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U.S. service members
construct a school in
Wanrarou, Benin, June
14, 2009. The school
project was being
conducted as part of a
combined U.S.-Beninese
military training exercise
with humanitarian
projects scheduled to run
concurrently.
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Soldiers are
conducting
development and
public diplomacy
tasks because
there simply aren’t

enough civilians.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

When former Secretary of State Dean Acheson wrote of “the Eclipse of the State Department”
in a 1971 article for Foreign Affairs, he could not have been more prescient towards the position
of the Department in 2009. Dwarfed by the Department of Defense in terms of budget, person-
nel and capacity, State and the Agency for International Development (USAID) have atrophied
nearly to the point of irretrievability. This paper describes the causes and effects of the lack

of human capital and capacity at State and USAID and offers suggestions on how to rebuild
these capacities.

Yet the world we live in is more complex than ever, and our engagement with the world more
dependent on capturing what Defense Secretary Robert Gates has called the full strength of
the American people. The American military is engaged in direct combat in two wars and
yet finds itself repeatedly tasked with conducting soft-power activities best suited to civilian
executive agencies. This situation is wasteful, reduces America’s foreign policy efficacy, and
leaves us open to complaints of militarism.

The eclipse that Secretary Acheson wrote about has been a long slow decline. Through the last
half of the 20th century, the Department of Defense maintained its stature in terms of budget
and authorities while the State Department remained in a kind of stasis. The Agency for
International Development has dodged many silver bullets from Congress, but gradually lost
75% of its staffing. The U.S. Information Agency wasn’t so lucky and disappeared, most of its
programs and people subsumed into the Department of State.

The wars in Afghanistan and Iraq highlighted the weaknesses of the Department of State and
USAID. When State couldn't fill 350 civilian positions in Iraq and 300 positions in Afghanistan,
Defense filled the gaps. In lower profile missions, particularly strategic counter-terrorism
operations in Africa, Defense has again been asked to step into the breach because of structural
weaknesses on the civilian side of the enterprise.

Across the Sahel and Maghreb soldiers are conducting development and public diplomacy
tasks because there simply aren’t enough civilians. Yet, the soldiers often lack the specific
knowledge necessary to properly accomplish the tasks. As one exasperated officer queried,
“How do [, as a military professional, know what’s best for the development of this country?
USAID is trained for that.” But there is no USAID mission in that country.

In the midst of a flailing reconstruction mission in Iraq, the Bush administration dramatically
reversed field from its early position of avoiding the distractions of state building to call for
the creation of a U.S. government coordinator of stabilization and reconstruction operations.
The Pentagon, keenly aware of the need for integrated diplomatic and development actions

to complement its kinetic operations, issued a directive placing these activities on equal
footing with combat operations and instructed the service chiefs to create capacity within

the services for reviving private sector economic activity and developing representative
government institutions.

The Congress granted Defense authorities and funding to conduct stabilization operations,
including activities which under the moribund 1961 Foreign Assistance Act were reserved for
State and USAID. These authorities and funding streams further weakened the civilian agencies’
ability to conduct development and diplomacy. Further, this action placed the military at the
forefront of foreign policy implementation to the point that Congressional reporting showed
concern that foreign nations would believe the military implemented U.S. foreign policy.
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But things have begun to improve. A sheaf of recent commentaries and in-depth reports on
the problem laid out specific needs. The Bush administration put in place programs and
policies to begin to repair the capabilities of the civilian foreign affairs enterprise.

The State Department now hosts the Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stability
which oversees the Civilian Reserve Corps. The CRC is a planned 4,250-strong band of civilian
experts ready to deploy alongside the military. Only a few dozen of the civilian responders are
actually on staff and trained, though. Congress needs to fully fund this program and to create a
civilian National Security University to train the civilian expeditionary force.

However, hiring and training the civilian responders won't address the enormous personnel
shortages at State and USAID. The CRC is an expeditionary force created for the most part
out of existing capacity. Congress needs to increase the size of State and USAID by hiring
nearly 5,000 Foreign Service Officers. Once the personnel are in place and trained, Congress
can then return the authorities and funding for development and security assistance activities
to the Department of State. Until that time, Congress should allow DoD to maintain limited
authorities in these areas, but should continue to deny requests to make these authorities
permanent.

Department of Defense personnel on long-term assignment to U.S. embassies should be
assigned under the authority of the chief of mission rather than the regional combatant
commander. In most countries, specifically those in which there is not a massive U.S.
combat deployment, DoD should limit its activities to direct military-to-military engagement.
This will reduce the chance that DoD will use its civil affairs operations as cover for intelli-
gence operations, a practice that should stop.

Managing whole-of-government actions like major stabilization and reconstruction operations
will require unheard of and, sadly, unlikely levels of inter-agency cooperation. The fledgling
Interagency Management System is untested and, we believe, unlikely to prove successful in
its current form. Inter-agency squabbling and turf battles have erupted in the development
process of the IMS. Getting this right will require executive oversight above the cabinet level
— at the National Security Council or, perhaps, within the Office of the Vice President.

A root cause of the problems outlined in this report is a lack of trust among Congress, the
Pentagon and the Foreign Service. Congress, having underfunded the civilian parts of the
enterprise for generations, lacks confidence in civilian capacity to get the job done. The Pentagon,
USAID and the Department of State must earn each others’ trust through better communica-
tion and exchanges — of both ideas and of personnel. Trust and patience are often in short
supply in Washington. Both are necessary if America’s foreign policy enterprise is to reach
its full strength.

Hiring and training
the civilian responders
won’t address the
enormous personnel
shortages at State

and USAID.
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Ideally, development
construction would
be overseen by
USAID and
integrated with the
agency’s country
development

planning.

DRAWING ON THE FULL STRENGTH OF AMERICA
SEEKING GREATER CIVILIAN CAPACITY
IN U.S. FOREIGN AFFAIRS

INTRODUCTION

In the sprawling, isolated Sahara town of
Nema, 1,100 kilometers away from the Mau-
ritanian capital Nouakchott, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense financed the construction
of a medical clinic for the town. In principle,
here at the end of the Road of Hope, the
name of the bitumen road between Nouak-
chott and Nema, the residents should
welcome a medical clinic. And they would,
were it operational. However, the clinic sits
unused on land controlled by the Ministry of
Defense — a military zone into which access
is tightly controlled. According to a senior
Department of State official and officers

at U.S. Africa Command, the soldiers who
organized the construction worked through
their contacts at the Ministry of Defense, but
failed to coordinate the activity with the Min-
istry of Health to insure there would be doc-
tors, other staff and supplies.’ Thus, civilians
in need of medical assistance cannot get to
the clinic, and the Ministry of Health doesn’t
provide what is needed to operate it.

Ideally, development construction would be
overseen by the U.S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development (USAID) and integrated
with the Agency’s country development plan-
ning. But the troops could not coordinate
their activities with the USAID officer in
Nouakchott because USAID had no mission
in Mauritania, one of the world’s poorest
countries * and an important partner in the
United States Government’s counter-terror-
ism strategy for the Sahel and Maghreb.

Since 2005, the United States’ strategy to
defeat terrorism and terrorist ideology in
the Sahel has been managed through the
Trans-Sahel Counter-Terrorism Program
(TSCTP). The program is, according to the
State Department, “a multi-faceted, multi-
year strategy aimed at defeating terrorist

organizations by strengthening regional
counterterrorism capabilities, enhancing and
institutionalizing cooperation among the
region’s security forces, promoting demo-
cratic governance, discrediting terrorist
ideology, and reinforcing bilateral military
ties with the United States.”

A senior development official at USAID
described the program design as “your basic
three-legged stool,” with diplomacy, develop-
ment and defense each having a role. The
U.S. Africa Command calls TSCTP, “a State
Department-led initiative specifically devel-
oped to address potential expansion of opera-
tions by terrorist and extremist organizations
across West and North Africa.”

All of these descriptions are accurate. The
program is designed to operate under what
many strategists call the whole-of-government
approach, where United States Government
(USG) policies and programs are viewed
and managed from the macro level rather
than allowed to play out piecemeal. In

order to function correctly, each element

of engagement must be complementary
and should be carried out by the appropri-
ate department, agency or office. But this is
where the TSCTP begins to break down: the
Department of State and USAID simply do
not have the capacity to pull their weight in
this type of activity. So, the Department of
Defense (DoD) has to pick up the load.

The medical center in Nema is a harbinger
of systemic weakness in the American
foreign policy enterprise. The issue isn’t

that some soldiers failed to fully coordinate
their activities. The issue is that they were
unable to coordinate their activities because
the Department of State and USAID don’t
have enough people to fill positions in places
like Mauritania.
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The 2008 National Defense Strategy rightly
notes that international and indeed national
security is not a result of military prowess
alone. “Economic development, institu-
tion building, and the rule of law, as well

as promoting internal reconciliation, good
governance, providing basic services to the
people,” are essential ingredients to foster-
ing secure and peaceful nations.’ Ultimately,
it is important to note that helping other
nations alleviate poverty, strengthen demo-
cratic structures and build capable state
institutions are soft power jobs that should
be performed by civilians not by soldiers.

