unwilling to accept
such hardship posts. Placing State Department or
other nonmilitary staff in charge of PRTs, however,
could make assignment to the teams a coveted position
because of the leadership experience gained while in
Afghanistan. Having a greater number of qualified and
experienced civilian personnel within U.S. PRTs would
remove a significant obstacle hindering interagency
coordination. Doing so would also aid in establishing
a higher degree of confidence team members have
in each other’s ability to fulfill their individual roles,
thus increasing their willingness to cooperate with one
another.

Lessons from the German PRT model, which
operated out of Konduz, provide useful insight in a
PRT structure under civilian leadership. The German
provincial reconstruction team possessed a design
considerably different from the U.S. model. Termed
a “heavy PRT” by Colonel Gerd Brandstetter, an
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International Fellow from Germany in the U.S. Army
War College Class of 2005, the German team, with
400-plus personnel, was almost five times the size of
the “light” American PRTs.® Brandstetter describes
the PRT at Konduz as an “interministerial venture
between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MoFA),
the Ministry of the Interior (Mol), the Ministry for
Economic Cooperation and Development (MoEC),
and the Ministry of Defense (MoD).”¥” A separate,
“robust” contingent of German civilian representatives
supplemented the large military task force responsible
for protecting and facilitating PRT mission goals.®®
Due to a more relaxed security environment in the
region, the German PRT at Konduz, in contrast to the
U.S. model, had a senior member from the MoFA in
command of the team. This leadership structure made
the German military commander, who took the lead
on all operational facets linked to security issues,
subordinate and responsible for coordination with
the MoFA in all PRT-related matters. Ultimately, the
German PRT leadership structure, in conjunction with
the support of civilian components, allowed the team
in Konduz to foster strong interagency coordination
among team members in spite of a strong military
presence.®’

A second recommendation that could prove useful
in establishing better interagency cooperation in U.S.
PRTs is to establish specific guidelines that explain
the roles, missions, and authority of individual team
members.” A Foreign Service Officer who spent over a
year deployed in Afghanistan explains:

A lesson learned right up front is, if you're going to have
these types of entities like a PRT, . . . people need to be
fully briefed up on the interagency, the role of the PRT,
what they do and don’t do, have the documentation,
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understand what the expectations for these bodies are,
and . . . right up front, before either getting deployed or
going out to visit, have a sense of what a PRT strategy
is.”!

While it remains important for PRTs and their
methods of operation to be adaptable to regional
demands, keeping the roles of team personnel obscure
and unclearly outlined does more harm than good.
The confusion and uncertainty many PRT members,
especially civilianrepresentatives, suffered from during
their initial tours in Afghanistan, which wasted time,
resources, and hampered interagency coordination,
must be improved. Disseminating guidelines prior
to deployment that delineate the duties each PRT
component is expected to fulfill and the specific areas
for which it has responsibility is a means for doing so.
Such guidelines would have a strongly positive
impact on the interagency process of U.S. PRTs. They
would eliminate much of the confusion team members
experienced when first deployed to PRTs. While it is
always somewhat bewildering to begin work within a
new environment, especially one as alien and complex
as Afghanistan, having a clear notion of your mission
and role provides a platform from which to operate.
When PRT representatives deployed to their teams
without understanding their functions, they were, in
some cases, marginalized by other PRT components. If
all agencies provide their representatives with a clearer
understanding of their team functions, however,
the different PRT components are far more likely to
coordinate effectively.”? Even if the different demands
PRTs must meet in the various regions of Afghanistan
make it necessary to evolve individual missions, it is
easier to do so when team members have a fundamental
understanding of their roles within the PRT.
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Interagency predeployment guidance would also
inform many of the civilian PRT representatives of the
authority they possess within the team. From the initial
stages of PRT development, representatives from the
Department of State and USAID were expected to
take the lead in all matters related to governance and
reconstruction. Yet, according to a government report,
“Very few PRT staff, civilian or military, understood or
had seen U.S. national policy guidance on their roles
within the PRT.”” As a result, on several occasions
military personnel construed the civilian team
components as advisors rather than decisionmakers.
Civilians, unaware that U.S. policy put them in charge
of reconstruction and governance matters, found it
difficult to overcome such impressions, and accordingly
were not in a position to take proactive charge of their
portfolios. Disseminating clearer guidelines to all U.S.
PRT components prior to their deployment would
prevent the misinterpretation of team members’ roles
within the civil-military group. Civilian representatives
would be able to assume responsibilities aggressively
in their respective areas of expertise while working
closely with the military commanders, ultimately
developing interagency cooperation as individual
missions were aligned within a unified team strategy.