As this report was being finalized for
production, the State Department’s Inspec-
tor General issued an inspection 1’eport6 of
the Department’s Bureau of African Affairs
which cited many of the same shortcomings
we note below and validated several of our
recommendations. Of particular note are
these two comments by the Inspector Gen-
eral: “The U.S. Military is stepping into

a void created by a lack of resources for
traditional development and public diplo-
macy,” and “[ejmbassy platforms are collaps-
ing under the weight of new programs and
staffing without corresponding resources to
provide the services required by new tenants
and requirements.”

Refugees International’s interest here is in
the promotion of stability and the prevention
of conflicts that create refugees. We believe
that the atrophy of civilian capacity, and the
resultant inability of the U.S. government to
globally project elements of soft power, place
an unfair burden on our military, present
the wrong image of America to the world,
and reduce our effectiveness in promoting
international security, thus making America
and the world less secure.

Our objective in this paper is to describe

the causes and effects of the lack of human
capital and capacity at State and USAID and
offer suggestions on how to rebuild these
capacities. The author uses TSCTP as an ex-
ample for several reasons. Principal among
them is that TSCTP has the potential to be a
template for USG inter-agency cooperation
and coordination in pursuit of a national
policy. There is also a surfeit of available
published research on U.S. Africa Command
and TSCTP, which the author used as one
of three elements of his research, the oth-
ers being in-country direct observation and
personal interviews.
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U.S. soldiers carry school
equipment in eastern

Mali in November 2006.
U.S. special forces were
training Malian soldiers

in counter-terrorism tactics,
while the army’s civil
affairs team carried out
projects such as building
schools and clinics.

Credit: Reuters/Luc Gnago




There are numerous
reasons for State’s
diminished stature,
but cuts to budget
and personnel

strength are seminal.

PART I: “THE ECLIPSE OF THE
STATE DEPARTMENT”

For over a decade it has been received as
accepted truth in the highly charged political
atmosphere of Washington that the role,
power and prestige of the Secretary and
Department of State in the conduct of
foreign affairs have steadily declined.

— Dean Acheson, July 19717

Things haven't gotten any better in the

38 years since Acheson wrote his article.

In fact, the Department of State and the U.S.
Agency for International Development have
atrophied in size and scope — and some
would add relevance — significantly. There are
numerous reasons for State’s diminished stat-
ure, but cuts to budget and personnel strength
are seminal. Further, growth at the Depart-
ment of Defense has amplified State’s weak-
nesses. This has been an ongoing process.

President Richard Nixon told Henry Kissinger
that he was determined “to ruin the Foreign
Service.”® George Schulz’s refusal to ask
Congress for authority to hire more staff to
open embassies in the new nations created in
the dissolution of the Soviet Union stretched
the Foreign Service wafer-thin. James Baker
distrusted the career professionals in the For-
eign Service and deliberately put them on the
sidelines.® Senator Jesse Helms, Chairman
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
proposed the dissolution of USAID.™

Simultaneously, across the river at the
Pentagon, John Lehman dreamed of a 600
ship Navy as President Reagan engaged in
the biggest build-up of the U.S military in
generations.” In Washington’s think tanks
two important strains of thought emerged.
Military officers returned from Vietnam
with the idea that America’s military must
not be used higgledy-piggledy in small wars.
The predominant thinking among the ex-
pert military leaders was that America must
only go to war when vital national interests
are involved, when the military can muster
overwhelming force, and when all other ele-
ments of power have been exhausted.” The

opposing view, developed among civilian,
neo-conservative thinkers posited the ideas
that soft-power was generally feckless and
America should use its unparalleled military
capacity to enact its policies abroad using
force more often than not. These strategies,
though opposed, had an important implica-
tion in common: the military would need to
be vast and to have unparalleled capabilities.

Defense doctrine as described by Caspar
Weinberger and Colin Powell emphasized
the use of overwhelming force and had the
unintended consequence of diminishing
the size and capacity of the Foreign Service
at State and USAID.” The United States
Information Agency and the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency were dismem-
bered and subsumed into State, and USAID
shrank by 75%." New countries emerged
and new congressionally-mandated require-
ments were levied on the Department, but
the Foreign Service remained in stasis.

Efforts to strengthen Defense and weaken
State continue: a professor of strategy at the
Air War College suggested that the Secre-
tary of Defense give DoD civilians bigger
staffs and budgets to increase their “aware-
ness and influence over American policy

... (and)...put a civilian face on American
engagement with the world.””

In a landmark study of the problem, the
American Academy of Diplomacy and the
Henry L. Stimson Center recommended an
increase of 4,735 direct hire personnel into
State and USAID.'® This increase in person-
nel strength would enable the Department
of State and USAID to carry out the presi-
dent’s agenda in what the authors consid-
ered four critical competencies: core diplo-
macy, public diplomacy, foreign assistance,
and stabilization and reconstruction. At the
Department’s current pace of growth, the
earliest it could reach this number would be
2010, assuming no one retires or otherwise
leaves service, a zero attrition rate.

In February of 2009 Foreign Affairs again
served as a platform for a call to rebuild the
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Foreign Service. Ambassador J. Anthony
Holmes, a past-president of the American
Foreign Service Association,” wrote that the
Foreign Service “has no surge capacity at
all.” Continuing, Holmes said the vacancy
rate of jobs in embassies “is 21 percent; in
Africa it is 30 percent.” He called for the
current administration to “double the num-
ber of FSOs at State,” and “boost USAID’s
Foreign Service staff by 150 percent.”® This
would require hiring 8,900 new FSOs. At
State’s current rate of growth, about 700
FSOs annually, it would be at least 2022
before State reached full operating capacity,
again assuming no one retires.

But these assumptions are unrealistic and
the pace of growth is far too slow. Congress
and the administration should work together
to increase the size of the Foreign Service

(at State and AID) at a minimum along the
lines laid out in the AAD/Stimson report.

The Canary in the Coalmine

How we manage the roles of Defense, State
and USAID in steady state environments is
changing; TSCTP in Chad is the canary in the
coalmine that we should all be watching.

— Senior Department of Defense Official.

The American embassy in N’'Djamena Chad
is a small, two-story building behind a high
wall and a pair of heavy steel gates. It was
once a residence and retains a little of that
ambience, but only a little. Inside the build-
ing, through the heavy security doors known
as fifteen-minute doors (because it should
take someone fifteen minutes with an ax to
break through), past the U.S. Marine guard
and up a flight of stairs is the office of the
American ambassador. This is the office into
which a rocket propelled grenade crashed
through the wall on February 3, 2008. The
wall is now patched, but you can still see

the path the grenade took, blasting through
the outer wall and passing through an inner
wall, before it disintegrated in a center hall-
way. In Chad, even embassy row is a tough
neighborhood.

Embassy N’Djamena has a staff of about
seventeen State Department personnel.”® As
late as February 2008, the time of the rebel
assault, this team was augmented with about
the same number of military personnel from
U.S. European Command.*® The DoD team
included:

« Joint Planning and Assistance Team
(JPAT), in this case Navy SEALs over-
seeing training for a Chadian counter-
terrorism force known locally as the PSI
battalion;*

« Civil-Military Support Element (CMSE) of
U.S. Army Civil Affairs specialists;

« Military Information Support Team (MIST)
of army Psychological Operations specialists;

« Special Operations Command and Control
Element (SOCCE) to manage the group’s
activities and serve as liaison to the embassy;

« Military Liaison Element (MLE);

« Navy Seabees to help keep the team house
running.

This group of special operations soldiers
and sailors — the military component of
TSCTP in Chad — were at the embassy

on what DoD terms “enduring presence”
tours, temporary duty tours of four to six
months. They were occasionally augmented
by Marines teaching marksmanship skills to
the PSI battalion, by Navy doctors and Army
veterinarians assessing the Chadian military
and providing advice and services, and by
U.S. Air Force pilots and technicians assess-
ing the needs and capacity of the Chadian
air force and of Chadian airfields. At times
during 2007 the number of DoD troops in
Chad soared to over 120.*

The tiny embassy staff could easily have
been overwhelmed with administrative and
support requirements for the DoD teams.
So the ambassador suggested that DoD and
State call a “strategic pause” to evaluate

the program and the way forward. It was

At State’s current
rate of growth, it
would be at least
2022 before State
reached full
operating capacity,
again assuming

no one retires.
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Unless the U.S.
chooses to
implement its
foreign policy solely
with a bayonet,
these civilian assets
must be estab-
lished, developed

and exercised.

at about this point that the rebels reached
N’Djamena and the embassy was forced to
draw down. The TSCTP military elements
were withdrawn and have not yet returned,
although both State and DoD want to re-start
the program.

Embassy N’Djamena’s staffing illustrates

the overwhelming imbalance between civil-
ian and military elements available to the
President in foreign affairs. In raw num-
bers: the Department of Defense has over
2,300,000 uniformed service members,
about 1,400,000 in the active components.”
Department of State has fewer than 6,800
Foreign Service Officers.** At USAID, there
are just over 1,400 Foreign Service Officers.”
Department and agency budgets are so dispa-
rate they are hardly comparable, but the Presi-
dent’s 2010 Budget Request would provide
DoD $533.7 billion while all civilian foreign
affairs activities would share $51.7 billion. **
*7 These figures do not include supplemental
requests for Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan.

Unquestionably the personnel and budget
requirements of the Defense Department in

a time of war are substantial. Yet, one should
question the paucity of human capital resourc-
es the President has at hand to complement
the United States military, e.g., the civilians
who, in the example of TSCTP, would “pro-
mote democratic governance, ... expand public
diplomacy outreach programs, ... counter the
development of extremism, and support demo-
cratic and economic development.”*

Why Are the Civilians Important?

“I would have accomplished a lot more on the
development side with a couple of recent Peace
Corps Volunteers assigned to my embassy and
living in country for three years than I did with
rotating teams of Special Forces soldiers who
came in for a few months at a time.”

— Former Deputy Chief of Mission at a

U.S. Embassy in West Africa

The U.S. needs a range of options to engage
the world and a range of tools with which
to affect that engagement. If on one end of

a continuum we place the violent use of the
American military with its unparalleled reach
and power, and at the other end we place
complete isolationism, in between the two
points are opportunities to use our diplo-
matic, information, and economic resources
— our civilian elements of power. Unless the
U.S. chooses to implement its foreign policy
solely with a bayonet, these civilian assets
must be established, developed and exercised.

Congress recognizes this and grants
authorities for diplomatic, development and
defense tasks to appropriate departments
and agencies. Charter to conduct various
activities overseas is codified in U.S. Code.
Title 22 USC codifies diplomatic and devel-
opment activities under the broad category
of Foreign Relations and Intercourse.* Title
10 USC covers The Armed Forces.* Title

50 USC covers War and National Defense,
including intelligence activities.”” Logically,
Title 22 activities are within the provenance
of the Department of State; Title 10 and Title
50 activities fall within the provenance of the
Department of Defense and the intelligence
community. Principal among the authoriz-
ing statutes of interest for this paper are

the longstanding Foreign Assistance Act,*
and the annual State, Foreign Operations
Appropriations Act ® and National Defense
Authorization Act.*

The fundamental objective of American
development assistance is, according to the
Foreign Assistance Act: “To help the poor
majority of people in developing countries to
participate in a process of equitable growth
through productive work and to influence
decisions that shape their lives, with the goal
of increasing their incomes and their access
to public services which will enable them

to satisfy their basic needs and lead lives of
decency, dignity, and hope.”

The U.S. provides security assistance in order
“to promote the peace of the world and the
foreign policy, security, and general welfare of
the United States by fostering an improved
climate of political independence and
individual liberty, improving the ability of
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friendly countries and international organiza-
tions to deter or, if necessary, defeat aggres-
sion, facilitating arrangements for individual
and collective security, assisting friendly
countries to maintain internal security, and
creating an environment of security and
stability in the developing friendly countries
essential to their more rapid social, economic,
and political progress.”*

Within the Foreign Assistance Act framework,
both development and security assistance
fall under the direction of the State Depart-
ment. Most development assistance activities
are carried out by USAID and most security
assistance activities are carried out by the
Defense Department. The State Depart-
ment’s Bureau of Political Military Affairs
oversees program funding accounts like
Foreign Military Financing and Sales (FMF/
FMS), Individual Military Education and
Training (IMET) and Peacekeeping (PKO)*
many of which are principally administered
by Defense through the Defense Security
Cooperation Agency (DSCA)*® and by
Security Assistance or Defense Attaché
Offices embedded in U.S. Embassies.

Officials at DoD complain that these
traditional security assistance funding
mechanisms lack flexibility, take too long

to develop and are managed and directed
from Washington rather than in the field.
In the aftermath of the September 11, 2001
terrorist attacks on the United States, and
the subsequent Global War on Terror, these
traditional relationships, and their under-
pinning authorities and appropriations,
have changed in a number of ways. First,
field commanders have been given access to
huge sums of cash for reconstruction proj-
ects in pursuit of tactical objectives. Second,
the military has accepted reconstruction and
stabilization operations as a core mission
and has attempted to make temporary au-
thorities granted by Congress permanent.

In 2003, as Saddam Hussein’s regime
collapsed, U.S. ground forces in Iraq
discovered huge stockpiles of U.S. dollars
— over $762 million.*® The Departments of
Defense, Treasury and State determined this
money to be the property of the Ba’athist
regime and thus under the control of the
Coalition Provisional Authority, which
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USAID expedites the
shipment of nearly 24,000
metric tons of food aid to
help millions of people in
need of assistance in the
Horn of Africa.
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The National
Defense Strategy
says the nation must
reinvigorate “other
important elements
of national power
and develop the
capability to
integrate, tailor,
and apply... the

full strength of the

American people.”

authorized military commanders to use the
money as a “Brigade Commander’s Discre-
tionary Recovery Program to Directly Benefit
the Iraqi People.”* This evolved into the
Commander’s Emergency Response Pro-
gram (CERP) in 2004. In Iraq and Afghani-

stan, CERP funds are used by field unit com-

manders to implement projects in support
of U.S. tactical objectives. The rapidity of
action in CERP projects — often a matter of
weeks from proposal to commencement —
is unique among U.S. government develop-
ment or humanitarian assistance programs
and hugely beneficial to implementers.

DoD published in November 2005 Directive
3000.05, titled Military Support for Stabil-
ity, Security, Transition, and Reconstruction
(SSTR) Operations, which placed stability
and reconstruction operations as a core U.S.
military mission equal to that of combat
operations. In a dramatic and ironic reversal
of the Bush administration’s original posi-
tion of avoiding the distractions of nation
building, the directive instructs the service
chiefs to create capacity within the U.S.
military to “Rebuild indigenous institu-
tions including various types of security
forces, correctional facilities, and judicial
systems necessary to secure and stabilize
the environment; Revive or build the private
sector, including encouraging citizen-driven,
bottom-up economic activity and construct-
ing necessary infrastructure; [and] Develop
representative governmental institutions.”#
These tasks reveal DoD’s acceptance of the
nation building mission and clearly infringe
on State Department and USAID primacy
on democracy building, development and
economic assistance.

Defense Secretary Robert Gates is often
lauded for his public calls for increased civil-
ian capacity. However, in October 2007 at

a meeting of the Association of the United
States Army, Gates laid down his marker on
DoD’s expanded role: “All these so-called
‘nontraditional’ capabilities have moved

into the mainstream of military thinking,
planning, and strategy — where they must
stay.”** And in 2008, the National Defense

Strategy says the nation must reinvigorate
“other important elements of national power
and develop the capability to integrate, tailor,
and apply ... the full strength of the Ameri-
can people.” But it also states the DoD “will
institutionalize and retain these capabilities.” ¥

In its 2006 budget request, the Department
of Defense requested authority and funding
to train and equip foreign military forces to
conduct counter-terrorism operations or to
participate in reconstruction and stability
operations. Congress provided DoD with
the authority in section 1206 of the 2006
National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA)
and the program has been known as Section
1206 funding ever since. In 2007, DoD re-
quested that Congress make the authorities
permanent, but Congress did not. In 2008,
DoD again requested the authorities be
made permanent, Congress again refused.*
The Senate Foreign Relations Committee
strongly rejected this encroachment by DoD
on the State Department’s authority, finding
that “section 1206 funding is not addressing
threats to the United States that are so im-
mediate it cannot be included in the normal
budget processes. The Secretary of State
should insist that all security assistance,
including Section 1206 funding, be included
in his/her authority.”#

It is clear that DoD has the will to conduct
security assistance and the civilian aspects

of stability and reconstruction activities with
limited input from State. There is concern at
State that DoD may seek expanded, permanent
authorizations for development assistance, but
based on recent comments from Hill staffers,
and Congressional refusals to institutionalize
the security assistance authorities, it does not
appear Congress will permanently grant them
to DoD. Regardless, the military’s increased
role in the application of soft power in non-
combat areas (what DoD often calls “steady
state” environments) is enormously increased,
and the effects are dramatic.

CERP, 1206 funding and Directive 3000.05
are all encroachments on traditional civilian
authorities. Congress gave the authorities to
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DoD, in the view of several analysts, because
Congress has had little confidence in the
Department of State’s capacity to manage
security assistance.*® Further, DoD needed
the authorities because the gestation period
of standing security assistance programs is
far too long.

Current funding mechanisms and authori-
ties for security and development funding
are poorly structured and unwieldy. Pro-
grams take far too long to come to fruition
and there is insufficient control at the coun-
try team level. Ambassadors and combatant
commanders should have joint oversight
responsibility and allocation authority over
security and development assistance funds.
These senior leaders should be able to de-
velop, fund and implement programs using
pooled funds, possibly through a contin-
gency funding mechanism in the Foreign
Military Funding account.

Perception is Reality

“What are we to think when a general arrives in
a private jet while the Assistant Secretary
for Africa comes with Air France?”

— Senior West African Government Official

A recent report published by the Center for
Strategic and International Studies suggested
that DoD’s encroachment on development
and diplomacy activities risks “undermining
State Department leadership in international
affairs.” A senior State Department official
with many years service in Africa said, “One
of our strategic objectives should be the
demilitarization of states like Chad, Rwanda
and Nigeria. But it’s hard to convince govern-
ments that we're serious when our engage-
ment is so heavily militarized.”

Certainly, in Chad and Mauritania, one
would expect the United States to pressure
the governments to demilitarize at the top.**
Yet, our image — and the perception that
logically springs from it — is one of a highly
militarized foreign engagement apparatus.
In the early days of TSCTP, the military
contingents in U.S. embassies in Sahelian

Africa were often larger than all civilian
agencies combined.®

DoD’s ability to project its assets (the most
visible evidence of American power in many
cases) is substantial and highly visible. In Feb-
ruary 2008, United States Air Force aircraft
made so many fuel stops in Nouakchott in
support of three concurrent military training
team visits,*® a presidential visit to Africa and
the drawdown of personnel from the embassy
in N’Djamena that the Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs protested to the American embassy that
the country was running out of jet fuel.””