Significant joint predeployment training for
US. PRTs is the third recommendation intended
to improve interagency coordination among team
components. Michael McNerney, who worked on
Provincial Reconstruction Team policy for the Office
of the Secretary of Defense, states that “military and
civilian personnel should be educated, trained, and
equipped for stabilization and reconstruction missions
in tandem, and not 6 weeks before deployment but
over their entire careers.”” One of the major complaints
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from former PRT members interviewed by the United
States Institute of Peace involved the lack of training
available to them prior to their deployment. Both
civilian and military personnel stressed the importance
of receiving training on the cultural background of
Afghanistan; instruction on languages such as Pashto,
Dari, or Farsi; and guidance on how to operate within
an interagency environment.”” Requiring all members
to undergo such training, especially as a team, would
provide significant enhancements to their ability to
coordinate with each other once in theater.

Training together as a team prior to deployment
would assist in developing good working relationships
between team members. It takes time and a concerted
effort from all parties to develop trust and proper
communication between individuals —factors critical
to good interagency coordination. Expecting these
relationships to blossom immediately when PRTs are
assembled in theater is wishful thinking. Requiring
that team members train and deploy together would
allow individuals to gain insight into the capabilities
of other PRT components, so they would know how
best to communicate and interact with them prior to
conducting operations.

PRT representatives not only need to establish
individual bonds with other team members, they
must gain at least a rudimentary understanding of
how agencies other than their own operate and are
structured. By training alongside the military, civilian
PRT representatives would gain a basic understanding
of the military chain of command, standard operating
procedures, and lexicon. Military personnel can gain
valuable insight into their civilian counterparts’
operational strengths and limitations, as well as
important interagency work experience. Numerous
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sources point out the British and some ISAF models for
emulation in respect to joint predeployment training.
Prior to the United Kingdom’s establishment of a PRT
at Mazar-e-Sharif, both civilian and military members
were subjected to joint training before being deployed
and supported as a team.*? According to a U.S.
Government report, some ISAF countries “identify
PRT members as much as a year in advance and have
the members undergo significant training together.””
This critical preparation allowed British and ISAF PRT
components to attain substantial understanding of the
structure and abilities of the differentagenciesinvolved,
resulting in high levels of interagency coordination.”

Jointtraining and deploymentfor U.S. PRT members
also creates a partial solution to the challenges posed
by poor tour synchronization. Eliminating the ad hoc
manner in which PRTs were assembled by sending
the team in as a group and requiring all personnel to
undergo predeployment training would reduce much
of the confusion experienced by members when first
arriving in theater. In order to complement PRT joint
deployment, civilian and military tours need to be
standardized and made uniform as a way to prevent
premature rotation of personnel as well as gaps in key
staffing positions.”

Perito states that “at a minimum, State Department
and USAID representatives should receive a prede-
ployment introduction in Dari or Pashto, briefings
on Afghan society and culture, and orientation on
the unique requirements of working with the U.S.
military.”” The availability of cultural and language
trainingtooperatemoreeffectivelyinthediverseregions
that compose Afghanistan would create greater trust in
State Department and USAID representatives assigned
to U.S. PRTs. Making these individuals indispensable
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to the PRT commanders, as well as to the Army civil
affairs component, would increase their willingness
to actively integrate civilian representatives into the
team’s decisionmaking deliberations, especially in
matters related to governance and reconstruction.

Efforts were made by the U.S. military to institute
a PRT predeployment training regimen in late 2004.
PRT commanders began receiving unit-sponsored
training, and the military, in collaboration with the
National Defense University, initiated development of
a leadership PRT instruction program. Similar efforts
need to be undertaken by civilian agencies. The State
Department, USAID, and USDA should strongly
consider both creating their own agency-specific
programs and sending their representatives to military
training programs. The Department of State’s Office of
the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization,
established in 2004, should make an effort to become
the driving force in the integration and adoption
of civil-military training programs for future PRT
deployments.*

The fourth and final recommendation is to
substantially increase of civilian involvement in and
support for PRTs. Implementing training programs
in addition to staffing and supporting PRT operations
demandsasignificantincrease of fundingand personnel
from civilian agencies. Undoubtedly, financial and
budgetary constraints on the State Department, USAID,
and USDA make this goal difficult to achieve, yet
increased civilian participation remains essential for the
continued improvement of interagency coordination
within PRTs.® Additionally, the costs of training are
relatively inexpensive compared to the financial and
political costs incurred when opportunities are lost and
mistakes are made because of dysfunctional PRTs.
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When civilian agencies failed to produce
adequate numbers of representatives to staff PRTs in
Afghanistan, other team components had to fill the
void. A representative from the Department of State
assigned to the Herat PRT illustrated this problem:

Every PRT is supposed to have one civilian each from
the Department of State, USAID, and the Department
of Agriculture, in addition to one Afghan Ministry of
Interior representative. My PRT didn’t have any of
those people, so USAID, in the absence of any of their
employees, would delegate their duties to State, so the
whole time I was there, I was also wearing a USAID
hat.®

Relegating important duties to representatives who
are not specifically trained for such work can be
unproductive and cause disruptions in interagency
coordination. Civilian agencies must make an extra
effort to provide sufficient personnel to PRTs so that
teams consistently have the correct staff to fulfill all the
roles necessary to accomplish the team’s mission.

In addition to producing enough personnel to
staff PRTs, civilian agencies need to supply their
representatives with ample resources so that they
are not dependent on the team’s military component
for logistical support or funding for reconstruction
projects.®® Civilian PRT members often found
themselves at the mercy of the military staff for
transportation and other needs that should have been
delivered by their respective agencies. This resulted
in a disproportionate level of military influence
within U.S. PRTs. Agricultural specialists deployed to
PRTs, for example, received no funding whatsoever
from the USDA. They were reduced to soliciting
financial resources from the Commanders Emergency
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Response Program Fund (CERP) which necessitated
the military commander’s approval® Providing
civilian representatives with control over the majority
of resources assigned for quick-impact PRT projects
would improve full-spectrum performance, as well
as interagency cooperation, within the military-
dominated teams.

The British PRT model illustrates how civilian
control of reconstruction funds improves team
cooperation. While the UK’s PRT located at Mazar-e-
Sharif was under the command of a military officer, a
civilian representative was in control of the majority of
funding resources. According to Michael McNerney:

The UK military relied on its government’s Department
for International Development for funding assistance
projects. While this limited the military’s freedom of
action, it may well have been a blessing in disguise. UK
military personnel coordinated closely with their civilian
agency counterparts in order to access their funding.®

Inthecase of U.S.PRTs, the majority of readily accessible
resources dedicated for reconstruction projects should
be provided or placed under the control of USAID or
State Department representatives.

Itisimportant to mention that USAID staff deployed
to PRTs did have easy access to the considerable
resources of the Quick Impact Program (QIP), afunding
mechanism with $137.3 million designed to support
reconstruction projects in the USAID representatives’
areas of operations.* In spite of QIP, projects funded
with USAID money were difficult to get authorized and
progressed considerably slower than assistance projects
financed through DoD CERP funds.*” One former PRT
member claimed that during his 6-month deployment
to Afghanistan “not one red cent” of USAID money
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was spent.® It does little good for civilian agencies to
provide resources such as those in the QIP when their
representatives cannot easily access or employ them to
accomplish their missions.

The foregoing recommendations by no means
cover all the efforts that must be made to improve
cooperation within U.S. PRTs. They do, however,
suggest means for overcoming some of the major
obstacles that hampered interagency coordination
within U.S. PRTs operating in Afghanistan from 2003
until early 2006. Creating leadership positions for
civilians, establishing clear guidance on individual
team member roles, requiring joint predeployment
training, increasing civilian participation in PRTs,
and emulating best practices from other nations” PRT
models where applicable are all realistic and achievable
objectives that would provide tangible benefits for
future cooperation within U.S. PRTs.

Recent PRT Developments.

The use of PRTs to aid in SSTR operations has not
diminished since the 2006 time frame that this case
study is based on. In fact, efforts have been made to
expand the number of PRTs operating in Afghanistan
using NATO and coalition forces. As of 2006, all PRTs
supporting Operation ENDURING FREEDOM were
placed under ISAF command, subject to management
by NATO and coalition forces.* PRTs are also being
deployed in support of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM.
As of November 2006, there were 10 operational PRTs
located throughout Iraq, with plans for an increase in
their numbers.” In January of 2007, President Bush,
during his address to the nation presenting “The New
Way Forward” in Iraq, called for a doubling of PRTs
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deployed in Iraq.” Owing to the increased demand
for PRTs in both Afghanistan and Iraq, some changes
have been made to U.S. PRT structure and deployment
policy, based on lessons derived from the experiences
of earlier teams. Reviewing some of these key changes
provides insight into the U.S. Government'’s efforts to
improve interagency coordination within PRTs.