In interviews with West and Central African
officials the same questions were asked with
some regularity. Why does the platform

for U.S. engagement with African nations
need to be a military command and why is
Africa different? These questions presup-
pose (1) that Africa Command actually is the
platform for U.S. engagement with African
nations, and (2) that this differs in other
regions of the world.

Is it? Does it? The answer to both ques-

tions is no. However, that the questions
were posed with such regularity exposes a
perception among some African diplomatic
representatives and government officials that
the answer is yes.

Of course, the platform for USG engagement
with any foreign nation is the American
embassy. The American ambassador is the
president’s representative to the host nation
and the Department of State is statutorily the
lead agency for diplomatic and development
activities, and for the planning and oversight
of many military engagement activities. Why
then do so many African leaders sense that
the Department of Defense has such a
dominant role in U.S. foreign policy?

There is no single answer. However, African
diplomats and government officials over
and over took note that soldiers (and here

[ mean active duty service members from
any branch of service) are implementing
U.S. policy in lieu of civilians in numerous

Our image — and
the perception that
logically springs
from it — is one
of a highly
militarized foreign

policy apparatus.
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A U.S. Marine Corps Major
briefs his unit and Beninese
army soldiers

before they fire their weap-
ons during Exercise Shared
Accord. The exercise is a
scheduled combined U.S.-
Benin military exercise that
includes humanitarian and
cwil affairs projects.

Credit: U.S. Marine Corps /
Master Sgt.
Michael Q. Retana

African countries. Frankly, many are
unconcerned. They apparently feel that
having been so long ignored, any attention
from the U.S. is welcomed. “Honestly,” a
Chadian official said, “we are happy to have
the help no matter the source.”

But not every opinion of Africom is so be-
nign. The creation of U.S. Africa Command
created a maelstrom of controversy including
anti-Africom websites and Facebook pages,”
academic papers, even a U.S. intelligence
community assessment. And these were just
in the United States.

African pundits and politicians debated the
meaning of the Command and its timing,
voicing concerns over America’s history of
good relations with authoritarian rulers and
whether or not the command represented a
return to colonialism.”® One African writer,
speaking to the BBC, worried that the United
States would “look at all its development
efforts through the lens of the Pentagon.
That’s a truly dangerous dimension. We
don’t need militarisation of Africa, we don’t
need securitisation of aid and development
in Africa.”>*

A West African Brigadier General posed the
question (speaking of Africa Command),
“Why are you creating a CINC (sic) to do
the work of USAID and some NGOs?"%

One could take this question two ways: why
would the U.S. waste billions of dollars to
have soldiers do the work of development
professionals, or what is the hidden purpose
of the Africa Command? Neither question
is particularly heartening when considering
America’s image. The perception that, in
Africa at least, U.S. foreign policy is imple-
mented by the Department of Defense is
inescapable.

The perception among other highly developed,
western nations is that in Africa the United
States is clumsily competing for influ-

ence — competing particularly with France,
China and Iran — while lacking a thoughtful,
coordinated strategy. A European diplomat
said, “It quite often seems that America
views other nations as mortal enemies rather
than as friends competing for political influ-
ence.”® American diplomats in the region
said the French believe America is being
“rolled” by African host nations because the
security assistance program managers — they
were speaking of the military operators in
country — are ignorant of the region’s culture
and history. It is worth noting here that the
Department of State, not the Department

of Defense is statutorily charged with the
management of security assistance.
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PART II: “THERE IS A PLACE AND
WORK FOR MANY TALENTS HERE"Y

Otherwise, there is no guarantee the mix of
civilian and military assistance will be effectively
balanced to meet the terrorist threat.
— Embassies as Command Posts Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, 2006

Defense, Diplomacy and Development are
the three principal charters within the foreign
policy apparatus.®® Each is a clearly defined
and specialized field of endeavor. One can-
not imagine tasking a USAID health officer
with implementing a strategy to train a host
nation’s forces in foreign internal defense.
But with the current deficit of Foreign Service
Officers at State and USAID, we regularly
task U.S. special operations forces with imple-
menting development and public diplomacy
tasks.”® The results are often imperfect.

The Nema medical center in Mauritania is

a telling example. Special Forces soldiers
operating in support of the Defense Attaché
didn’t coordinate fully their activities with
the relevant Government of Mauritania
ministry to insure the Mauritanians could
support the clinic. According to officers at
U.S. Africa Command, the soldiers involved
were not trained Civil Affairs specialists,
but rather line Special Forces soldiers. The
soldiers coordinated with the appropriate
ministry for military activities (Defense) but
not for their development activities (in this
case, Health). Had there been a USAID offi-
cer at the embassy, it is reasonable to assume
that the coordination with the Health Ministry
would have taken place given the logical
programmatic links intrinsic between
USAID and the Ministry of Health.

But don’t blame the soldiers. Even had these
troops been Civil Affairs specialists, the
result may have been the same. U.S. Army
Civil Affairs units are “designed to prevent
civilian interference with tactical operations,
to assist commanders in discharging their
responsibilities toward the civilian popula-
tion, and to provide liaison with civilian
government agencies.”®® These are not devel-

opment tasks. USAID, on the other hand,
“joins diplomacy and defense as one of three
key pieces of the nation’s foreign policy
apparatus... promotes peace and stability by
fostering economic growth, protecting hu-
man health, providing emergency humani-
tarian assistance, and enhancing democracy
in developing countries.”®"

The shortage of qualified U.S. Foreign Service
Officers creates a vacuum that the U.S. is
forced to fill with soldiers. And that shortage
of civilians affects American missions around
the world.

Getting the Job Done, Somehow

We are pleased to have resources to accomplish
Mission objectives and the source or implementing
agency is a lesser concern in the mix.

— Deputy Chief of Mission at a
U.S. Embassy in West Africa

Managing United States foreign policy isn’t

a solitary activity either personally for an
ambassador or for a department or agency.
Ambassadors and Deputy Chiefs of Mission
manage their section chiefs and agency heads
as part of a country team insuring a coordi-
nated effort that focuses all USG activities on
meeting American strategic objectives toward
the individual country and the region.

At least this is how things are supposed to
work. But personnel shortages and unfilled
positions mean that positions are often filled
with inexperienced or unqualified officers, civil
servants on what are called excursion tours,
and spouses of officials assigned to post.

Refugees International chose Chad as repre-
sentative of the challenges facing the Ameri-
can foreign policy enterprise for a number of
reasons. Chad participates in TSCTP and has
since the program was known as the Pan-
Sahel Initiative. Among sub-Saharan nations
Chad ranks fifth in exports to the United
States.®” There is an active insurgency in the
east that sometimes arrives in the capital.
Chad hosts over 300,000 refugees from

Managing United
States foreign policy
isn’t a solitary activity
either personally

for an ambassador

or for a department

or agency.
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Refugees from Darfur carry
water back to their huts in

a refugee camp in Chad.
Chad hosts some 300,000
refugees from Darfur and

the Central African Repub-

lic, and ranks 170 of 179

countries on the UN Devel-
opment Program’s human
development indices.

© Refugees International/
Erin Weir
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Darfur and the Central African Republic
as well as a substantial internally displaced
population. Chad ranks number 170 of
179 countries and territories on the United
Nations Development Program’s human
development indices.”

Yet, the American embassy in N’'Djamena is
effectively ‘one-deep’ everywhere: it has one
officer in each specialized position. There is
one officer to do the political and economic
analysis and reporting, one officer to manage
the public diplomacy portfolio, one consul,
one general services officer, one financial
management officer and one management of-
ficer. In the Foreign Service, political and eco-
nomic reporting are considered “substantive,”
consular and management functions are not.
So in Chad there is one officer doing substan-
tive work under the Ambassador and Deputy
Chief of Mission; the remainder of the staff
are in what are considered support functions.

A recent Inspector General’s report noted
that officers assigned to Embassy N’Djamena
have regularly been insufficiently trained and
under-qualified for their jobs.**

A senior Foreign Service Officer in
Washington said that embassies like
N’Djamena or Nouakchott are forced to
accept DoD’s psychological operations and
civil affairs soldiers to carry out TSCTP
actions because there simply aren’t USAID
and State Department public diplomacy
personnel on staff to do the work.

During the Department-wide (temporary)
restructuring program to designate positions
to be transferred to Embassy Baghdad,
known inside the Department as “the Iraq
tax,” Chad lost a position for an entry-level
economic reporting officer. Further, an
entry-level public diplomacy officer position
is unfilled.*
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Embassies like Chad, Niger, Burkina Faso
and Mauritania are notoriously hard to staff
despite substantial salary incentives.®**
Foreign Service posts are determined to

be “historically difficult to staft” if 50% of
personnel vacancies receive no more than

3 bids for three out of four years. Chad is in
this category.

Secretary of State Colin Powell recognized the
need for a larger and better trained Foreign
Service. Profiting from his strong, positive rela-
tions with the U.S. Congress he expended a great
deal of political capital to win approval for his
Diplomatic Readiness Initiative (DRI), which in-
troduced over 1,000 new Foreign Service Officers
into the service.*®

The DRI program increased the number of
entry-level officers in the Foreign Service but
did nothing to address the dramatic short-
ages in the mid-level ranks. A Government
Accountability Office report noted that many
mid-level positions in embassies worldwide
are filled with junior officers.®® The GAO
report highlighted the American Embassy in
Nigeria where it reported that only three of
800 assigned personnel were members of
the Senior Foreign Service.”” ”"

According to the AAD/Stimson study, the
staff increases at State have been primarily
focused on consular and diplomatic security
functions rather than core diplomacy, leaving
the deficits, “in effect, at 2000 levels.””*

At the Country Team level, almost without
exception, inter-agency relations are excel-
lent. People work together to get things
done. USAID officers in the field actually
complimented the DoD humanitarian ac-
tion programs as nimble and pragmatic. In
fact one of the principal complaints about
State-managed security assistance programs
and development activities was that both
lack flexibility and both have long program
maturation periods. This isn’t new.

In 1995, when the USAID mission in Chad
was closing, then-Ambassador Lawrence
Pope wrote a cable back to Washington titled

“An Obituary for AID in Chad” in which

he commented that “AID projects have

an incredibly long gestation period.” Pope
further complained that his AID team had
“been turned into contract managers losing
contact with village realities,” and that their
programs had “an ever increasing reliance
on expensive contractors and consultants.””
Things certainly aren’t better today with only
1,400 FSOs at USAID.

Simultaneously, military officers complained
of being “stretched thin,” calling the esti-
mated 20% of their time spent on humani-
tarian assistance projects “ridiculous.” One
exasperated officer plausibly queried, “How
do I, as a military professional, know what’s
best for the development of this country?
USAID is trained for that.” But there is no
USAID mission in that country.

In early 2007, the Department of State
requested that DoD fill 350 diplomatic
positions in Iraq.”* In 2009, DoD once
again began looking for personnel to fill up
to 300 positions that State could not fill as
part of the Administration’s civilian surge.”
The Department of State is also forced to
fill positions overseas with family members,
usually spouses of Foreign Service Officers
and Specialists; as of November 2008, there
were 2,324 family members filling embassy
positions.”

Thus, the underlying fault, the inability of
State and USAID to field sufficient staff,
forces DoD to take over the missions,
reduces effectiveness and lessens American
influence. In embassies in the Sahel, State
makes do with staffing gaps and unfilled po-
sitions, and embassy country teams integrate
military personnel as effectively as possible.
Occasionally gaffes like the Nema medical
center occur, but more often the result is
simply a less effective implementation of
United States foreign policy. Top priority
tasks are usually met, secondary and tertiary
priorities fall away unmet. Plainly stated,
the Foreign Service is too small to effectively
implement U.S. policy and American for-
eign engagement suffers for it.

The Department of
State is also forced to
fill positions overseas
with family members,
usually spouses of
Foreign Service
Officers and

Specialists.

WWW.REFUGEESINTERNATIONAL.ORG

12




A U.S. Army Lieutenant
Colonel greets a young boy
after passing out soccer
balls to local children
during exercise Flintlock
2007 in Mali. The exercise,
which is meant to foster
relationships of peace,
security and cooperation
among the Trans-Sahara
nations, is part of the
Trans-Sahara Counterter-
rorism Partnership.

Credit: U.S. Air Force/
Tech. Sgt. Roy Santana
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Capacity Building

Failing to Plan is Planning to Fail.
— A Planner’s Adage

Undoubtedly, the United States needs an
increased civilian expeditionary capability.
But numbers of new hires aren’t sufficient to
develop the President’s ability to project civil-
ian power globally. A whole-of-government
approach to reconstruction and stability op-
erations requires expertise in a wide variety
of activities from banking to the judiciary to
agriculture to education. The Office of the
Coordinator for Stability and Reconstruc-
tion (S/CRS) at the State Department has
identified six broad areas requiring civilian
specialization: planning, operations and
management; criminal justice and policing;
economic recovery; essential services; diplo-
macy and governance; and security. Some
of these are not traditional, core diplomatic
activities. So the Department of State will
have to train its officers in many of these
tasks, but help is also needed from other
departments and agencies like the Depart-
ments of Agriculture, Justice, Health and

Human Services, Commerce, Treasury, and
Homeland Security.”

Congress has given DoD the authority to
conduct activities that are inherently civilian
in nature because State lacks the capacity not
just to conduct the operations, but to plan
and manage them as well. The AAD/Stim-
son report noted repeatedly that State lacks
capacity in “program management skills.””®
Among these skills, the most in need of
development in the civilian workforce is
planning. This is an art that Defense has
nurtured among officers for generations.

At Fort Leavenworth, Quantico, Maxwell Air
Force Base and Newport, mid-level officers
spend up to a year in intensive classroom
study to master the operational art and sci-
ence of planning. In programs with names
like the School of Advanced Military Studies
and the School of Advanced Warfighting,
majors and lieutenant commanders learn
to “integrate campaigns and plans, theater
strategies, national military strategy, and
national security policy and strategy.””?
These courses, offered as a second year of
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training beyond the services’ Intermediate
Leadership Schools (once known as Com-
mand and General Staff Officer’s Course),
serve as the military’s premier graduate
schools. All of the programs offer accredited
masters degrees; at least one of the schools
requires students to hold a masters degree
before applying.®® The core abilities devel-
oped in these courses, according to curricu-
lum developers and professors, are complex
problem solving skills.

There is no equivalent course of instruc-

tion in the United States government for
civilians, principally because within the
civilian foreign affairs agencies there are no
designated planners. The Secretary of State’s
Policy Planning Staff (S/P) is the strategic
planning cell at State. This office is staffed
by a mix of Foreign Service Officers and po-
litical (non-career) appointees and comprised
recently of 18 people whose “mission is to
take a longer term, strategic view of global
trends and frame recommendations for the
Secretary of State to advance U.S. interests
and American values.”® These are not plan-
ners, but rather thinkers. Both skills are criti-
cal to the development and implementation
of policy, but planners simply haven’t been

a part of State’s structure, and there is as yet
no course of instruction to remedy this.

The State Department’s Foreign Service
Institute (FSI) was scheduled to begin offer-
ing a course in planning for members of the
emerging Civilian Response Corps in July
2009. Known as the basic planner’s course,
it will become a requirement for all mem-
bers of the Civilian Response Corps. Civilian
Response Corps leadership hopes to develop
a “level II” planner’s course in coming years
that will be a rough equivalent of the military
planners’ courses.

Training on interagency processes is also
essential to improving U.S. government
effectiveness in foreign affairs. The U.S. In-
stitute of Peace recently opened the Academy
for International Conflict Management and
Peacebuilding to provide training a la carte

to staff of the United Nations, Non-Govern-
mental Organizations and U.S. Government
workers. However, there will be no emphasis
on U.S. government interagency processes.
That specific training will be developed at
USIP with the Foreign Service Institute at
some undetermined time in the future.

The National Defense University publication
“Civilian Surge: Key to Complex Operations”
discusses, inter alia, the need for a civilian
equivalent to the military’s century-plus

old Professional Military Education system.
The proposed program looks exceedingly
similar to the military’s professional educa-
tion structure: branch specific basic course
at entry; advanced specialization about five
years later; intermediate operational art and
science at about ten years of service; and
strategic view with a heavy liberal arts base at
18 years or so. *

The report highlights the 2006 Quadrien-
nial Defense Review (QDR) claim that the
Department of Defense will “transform the
National Defense University ... into a true
National Security University, tailored to
support the educational needs of the broader
U.S. national security profession.”® Those
needs are substantial.

In order to advance the incremental prog-
ress of this piecemeal approach, the current
administration should direct the creation

of a National Security University which will
serve as the interagency equivalent of the
military’s senior service colleges. The uni-
versity should be created and led by civilians
rather than developed from existing military
structures as envisioned in the 2006 QDR.
The university should also create a mid-level
course of instruction and a follow-on plan-
ner’s course that develops in the civilian ex-
peditionary force skills that are comparable
and complementary to those developed at the
Army’s School of Advanced Military Studies
or the Marine Corps’ School of Advanced
Warfighting. All of these courses should take
place in a multi-national framework, thus
creating an international professional devel-

Planners simply
haven’t been a part
of State’s structure,
and there is as yet no
course of instruction

to remedy this.
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While the
ambassador may

be the president’s
representative in

a country, the
regional combatant
commander can still
deploy his forces in
that country
without the ambas-

sador’s approval.

opment college. Attendance at these schools
must be made career enhancing within the
civilian workforce and graduation from the
international security university should be a
requirement for promotion into the Senior
Foreign Service, Senior Executive Service

or Senior Intelligence Service for national
security professionals.

Questions of Authority and Approval

All U.S. Government employees (other than
personnel under command of a U.S. area
military commander) must obtain country
clearance from the chief of mission (COM)
before entering or transiting their country.

— Foreign Affairs Manual®

Chiefs of Mission posted to bilateral mis-
sions under diplomatic rules established by
the Treaty of Vienna are generally given the
title ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary. That is quite a mouthful, and in
conjunction with Senate confirmation and

a letter of instruction from the President of
the United States,” is presumed to give the
ambassador the status of the personal repre-
sentative of the president and the American
people to the host nation. But while the
ambassador may be the president’s represen-
tative in a country, the regional combatant
commander can still deploy his forces in that
country without the ambassador’s approval.