One of the most notable differences between
earlier U.S. PRTs in Afghanistan and current ones
operating in Iraq is the leadership and civil-military
composition of the teams. As previously discussed,
PRTs in Afghanistan had an Army lieutenant colonel
commander and were predominantly staffed by
military personnel. According to a senior program
officer at the United States Institute of Peace, PRTs in
Iraq are “led by a senior State Department official and
composed primarily of civilian personnel.”®? The 10
new teams sent as part of President Bush’s expansion
of the PRT program will be embedded with U.S. Army
brigade combat teams (BCT) so as to receive necessary
force protection. The military commander of the BCT
will assume charge of all matters related to security
while the PRT’s civilian leader will have control on all
economic and governance issues.”

The change in PRT command and personnel
composition shows a genuine attempt to integrate
civilian agencies and their representatives into the
civil-military teams. Providing larger numbers of
civilian staff and placing a senior State Department
official as head of the PRTs illustrate how attempts
have been made to institute a uniform level of influence
within the team. Under this new structure, interagency
cooperation should increase because military personnel
will have little choice but to coordinate with their
civilian bosses, while civilian agencies must continue
to rely on the military for protection.
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Another major change is the creation of joint training
programs for DoD staff, reservists, contractors, and
other interagency personnel. New PRTs deployed to
Iraq will be created in stages. Prior to assignment of
the majority of personnel, a “joint management” team
consisting of 40 different civilian representatives will
assess the various needs and environmental conditions
of the PRT site so that the team can be tailored to
meet regional demands. Moreover, these teams “will
undergo predeployment training together.”**

This prior preparation is a 16-day predeployment
training and processing program hosted at three differ-
ent venues. The first 5 days are spent at the Depart-
ment of State’s Foreign Service Institute (FIS) in
Washington, DC, training for PRT interagency
coordination. This is an 18-module instructional
course designed by the many U.S. agencies with
representatives present in Iraqi PRTs. During this
session, PRT members are exposed to lessons from past
team deployments; Iraqi culture and history; the PRT
role, mission, and strategy; and additional instruction
on interagency coordination, including simulation
exercises.

Training at FIS is followed by 5 days at the
Diplomatic Security Training Center exercising on the
State Department’s Foreign Affairs Counter-Threat
Course (FACT). According to the DoD predeployment
training itinerary, “This course is expected to meet the
needs of personnel traveling overseas by featuring
practical, hands-on training in surveillance detection,
counterterrorism vehicle operation, explosives and
weapons familiarization, and emergency medical
training.”*

The final two stops for PRT personnel are the Army
Continental United States (CONUS) Replacement
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Center at Fort Bliss, Texas, where team members are
processed, medically validated, supplied equipment,
and given environment and cultural awareness
training. The last part of predeployment training and
processing is spent with the National Coordination
Team in Baghdad. This 3- to 5-day orientation session
covers assignment responsibilities, debriefing of
current conditions in the region, and a description of
administrative support.*

This training regimen represents a giant leap
forward in comparison to what was available for earlier
PRT personnel deployed to Afghanistan. The program
reflects much of the previously recommended training,
including instruction on interagency coordination,
cultural history, and guidance on individual as well as
PRT roles and missions. All these training endeavors,
if executed properly, will aid the interagency process
in future U.S. PRTs.

The true impact of these changes to PRT structure
and deployment policy has not yet been felt, making
an assessment of their effectiveness difficult. The
PRT interagency training schedule described above,
for example, received its first candidates as recently
as March 2007. Yet, the signs are encouraging. A
combination of increased civilian participation,
manning, and resources in U.S. PRTs; improved
training; leadership positions for non-DoD staff; and
more efficient deployment policies all suggest that PRT
development as related to interagency coordination
is headed in the right direction. It is imperative that
different agencies continue to study how these recent
changes affect cooperation among current and future
PRTs, as a prelude to making further changes.
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Conclusion.

Stability, Security, Transition, and Reconstruction
operations will continue to play a prominent role in
the future of U.S. foreign policy. The current situations
in Afghanistan and Iraq demonstrate a need to adapt
SSTR operations so that they can function in hazardous
COIN environments which pose multiple threats to
civilian and military personnel. Establishing seamless
and effective interagency cooperation is a key, if not
the most important, component to adapting SSTR
functions for high-risk locations. Identifying, analyzing,
and incorporating lessons from previous experiences,
such as those of U.S. PRTs in Afghanistan, represent
a critical tool for improving future interagency teams
conceived to operate in COIN environments.

The US. PRT experience in Afghanistan from
2003 to 2006 reveals several serious impediments to
cooperation between team members. First, the failure
to provide guidance on the roles and responsibilities
individual team members are expected to fulfill
creates confusion, drains resources, and obstructs
team members’ ability to coordinate with one another.
Second, giving any one agency, in this case the military,
a disproportionate share of influence and resources
can lead to a credibility gap and the marginalization of
other team representatives. Third, assembling teams in
theater, deploying team components at different times,
and misaligning tour lengths impair relationship-
building and cause team disjointedness. Fourth, the
failure to provide sufficient interagency, language, and
cultural training results in some team members being
unprepared to operate in a multiagency and culturally
diverse environment. Fifth and finally, inadequate
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participation and logistical support on the part of
civilian agencies overburdens other team members,
results in operational gaps, and causes an imbalance
within the civil-military team structure. These factors
all negatively impacted U.S. PRTs’ ability to maximize
team cooperation. However, such impediments
are not terminal. They can be resolved through the
implementation of the four recommendations made
earlier. Expending resources to solve the problems
that hamper PRT interagency cooperation may be
expensive; however, these costs are far less than those
incurred when the duties PRTs are expected to meet
are not performed correctly and the overall mission
fails to be completed.

ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 5

1. Michael J. McNerney, “Stabilization and Reconstruction in
Afghanistan: Are PRTs a Model or a Muddle?” Paremeters, Vol.
XXXV, No. 4, Winter 2005, p. 1.

2. Jessica M. Davis. “Provincial Reconstruction Teams in
Afghanistan: A Canadian Perspective,” paper presented at 8th
Annual Graduate Student Symposium of the Royal Military
College of Canada, Ontario, Canada, October 28-29, 2005.

3. McNerney, p. 1.

4. The difference between the two is that ISAF forces are an
international military force sanctioned by UN Security Council
Resolution 1385, leaving NATO with the task of securing over 50
percentof Afghanistan. Coalitionforces consist of military elements
from 21 different states under the U.S.-led Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM tasked with counterterror and counterinsurgency
operations.

5. Robert M. Perito, “The U.S. Experience with Provincial

Reconstruction Teams in Afghanistan: Lessons Identified,” United
States Institute of Peace Special Report 152, October 2005, pp. 3-6.

162



6. USAID. “Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Afghanistan:
An Interagency Assessment.” USAID, June 2006, p. 5, pdf.usaid.
gov/pdf_docs/PNADG252.pdf, accessed March 22, 2007.

7. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 15.

8. Department of the Army, Field Manual 3-24, Counterinsur-
gency, Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 2006, p.
2-1.

9. Gerd Brandstetter, “Nation Building in Afghanistan: The
German Provincial Reconstruction Team Concept—Means to
Improve Efficiency of Effort?” Carlisle Barracks, PA: U.S. Army
War College, 2005, p. 7.

10. Mark Sedra, “Civil-Military Relations in Afghanistan: The
Provincial Reconstruction Debate,” Asia Pacific Foundation, www.

asiapacificresearch.ca/caprn/afghan_project/m_sedra.pdf,accessed
April 16, 2007, p. 4.

11. Robert Borders, “Provincial Reconstruction Teams in
Afghanistan: A Model for Post-Conflict Reconstruction and
Development,” Journal of Development and Social Transformation,
November 1, 2004, p. 8. www.maxwell.syr.edu/moynihan/Programs/
dev/pdfs/borders].pdf.

12. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 2.

13. Robert Borders, originally cited from Department of
Defense, 1995, Joint Publication 3-57, Doctrine for Joint Civil Affairs,
June 1995.

14. Borders, p. 8.

15. Barbara ]. Stapleton, “A British Agencies Afghanistan
Group Briefing Paper on the Development of Joint Regional Teams
in Afghanistan,” British Agencies Afghanistan Group, January 2003,
pp- 15-16.

16. Ibid., p. 16.

17. Michael J. Dziedzic and Michael K. Seidl, “Provincial
163



Reconstruction Teams and Military Relations with International
and Nongovernmental Organizations in Afghanistan,” United
States Institute of Peace Special Report No. 147, September 2005,

p- 3.

18. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 2.

19. Robert McMahon, “ Afghanistan: PRTs Spreading, Though
Impact Remains Unclear,” Globalsecurity.org, www.globalsecurity.
org/military/library/news/2005/10/mil-051020-rferl02.htm, accessed
February 20, 2007.

20. McNerney, p. 37.
21. Ibid., pp. 36-38.

22. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 3.