Even in a time of peace between two nations,
when relations are good, a regional combat-
ant commander (CoCom) at European or
Southern or Pacific or Africa Command, can
send military forces into a country without
the approval of the ambassador, and those
troops will remain under the general’s com-
mand and control. The terms of art here are
Chief of Mission (COM) control or CoCom
control. Department of Defense forces under
CoCom control do not need COM approval
— called country clearance — to enter and
operate in country.

The current system allowing military forces
to operate in foreign countries without prior
permission of the U.S. ambassador can be
seen as a relic of the Cold War. When the

U.S. had huge numbers of military forces in
Germany, Italy, Spain and England, it would
have been unimaginable for the U.S. ambas-
sador to consider individual requests for
country clearance and to maintain authority
over hundreds of thousands of troops and
their families. So Status of Forces Agree-
ments (SOFAs) were negotiated with the
host nations determining the rights, privileg-
es and immunities of the military forces and
granting the military commands authority to
maintain and regulate their forces.

In countries like Chad, Niger, Mauritania
and Burkina Faso this sort of arrangement
is unneeded and excessive. Keeping track

of the limited number of military forces in
country at any one time, and directing their
activities, is manageable for the ambassador.
This is also necessary in order to maintain

a consistent policy course with a small staff
on hand.

While the U.S. should develop a SOFA with
any country where American troops will
operate, developing a separate military op-
erating system and authorities would create
an unnecessary burden on the military by
forcing the combatant command to establish
administrative procedures and in-country
capacity for interacting with host nation
immigration and customs, the financial,
legal and corporate sectors, etc., in addition
to maintaining its operational forces. Since
the civilian agencies operating in country
through the embassy already have these
structures, this redundancy would be enor-
mously wasteful.

Special Operations Command-Europe ap-
peared willing to take this approach in 2007
when their numbers in Chad were soaring.
With embassy administrative staff struggling
to keep up with the amount of financial
documentation needed to keep the military
operations afloat, the command offered to
take their activities completely off-line, in
effect to create a separate U.S. government
operating system in Chad, just as exists in
Germany, where the command is based.
Fighting between Chadian government
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forces and attacking rebels in N’'Djamena
displaced the American troops before the
program could be implemented, and the
Department of State’s Assistant Secretary for
African Affairs refused to allow the forces to
return after the fighting ceased.*

Embassies are staffed according to a complex
calculus which accounts for the level of
engagement between the U.S. and the host
nation, the history of engagement, avail-
ability of personnel and other resources,

and cost. The mechanism for authorizing
personnel positions to an embassy is defined
under National Security Decision Directive
38, known as NSDD-38.%

Once an agency or department determines
that it wishes to establish a position or posi-
tions in an embassy, a request is sent to the
Undersecretary of State for Management for
consideration.® If the position or positions
is determined to increase the administrative
workload at the embassy beyond accepted
norms, additional support positions may
need to be added. In the day-to-day opera-

tion of the embassy, having DoD personnel
working on TSCTP assigned under NSDD-
38 would mean to the ambassador that he or
she would have adequate support staff from
the State Department — general services,
financial management, facilities mainte-
nance — to manage the increased workload
created by their presence. It would also allow
for (actually demand) better harmonization
of security arrangements and integration of
operational missions.

In the case of Embassy N'Djamena, the DoD
TSCTP contingent was not represented on
the staffing roster of the embassy to Wash-
ington, so no additional support personnel
were authorized and the administrative staff
of the embassy were forced to manage with
their limited resources.

A Defense Department official reasoned

that the current system of maintaining
CoCom authority over deployed forces, even
those deployed for long-term programs

like TSCTP, is logical because NSDD-38 is
limited to U.S. government diplomatic activi-
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A U.S. Navy sailor cuts
framework for a new
primary school in Djibouti
as part of a construction
battalion attached to
Combined Joint Task Force
- Horn of Africa.

Credit: U.S. Air Force/
Master Sgt. Loren Bonser)
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Refugees
International
received several
credible reports that
U.S. Special Forces
Operational Control
Elements operated in
Nigeria, Kenya and
Ethiopia without the
knowledge of

the relevant

U.S. Ambassador.

ties and that forces under CoCom authority
are operational, not diplomatic.* While this
logic may be sound in some situations, it
fails with TSCTP because the program is,
according to U.S. Africa Command, “a State
Department-led initiative,” and thus an
inherently diplomatic activity.”®

The traditional image of military officers as-
signed to embassies remains that of service
attachés. In these cases, service members
are assigned to the Defense Intelligence
Agency’s Defense Attaché Service from their
branch of service (Army, Navy, Air Force,
etc.), and then onwards to their post at an
embassy into positions authorized under
the NSDD-38 process. Personnel assigned
to security assistance roles®' are assigned

to the combatant command and then down
to the embassy. These officials are assigned
under the NSDD-38 process, but those under
programs like TSCTP are not.

Thus, security cooperation is directed by

the American ambassador by exercising
day-to-day oversight over officers sent to

the embassy by the combatant commander.
This, coupled with Africa Command’s deci-
sion to request country clearance for all DoD
personnel working on TSCTP, means that in
effect, the CoCom assets are already working
under COM direction, but without appropri-
ate documentation or effective personnel
and management support, which would be
provided if the troops were assigned through
the NSDD-38 process.

Placing the core personnel of the TSCTP
mission under the authority of the Chief
Of Mission through the NSDD-38 process
would grant the ambassador direct author-
ity over their actions as well as provide the
embassy with the support staff (budget and
fiscal staff, general service officers, human
resources officers, etc.) required to maintain
efficient service across all sections of the
embassy. It would have the added benefit

of better integrating the personnel into the
country team and deepening their under-
standing of the host nation and our relations
with it by lengthening their tours.

In Sheep’s Clothing

When NGO programs are confused with
efforts supported by the military, we face
even greater security risks.
— Nancy Lindborg,
President Mercy Corps International

Allowing U.S. forces to operate in foreign
nations without the expressed approval of
the American ambassador can be an embar-
rassment to the nation but also dangerous
for civilians on the ground. Refugees Inter-
national received several credible reports
that U.S. Special Forces Operational Control
Elements (OCEs) operated in Nigeria, Kenya
and Ethiopia without the knowledge of the
relevant U.S. Ambassador. U.S. Special
Operations Command acknowledged the
existence of these small teams in 2006, but
only after the New York Times reported on
their existence.”* Senior military officers
conceded that teams had been in Kenya
without approval, but would not comment
on OCE presence in Ethiopia or Nigeria.” It
is also clear that the teams, now known as
Military Liaison Elements (MLEs), operate
in conjunction with humanitarian assistance
teams and have indentified themselves as
humanitarian assistance/civil affairs soldiers
while conducting activities unrelated to hu-
manitarian assistance or development.

According to the Deputy Director of the Na-
tional Clandestine Service, these units oper-
ate using tradecraft and clandestine meth-
odologies that by any reasonable standard
must be considered wholly incompatible
with humanitarian work.** %A powerpoint
presentation created by the Army’s 95th
Civil Affairs Brigade lists “support to MLE
targeting and access” as a strategic objective
of the brigade’s civil-military engagement.*®

It is precisely this type of activity, Special
Forces operators and intelligence collec-
tors masquerading as humanitarian actors,
that has justifiably outraged humanitarian
non-governmental organizations and, more
importantly, endangered the lives of aid
workers. According to the Congressional
Research Service, “when military personnel
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are directly involved in providing humanitar-
ian assistance and other humanitarian acts,
military assistance can be viewed as jeopar-
dizing the lives and work of NGO personnel
by stigmatizing them as participants in a
military effort.””

A Senior Foreign Service Officer with long
experience in West Africa reported that the
DoD operational and intelligence elements
working under CoCom authority often failed
to coordinate their activities with the embas-
sy and regularly reported to their headquar-
ters outside of embassy approval channels.
This clearly undermines the authority of the
president’s representative to the host nation.

By all accounts, U.S. Africa Command has
ceased the practice of allowing troops to
operate anywhere on the continent without
the relevant ambassador’s approval and now
requests embassy country clearance for all
military activities. Efforts like this have led
to greatly improved relations between U.S.
Africa Command and the Africa Bureau at
the State Department in the first months of
2009 over those of 2008.

Nonetheless, the practice of civil affairs
teams providing operational cover for intel-
ligence collection apparently continues. This
should be stopped. DoD officials did not
comment on the practice when queried by
the author in June.%®

Rules of Engagement

You can’t have two U.S. government operating
systems in the same country.
— Senior Department of State Official

In any country or region, all U.S. government
actors must harmonize their actions and
authorities. This is particularly critical when
the use of deadly force is involved. In January
2008, militants armed with automatic weap-
ons and hand grenades attacked the Israeli
embassy in Nouakchott, Mauritania. Coinci-
dentally, several U.S. special operations forces
personnel were in a bar next door. Once the
gunfire erupted, two Special Forces (SF)

soldiers organized the patrons of the bar and
got everyone out of the building to safety. The
troops then drove to the American embassy
where their weapons were stored and armed
themselves in case militants staged an attack
on the U.S. embassy.”®

The soldiers’ fast action and cool heads

likely saved lives in the bar. But once back at
the embassy, their clearly laudable actions
exposed a gap in USG coordination. The SF
soldiers were in country under CoCom au-
thority and control not COM authority. Their
Rules of Engagement (ROE) — the step-by-
step procedures on when the use of force up
to and including deadly force is authorized
— wasn’t harmonized with the ROE of the
U.S. Marines who protect the embassy under
the leadership of the Department of State’s
Regional Security Officer. In effect, there were
two armed U.S. military forces operating in
Mauritania under different command and
control structures and with different ROE.