23. Ibid., p. 4.

24. Vincent Dryer, “Retooling the Nation Building Strategy
in Afghanistan,” Joint Forces Quarterly, Issue 43, 4th quarter 2006,

p. 6.

25. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” pp. 4-5.

26. U.S. Department of Agriculture, “NRCS Sends Employees
to Afghanistan,” www.nrcs.usda.gov/news/thisweek/2005/030905/afg
hanPRTs.html, accessed April 17, 2007.

27. Ibid.

28. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 5.

29. Department of the Army, FM 3-24, p. 2-1.
30. This assessment was conducted by USAID as a joint

interagency report. A team of officials consisting of two members
each from USAID, Joint Center for Operational Analysis, and

164



the Department of State traveled to Afghanistan and conducted
interviews in Kabul and visited regional commands as well as
PRTs and maneuver units spread throughout the country.

31. These interviews were conducted by the staff of the
United States Institute of Peace’s Professional Training Program
which includes U.S. and foreign diplomats, government officials,
military personnel, law enforcement professionals, and leaders of
nongovernmental and intergovernmental organizations, as well
as civic activists and tribal leaders in conflict zones. The goal of
this program is to integrate training seminars and workshops
that real-world practitioners can use to improve their skills and
management capabilities. (See the United States Institute of Peace
website, www.usip.org/training/index.html, accessed April 25,
2007.)

32. Dziedzic and Seidl, p. 4.

33. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 11.

34. United States Institute of Peace, “Oral Histories Project on
Stability Operations: Provincial Reconstruction Teams,” United
States Institute of Peace, www.usip.org/library/oh/afghanistan_prt.

html, Interview #2.

35. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” pp. 4-5.

36. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 10.
37. Ibid.

38. McNerney, pp. 36-37.

39. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 10.

40. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 8.

41. United States Institute of Peace Interviews, Interview #1.

165



42. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 14.

43. Ibid., p. 11.

44. United States Institute of Peace Interviews, Interview #3.
45. Ibid., Interview #6.

46. Ibid., Interview #31.

47. Ibid., Interview #51.

48. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 15.

49. McNerney, p. 37.

50. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 11.

51. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” pp. 13-14.

52. Information gathered from various interviewee biograph-
ical sketches in United States Institute of Peace Interviews.

53. United States Institute of Peace Interviews, Interview #4.

54. Ibid., Interview #40.

55. Ibid., Interview #6.

56. For instance, the concept of honoring and respecting elders
is very important to the Afghan population and was a cornerstone
of many relationships built in Afghanistan. Learning these cultural
nuances allowed U.S. representatives to form a positive bond with

the Afghan people that was critical to PRT missions.

57. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 11.

58. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 15.

166



59. McNerney, p. 41.

60. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 13.

61. United States Institute of Peace Interviews, Interview #4.
62. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 17.

63. Sedra, p. 10.

64. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 10.

65. United States Institute of Peace Interviews, Interview
#31.

66. Brandstetter, p. 12.
67. Ibid., p. 9.

68. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 3.

69. Brandstetter, pp. 9-14.
70. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 13.

71. United States Institute of Peace Interviews, Interview
#31.

72. Providing guidelines does not mean a set of rigid roles
which PRT members must stick to. Itis critical that, when guidance
is given about the duties a PRT representative is expected to
fulfill, additional instruction about maintaining team flexibility
be given as well. Army Colonel (retired) Joseph R. Cerami, a
professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service
at Texas A&M University, explains that giving strict guidelines
can sometimes lead to an attitude of “not my job.” This problem
must be addressed by educating future PRT representatives on
the adaptive and flexible nature of PRTs and their members in
addition to providing guidelines of basic team roles.

167



73. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 13.
74. McNerney, p. 45.
75. United States Institute of Peace Interviews, Interview #5.

76. McNerney, p. 45; and USAID Interagency Assessment,
p.-17.

77. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 17.

78. United States Institute of Peace Interviews, Interview #16.
An example of PRT predeployment training conducted by other
nations can be seen with the New Zealand PRT. It spent 5 weeks
in Tekapo, New Zealand, conducting advance combat training,
group exercises, and taking classes on Afghan culture. James
Heffield, “PreDeployment Training in Tekapo,” New Zealand
Defense Force, www.nzdf.mil.nz/operations/deployments/afghanistan/
articles/2006/20060912-pdtt.htm, accessed April 25, 2007.

79. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 15.

80. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 13.

81. McNerney, p. 45.

82. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 14.

83. United States Institute of Peace Interviews, Interview
#14.

84. Perito, “U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan,” p. 13.

85. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 16.
86. McNerney, p. 41.

87. USAID, “ Afghanistan: Provincial Reconstruction Teams,”
USAID,www.usaid.gov/locations/asia_near_east/countries/afghan

168



istan/pdfs/prt_jan-06.pdf, accessed April 15, 2007.

88. USAID Interagency Assessment, p. 16.

89. United States Institute of Peace Interview, Interview #16.

90. Robert M. Perito, “Provincial Reconstruction Teams in
Iraq,” paper written on February 23, 2007, after a conference of
Iraqi PRTs at the United States Institute of Peace, Washington,
DC, February 14, 2007, p. 2.

91. United States Embassy Iraq, “Fact Sheet on Provincial
Reconstruction Teams (PRTs),” Embassy of the United States
Baghdad-Iraq,iraq.usembassy.gov/iraq/20060223_prt_fact_sheet.
html, accessed April 16, 2007.

92. President George Bush, “President’s Address to the
Nation,”given in the White House library on January 10, 2007,
www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2007/01/20070110-7.html.

93. Perito, “Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Iraq,” p. 2.

94. Ibid., p. 3.

95. Ibid., p. 2.

96. Department of Defense “Predeployment Processing and
Training,” www.cpms.osd.mil/qwot/prt_processing.asp,accessed

April 16, 2007.

97. Ibid.

169






CHAPTER 6

THE INTERAGENCY PROCESS
IN RECONSTRUCTION
OF POST-WORLD WAR II JAPAN

Katherine Rogers

As a world superpower and arguably a global
hegemon, the United States has become increasingly
involved in nation-building efforts since the end
of the Cold War. In these efforts, U.S. forces have
encountered recurring problems, including destroyed
physical infrastructure, dysfunctional institutions, and
violent opposition. An inability to cope with these
problems would both prevent U.S. forces from gaining
an opportunity to leave “gracefully” (i.e., without
creating a failed state and without appearing to lose
the conflict) and cause a loss of legitimacy for any U.S.
occupation. To avoid this dilemma, successful state-
building is imperative.

The U.S. Government has successfully dealt with
the issues of nation-building in the past, most notably
in the case of post-World War II Japan. In 7 years, the
occupying force under General Douglas MacArthur
transformed a nation broken by over a decade of
militarism into an economically successful, peaceful
democracy. At least, it looks that way in retrospect.
This chapter looks at the entirety of the occupation
of Japan, examining both the achievements and the
complications that occurred.

The first section describes Japan’s condition
immediately following the war. The second section

171



describes the creation of initial policy for Japan and the
interagency cooperation from which it emerged. The
third section examines the unique structure of Supreme
Commander of the Allied Powers” General Headquar-
ters (SCAP GHQ) and its function in executing policy,
while the fourth section describes the achievements
that resulted from SCAP’s policy execution. The fifth
section examines some complications that occurred
during the occupation, and the final section suggests
some lessons learned from the experience.

JAPAN’S CONDITION AFTER THE WAR

At the end of the war, Japan was utterly devastated.
Some 65 percent of Tokyo lay in ruins from American
firebombing, and only two million citizens remained
of the city’s original population of seven million.?
Nagasaki and Hiroshima had suffered massive
structural damage, loss of life, and debilitating radiation
sickness from the atomic bombs. The nation lay drained
of resources after 13 years of constant military action,
having gained little from such conflict and lost much.
Japan had lost the goodwill of its neighbors, while the
loss of the territories occupied during the 1930s had
cut off access to vital natural resources. Since Japanese
textile and food production supplied only a fraction of
the public demand, millions of people faced starvation.?
Nine million citizens were homeless as a result of
Allied bombing campaigns, and a further three million
were stranded overseas.* Economic infrastructure was
crushed, with coal production one-half the wartime
production rate and steel production one-fourth the
rate of the wartime peak.’

As a result of the pitiful state of affairs in Japan at
the end of the war, the country found itself completely
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at the mercy of the Allied victors. The population was
thus willing to accept the long occupation necessary to
achieve stability and promote nation-building.® For its
part, America saw the continued threat of communist
expansion in China and Korea as an incentive to invest
in a lengthy occupation. David Edelstein remarks that
occupation interests do not always include nation-
building. However, in this case the Americans found
themselveswithtwodistinctoccupationresponsibilities.
First, the international politics surrounding the
occupation dictated the demilitarization of Japan.
Second, the need for continued support from Japan,
which the Americans desired in anticipation of a future
conflict with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
(USSR), dictated the requirements for nation-building
and democratization. These coincident needs provided
the time for the United States to succeed in the
reconstruction of Japan.