Harmonizing issues like ROE is handled

on a case-by-case basis between embassy
leadership and the Command. According to
Africom personnel, there is no standardized
operating procedure for Africa Command
activities under TSCTP/OEF-TS."*° In some
cases, draft Memoranda of Agreement or of
Understanding (MOA, MOU) between the
command and individual embassies exist
but have remained unsigned for several
years."” Placing the majority of these forces
under COM authority through NSDD-38
will address but not solve this problem. For
forces remaining under CoCom authority
there should be a standing Memorandum of
Agreement between State and DoD covering
rules of engagement.

The practice of

civil affairs teams
providing operational
cover for intelligence
collection apparently
continues. This

should be stopped.
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USAID workers load food
assistance from a
warehouse in Houston,
Texas for a ship bound for
the Horn of Africa.

Credit: USAID
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Towards a Civilian Response Capability

I am committed to restoring a significant role
for the State Department.
— Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton
Speech before the Council
on Foreign Relations, July 2009

In the days following the defeat of Saddam
Hussein’s military forces in Iraq it became
clear that the Pentagon had planned well for
the combat but, assuming that the American
occupation would be welcomed by the Iraqis,
had failed to develop a strategy for stabilization
and reconstruction. In 2004, the White House
issued National Security Presidential Direc-
tive 44 instructing the Department of State to:
“Coordinate interagency processes to identify
states at risk of instability, lead interagency
planning to prevent or mitigate conflict, and
develop detailed contingency plans for integrat-
ed United States Government reconstruction
and stabilization efforts for those states and
regions and for widely applicable scenarios,
which are integrated with military contingency
plans, where appropriate.”*

In response, State created the Office of the
Coordinator for Stability and Reconstruction
(S/CRS). Tasks given to S/CRS included
“coordinate and lead integrated USG efforts
and “ensure harmonization with any planned
or ongoing U.S. military operations.” Specifi
cally, S/CRS was instructed to “lead USG
development of a strong civilian response
capability; analyze, formulate and recom-
mend additional authorities, mechanisms
and resources needed to ensure that the U.S.
has civilian capabilities necessary for R&S
activities.” This last tasking is significant.

It requires the Department of State to create
civilian response capacity and allows it to
retake control of the authorities and mecha-
nisms of reconstruction and stability —
including, one surmises, security and
development assistance.

”

The strategy for developing civilian response
capacity centers on a three-tiered structure
of experts making up the Civilian Response
Corps (CRC). Atop the structure is the
CRC-Active component of 250 direct hire
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Americans from eight executive branch
departments and administrations working
in six broad areas described above in Section
I1." A second tier is made up of the CRC-
Standby of 2,000 civilian employees who
attend training with S/CRS but remain in
their regular jobs until called up. The final,
third tier, would be a group of 2,000 CRC-
Reserve responders who are brought into the
U.S. government when needed. As of June,
S/CRS had 35 CRC-Active officers. Congress
has funded the Active and Standby compo-
nents, but not funded the Reserve corps.

There are other obstacles. Current legislation
requires that all CRC employees be Ameri-
can citizens. This excludes Foreign Service
Nationals or other locally engaged staff em-
ployees of the Department who would bring
enormous linguistic and cultural advantages
to the corps. American citizens who volun-
teer to serve in the reserve are not automati-
cally granted re-employment guarantees as
are military reservists."* The Department
should be allowed to recruit foreign nation-
als into the civilian response corps and to
guarantee re-employment rights for CRC
reservists who are mobilized.

Herding Kittens

The principal value of the IMS is that it
creates unity of purpose through an agreed
comprehensive government planning and
management process.
— Ambassador John Herbst
Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization
Congressional Testimony, February 2008

Organizing and managing a stability
operation under a whole-of-government
approach will require coordination rarely
seen inside the USG. The newly approved
Interagency Management System (IMS) is
designed for just this purpose. According to
an S/CRS document, the IMS “Provides
policymakers with the tools to plan and
conduct integrated whole-of-government
responses to highly complex crises affect-
ing U.S. national interests, drawing on the

expertise, staff and resources of all relevant
departments and agencies.””

The system comprises three distinct
elements or organizations at different

levels of government. Atop the structure is

a Country Reconstruction and Stabilization
Group (CRSG). The CRSG is Washington-
based and jointly chaired by an Assistant
Secretary of State, the S/CRS Coordinator
and a Senior Director from the National
Security Council. The Integration Planning
Cell is organized at the regional combatant
command headquarters and includes plan-
ners and subject matter experts. Finally, the
Advance Civilian Team is in the field directly
supporting the Chief of Mission. The IMS
was approved by the National Security Council
and by the USG-wide Deputies Committee
in 2007, but difficulties remain.™®

Officials at State and DoD said that IMS has
not been fully tested and never exercised in

a real-world scenario. A senior DoD official
said that at a recent war game the CoCom
staff refused to cede “authority” to S/CRS
officers. State Department officers confirmed
there is substantial resistance to the structure
of the CRSG from the regional bureaus,
where the Assistant Secretary would share
management authority with the S/CRS chief.

Perhaps the solution is to vest the authority
in the National Security Council (NSC) or
the Office of the Vice President through

the creation of a standing crisis management
office to take the reins of any operation
where the IMS is instituted. This need

not be a permanent structure. Once the
operation is underway, the White House
would likely designate a Special Envoy or
other senior official to lead the whole-of-
government mission. Finally, the IMS must
be exercised and tested. Although the IMS is
designed to be implemented in the advent of
“highly complex” crises, the NSC should in-
stitute IMS in smaller crises rather than wait
for another Kosovo or Afghanistan in order
to exercise the system in the real world.

Organizing and
managing a stability
operation under a
whole-of-government
approach will require
coordination rarely
seen inside the

U.S. government.
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Itis in the
inter-agency
process where the
cultures clash and
where the two
organizations need
to better under-

stand each other.

ON CULTURE

Within American government, there are few corporate cultures as different as the Departments of
Defense and State. Individually, Foreign Service Officers and soldiers share many common traits —
patriotism, self-confidence, high competence in their chosen fields, and high intelligence among them.
But as organizations, the two Departments attract, hire and shape these individuals to different ends,
and rightly so.

Each organizational model has evolved over generations to best suit the mission and structure of the
organization. Both organizations regularly attempt to re-invent themselves. State has undergone
several court-mandated changes in the generation just past helping it evolve from a very white-male
dominated organization to one that is more representative of America. DoD is often accused of
preparing to fight the last war. During the present wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, it has been evolving
rapidly to develop a more nimble, more culturally aware force.

It is in the inter-agency process where the cultures clash and where the two organizations need to
better understand each other. New initiatives in Afghanistan and Iraq have helped bring State,
USAID and the military incrementally closer. Provincial Reconstruction Teams are, in theory,
inter-agency approaches to stability operations. In fact, the inter-agency elements of the PRTS look
and feel more like embedded diplomats. One or two diplomats operating with an Army brigade or
Marine regiment do not an inter-agency approach make.

OLD BIASES DIE HARD...

Old-think at the Defense Department holds that diplomats are “a collection of striped-pants fuddie-
duddies, excessively internationalist in outlook, soft in defense of the national interest, and a contribu-
tory cause of our difficulties abroad as agents of their resolution,”” who can and will refuse to work in
challenging environments. That State has easily filled all of its positions in the embassies and PRTS in
Afghanistan and Iraq is evidence that this is untrue.

Old-think at State is that the Department must have the lead in all foreign affairs activities and that
all other government agencies must be brought to heel. The reality is that State cannot lead many
activities because it lacks sufficient numbers of personnel and in many cases the personnel lack the
specialized capabilities present within other government agencies. And further, no single Department
or Agency can be the lead in all foreign affairs activities under a whole-of-government approach.

BUT SOME REALITIES ENDURE...

The Foreign Service exam remains the principal gate through which aspiring FSOs must pass. The
written exam is considered by many to be the ne plus ultra of formalized testing, and surmounting it
and the day-long oral has been a crucible for FSOs. But the process bred arrogance and was used as a
method for keeping the Foreign Service an old-boys club for far too long. The process is undergoing a
much needed evolution.

Winning a war demands many things of the men and women in uniform. The demand for precision
— in movements ranging from squad drill and ceremony to synchronizing an air assault — can breed
rigidity and a disdain for ambiguity. The military works at teaching its leaders to be flexible, but there
remains room for improvement in accepting outsiders and outside ideas.

Organizationally, there are structural problems that hinder integration. State’s approach is based
on a bilateral model: the United States has direct relations with another nation represented by the
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embassies the two nations exchange. Across the river, DoD takes a regional approach: the U.S.
Central Command or Africa Command is the entry point for military-to-military contact.

The new reality is that the world is growing more complex daily and foreign relations require such
deep specialization in a multitude of tasks and skills that our interactions with other nations must
be through a whole-of-government approach managed through a functional inter-agency process.