INITIAL OCCUPATION POLICY

The Allies laid out their official goals for Japan dur-
ing the Potsdam Conference in July 1945. The resulting
document, known as the Potsdam Declaration,” listed
five major steps the Japanese would have to accept as
part of their unconditional surrender: (1) disarmament
of the military and removal of militarists from power;
(2) return of occupied territories as specified in
the Cairo Declaration;® (3) justice to war criminals;
(4) strengthening of democracy; and (5) economic
demilitarization.” Additionally, Japan had to accept
military occupation by the Allied forces until it met all
conditions of the surrender.

The U.S. State and War Departments played large
roles in establishing these goals, both before and
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after the Potsdam Conference. The State Department
formulated the Interdivisional Area Committee on the
Far Eastin 1943 to analyze possible occupation solutions
in Japan. The Committee consisted of representatives
from the Division of Far Eastern Affairs and other
divisions with interests in the area, including the
new research division. They considered such issues
as the optimal composition of occupation forces, the
meaning of “unconditional surrender,” the postwar
objectives of the United States in Japan, and the role of
the Emperor in postwar Japan. By February 1944, the
War and Navy Departments began to consider these
policy questions as well, and asked the Department of
State for definitive policy statements regarding some
20 questions that required answers prior to Japan's
surrender. These questions overlapped many of the
same issues the State Department had studied during
previous months."

The War Department also conducted independent
studies on occupation policy issues. General John F.
Hilldring, Director of the Army’s Civil Affairs Division,
began preparing Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Directive
1380/15 as early as January 1944. On July 4, 1945,
Brigadier General George Lincoln ordered the Policy
Section of the War Department to prepare a study on
the post-defeat control of Japan and Japanese territory
for the Secretary of War and Chief of Staff. The study
was completed on July 9, just in time for the Potsdam
Conference."

In November 1944, the Secretaries of State, War, and
Navy agreed to appoint a committee to “coordinate the
views of the three Departments in matters of common
interest.”'> The following month, the State-War-
Navy Coordinating Committee (SWNCC) came into
existence. Subcommittees like the Pacific Far Eastern
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Subcommittee prepared and sent recommendation
papers requesting comment to the JCS, and then to
the Committee itself for approval. After approval,
the Joint Chiefs implemented the recommendations.*
Over the course of the reconstruction of Japan, the
SWNCC approved many documents instrumental in
the rebuilding process.

One recommendation paper, the “United States
Initial Post-SurrenderPolicy forJapan” (SWNCC150/4),
proved particularly useful. SWNCC150/4 reiterated
the goals laid out in the Potsdam Declaration and
detailed methods for achieving these goals. It was
the first document MacArthur received that gave him
guidelines for his role as the Supreme Commander of
the Allied Powers (SCAP). SWNCC 150/4 directed the
Supreme Commander to work toward two ultimate
U.S. objectives for the Japanese occupation: (1) to ensure
that Japan will not again become a menace to the United
States or to the peace and security of the world, and (2)
to bring about the eventual establishment of a peaceful
and responsible government which will respect the
rights of other states and will support the objectives of
the United States as reflected in the ideals and principles
of the Charter of the United Nations. The United States
desires that this government should conform as closely
as may be to principles of democratic self-government
but it is not the responsibility of the Allied Powers
to impose upon Japan any form of government not
supported by the freely expressed will of the people.'*

In essence, SWNCC 150/4 construed the require-
ments of the Potsdam Declaration as means to these
ends rather than goals in and of themselves. The
document then gave the Supreme Commander more
specific instructions as to the extent of Allied authority
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for military occupation, relations with the Japanese
government, military disarmament, treatment of
war criminals, economic demilitarization, promotion
of democratic processes, resumption of peaceful
economic activity, and payment of reparations.”
Many of these instructions established specific
SCAP policies. These directions included orders
to dissolve “ultranationalistic or militaristic social,
political, professional, and commercial societies and
institutions,” to “favor a program for the dissolution of
the large industrial and banking combinations which
have exercised control of a great part of Japan’s trade
and industry,” and to make reparations “through the
transfer of such goods or existing capital equipment and
facilities as are not necessary for a peaceful Japanese
economy or the supplying of the occupying forces.”*®
Further examination shows that SCAP followed these
directions to the letter in its operations.

Although the three military departments had
considerable clout in creating policy, one might argue
that the JCS had more influence in shaping actual
events as they unfolded in Japan. W