The path to functionality in the inter-agency will be long and treacherous. The military learned this
in the wake of the Grenada assault and subsequent legislated evolution toward joint doctrine and
inter-operability. Re-building America’s civilian foreign engagement capacity and integrating the
civilian structures with the military structures will be no simpler.

PART Ill: RECOMMENDATIONS

Resolving the imbalance between civilian and
military capacity will require that Congress
and the Administration continue on the path
laid out in National Security Presidential
Directive 44 while funding a large number
of new hires and creating new institutions
and practices. There are costs involved to be
sure. But this new spending and these new
structures won't immediately resolve the
deep rooted issues we have raised above.

We cannot simply wave a spending wand
and erase a couple generations of bad policy.

Of the recommendations and policy
prescriptions sprinkled through this paper,
two stand out as vital: (1) increase the size of
the Foreign Service and (2) maintain DoD’s
security and development assistance authori-
ties only until the civilian capacity to manage
these programs is rebuilt. Taken as a whole,
our recommendations fall into three broad
categories: personnel, authorities and fund-
ing, and policies.

Personnel

Nothing is more crucial to the development
of a strong foreign affairs enterprise than
creating a strong, capable civilian workforce.
This is the fundamental first step, and the
critical need.

o Congress should increase State Department
and USAID staffing in line with the American
Academy of Diplomacy/Stimson Center
recommendations, a minimum of 4,735
Foreign Service Officers.

As a part of this expansion, the Civilian
Response Corps must be fully staffed and
trained. Of course, this alone won't resolve
the longer term personnel shortages at State
and USAID. The response corps personnel
are an expeditionary force created primarily
from existing capability, so these officers do
not represent increased permanent staff-
ing. Currently, the Civilian Response Corps
remains a hollow structure with only a few
dozen of a planned 4,250 positions filled.

« Fund and hire the full Civilian Response
Corps of 4,250.

Under existing regulations the Civilian
Response Corps cannot hire foreign nationals.
This policy unreasonably excludes staff who
bring native linguistic and cultural knowledge
to the Corps.

« Open the Standby Response Corps and
Reserve Response Corps to as broad a
population as possible including Foreign
Service Nationals and other locally en-
gaged staff.

Civilian members of the Reserve Response

Corps who are mobilized for service are not
currently guaranteed re-employment when

they return.

- Congress should create a civilian equivalent
to the Uniformed Services Employment
and Reemployment Rights Act that will
guarantee full reemployment rights.

We cannot simply
wave a spending
wand and erase a
couple generations

of bad policy.
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Current funding
mechanisms and
authorities for
security and
development
assistance are
poorly structured

and unwieldy.

Increased capacity in specialties like plan-
ning is also needed.

« Create a National Security University that
offers training at the intermediate and
senior levels for interagency professional
education. The university should include a
specialized civilian planner’s course for
select students that is a civilian equivalent
to the military’s advanced planning schools.

Authorities and Funding

Until the Department of State and USAID
have full capacity to manage security and
development assistance, Congress should
allow DoD to maintain limited authorities
in these areas through mechanisms like
1206 and CERP, but continue to deny
DoD requests to make permanent these
temporary authorities.

« Continue to grant DoD limited authorities
until the civilian agencies have sufficient

capacity to fulfill their statutory requirements.

Current funding mechanisms and authorities
for security and development assistance are
poorly structured and unwieldy. Programs
take far too long to come to fruition and there
is insufficient control at the country team
level. These authorities and funding streams
should be de-centralized and pushed down

to the country team level whenever possible.
One way to quickly implement this is to fund
Ambassador’s Special Self-Help Fund coffers
equal to those of CoCom CERP funds.

- Ambassadors and regional combatant
commanders should have joint oversight
responsibility and allocation authority over
Security and Development Assistance
funds. These senior leaders should be
able to develop and implement programs
in country using pooled funds, possibly a
contingency fund with the Foreign Military
Funding account.

Ambassadors are the President’s representa-
tive to the host nation and should have full
authority of all U.S. government activities
undertaken in the country. Placing all USG

personnel under the NSDD-38 process will
ensure that the Department of State will
provide sufficient management section
personnel to support the entire USG staff. In
countries where the U.S. military has large
formations of troops either in permanent
bases or engaged in combat operations,
these forces should remain under the re-
gional Combatant Commander’s authority.

« In nations where we are not at war, all U.S.
government personnel should be under
Chief of Mission authority through the
NSDD-38 process.

Policies

DoD’s use of Civil Affairs activities as cover
for intelligence operations risks endanger-
ing legitimate humanitarian aid workers and
compromises humanitarian principles.

« DoD should disallow civil affairs and
humanitarian assistance activities serving
as cover for intelligence operations.

In most countries, those in which civilian
actors can operate freely, DoD should not
unilaterally conduct Humanitarian Assis-
tance actions. When necessary, such as in
natural disasters, DoD should make available
its unmatched logistic capability, but this
should be the exception, not the norm.

« In environments where civilian actors
can operate freely, DoD should restrict
its activities to direct military-to-military
engagement.

Managing Reconstruction and Stability
operations requires new management tools
and methods. The Interagency Management
System is a good first step, but it remains
untested.

« Put the complete Interagency Management
System to use in smaller crises before it is
tested in a major crisis.

Further, throughout the development of the
IMS turf battles erupted and, we expect, will
continue to erupt. The leadership should
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be at the White House level, either in the
National Security Council or at the Office of
the Vice President.

- Create a standing crisis management
capability at the NSC to take the reins of
any operation where the IMS is instituted.

In activities not requiring the implementa-
tion of the Interagency Management System
lack of ownership breeds lack of clarity and
weakens unity of purpose.

« In major programs like TSCTP, one agency
(indeed one office) should have primacy of
leadership and ownership. For TSCTP, this
office should be at USAID.

A FINAL WORD

Strengthening America’s civilian expeditionary
capacity and restoring civilian primacy to our
foreign affairs enterprise will change the way
America engages with the world. The idea
that American military power alone is suffi-
cient to keep America secure or to influence
others is wholly discredited. America has the
world’s finest and most powerful military.
But in the days since the September 2001
attacks it has been severely taxed and pushed
into missions it should not have been given.

The recommendations posited above offer

a path to reducing some of the stresses on
the military. But they also point the way to

a position of greater capability and broader
strength from which we might re-build our
image among the community of nations
after a period marked by a number of gaffes
and of eroding solidarity among even our
closest friends. Our foreign affairs enterprise
— our face to the world — should be fully rep-
resentative of our society and should present
the world with the best America has to offer
both in and out of uniform.

Even if all of these recommendations are
met, the system may still lack an essen-

tial element: trust. The dark secret of the
enterprise is the lack of trust and confidence
among Congress, the Foreign Service and

the Pentagon. Building trust will require
patience, an often rare commodity in Wash-
ington. Congress must give the Department
of State and USAID the tools needed to
properly conduct foreign policy and develop-
ment, and then allow them to build strength
and capacity. The Pentagon and the Foreign
Service must earn each other’s trust and
confidence through better communication
and exchanges of personnel and ideas, and
good faith efforts to cooperate rather than
compete.

Our foreign affairs
enterprise should be
fully representative
of our society and
should present the
world with the best
America has to

offer both in and

out of uniform.

WWW.REFUGEESINTERNATIONAL.ORG

24




GLOSSARY

AFRICOM: United States Africa Command

CERP: Commander’s Emergency Relief Program

CJCS: Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

CMSE: Civil Military Support Element, an Army Civil Affairs team
CoCom: Combatant Commander

DCM: Deputy Chief of Mission, second most senior officer at an embassy
DoD: U.S. Department of Defense

DSCA: Defense Security Cooperation Agency

EUCOM: United States European Command

FSI: The Foreign Service Institute

FSO: Foreign Service Officer

HA: Humanitarian Assistance

JPAT: Joint Planning and Assessment Team

JSOTE: Joint Special Operations Task Force

MIST: Military Information Support Team, an Army Psychological Operations team

MLE: Military Liaison Element, a special operations team conducting intelligence operations
and operational preparation of the environment

MOA, MOU: Memorandum of Agreement, Memorandum of Understanding

NGO: Non-Governmental Organization

NSDD-38: National Security Decision Directive number 38

OCE: Operational Control Element, out of usage term for a special operations team (See MLE)
OEF-TS: Operation Enduring Freedom-Trans Sahel

OPB/OPE: Operational Preparation of the Battlefield/Environment; interchangeable term for some
specialized intelligence activities undertaken by U.S. Special Forces (See Also OCE or MLE)

OSD: Office of the Secretary of Defense

PRT: Provincial Reconstruction Team

PSI: Pan-Sahel Initiative; a precursor program to TSCTP

ROE: Rules of Engagement

S/CRS: Office of the Coordinator for Re-Construction and Stability (at State)
SEAL: Navy Commandos trained to operate from Sea, Air and Land

SF: Special Forces, Army Green Berets

SOCAFRICA: Special Operations Command-Africa (Part of AFRICOM)
SOCCE: Special Operations Command and Control Element

SOCEUR: Special Operations Command-Europe (Part of EUCOM)

SOF: Special Operations Forces (generic term encompassing all unconventional warfare forces)
SOFA: Status of Forces Agreement

TSCTP: Trans-Sahel Counter-Terrorism Partnership

USAID: United States Agency for International Development

USG: United States Government
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