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[start verbatim transcript]
Lee Hamilton:

Thank you very much for coming.  I’m Lee Hamilton, I’m President of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, and it’s a pleasure to welcome you to this important conference.  Stabilization and Reconstruction Operations in Post-Conflict and Crisis Zones: The Challenges of Military and Civilian Cooperation.  Now, the Wilson Center is our nation’s memorial to Woodrow Wilson.  As many of you know, the only president of the United States to hold a Ph.D. degree.  

[laughter]

I’m not sure that’s a plus or a minus, I don’t know.  We honor Wilson’s memory by bridging the gap between scholarship and policy, bringing together the thinkers and the doers in a robust, serious, and non-partisan dialogue on the key issues of the day.

Today’s program was an initiative of our junior staff project.  Specifically, an effort by some of the very talented young people we have here at the Center, to advance the dialogue on the link between military operations and development assistance in conflict areas.  In particular, let me thank the good work done by Christophe LeRoy, Alton Buland, Jessica Varat, Kate Brick, Mike Jobbins, Georgina Petrosky, in setting up this conference. 

Today’s event was also coordinated with the Wilson Center’s Project on Leadership and Building State Capacity under the stewardship of Howard Wolpe, this project is doing very important work, particularly in Africa, to develop innovative and effective ways to replace the chaos and conflict with stable governance and responsible leadership.  I’m pleased that Howard, I think, will chair the second panel this morning.

Civil military cooperation is one of the most challenging and most essential security and development tasks of the 21st century. Increasingly, the lines between security and civilian operations are blurred.  Just look at a few of the prominent conflicts in the last decade and a half: Bosnia, Kosovo, Congo, Haiti, Afghanistan, and of course, Iraq.  Each of these presented unique difficulties, yet each highlighted the need for effective coordination and cooperation between the military and the civilian sectors.  Getting this right demands patience, perseverance and coordination within and among governments, and with non-governmental actors.  Tasks as diverse as policing, engineering, medical treatment are urgently called upon and must be coordinated, often over a period of years, in very dangerous places. 

This overwhelming demand for diverse skills and resources only highlights the need for effective cooperation. In most conflict or crisis areas, security forces are not going to get it done alone, and neither are civilian agencies. Yet too often, coordination, communication and transition between the military and civilian sectors have been strained.

Indeed, from the conflicts of the post-Cold War years, we can draw, I think, several important lessons.  There must be a clear chain of command in which the role of the military and the role of the civilian organizations and authorities are clearly defined.  There must be effective and continued communication between military and civilian agencies on the ground.  There must be clear points for transition, from military to civilian operations.  Distribution of basic aid -- food, water, medicine -- must proceed on humanitarian, not political, grounds.  There must be contingency planning for worst-case scenarios. And, of course, there must be patience.

When the inevitable stresses and strains do take place, they must not get in the way of the larger mission of restoring stability and a better life to those who are in harm’s way.  Ultimately, the welfare of all involved -- the security forces, the civilian agencies and above all, the people in post-conflict and crisis zones -- is best served by effective cooperation and coordination.

Today, in the Wilsonian tradition, you will hear from a wide range of relevant perspectives.  The military, international organizations, the NGO’s, the media, academia.  It’s my hope that you will be able educate and learn from one another, and that this conference will move us a step forward to getting this important task right.  Today’s conference is being webcast on our web site, www.Wilsoncenter.org, and I should also mention that one of our panelists, Linda Robinson, will be a guest on Dialogue, the Wilson Center’s television and radio program.  Now I’d like to turn things over to our first panel, which will be moderated by a person far more expert than I on these manners, Rick Barton, the director of the Post-Conflict Reconstruction Project at the Center for Strategic International Studies.  Rick, it’s all yours, and I wish you and your colleagues a successful and fruitful dialogue.

Frederick Barton:

Thank you. Thanks very much, Lee. Can you -- can you hear us okay? Great, thank you, thank you.  It’s -- thanks for that introduction, Lee. It’s hard to imagine there’s any category that I know anything more than you in, but I appreciate the thought, and I’ll certainly, I harbor -- I’ll cherish that for the rest of the day.

As I look through this audience, I can see that there’s really somebody in every row who could easily be up here as an expert, so…my commitment as a moderator is to make sure that we leave you lots of time to ask your succinct questions, make your succinct points or make some other succinct contribution during the question and answer period, and that’s really my job, as well, for this distinguished panel that we have.  I’m actually looking forward to it because, as a regular attendee, I get a chance to hear many of the same people oftentimes, and this panel is really -- offers some fresh voices for me and, so I’m eager to hear what our guests are going to say today.

This is -- that has been a longstanding subject of debate.  I have not felt that we’ve made anywhere near as much progress on it as we might have hoped, in light of the discussions that we’ve had over the years, so any progress that can be made today, I’d like the thank the junior staff for bringing this issue forward and bringing some fresh voices to it, because it has become a little bit of a dogmatic argument and there’s clearly room for improvement, in light of the enormity of the tasks that we face in these post-conflict and stabilization settings. 

So, I think it’s going to be quite a great discussion.  We’ve got some wonderful experience from the field. We’ll speak in the order that the panel is sitting. Linda Robinson will go first, and rather than give you full biographies, which you really have in front of you, I’d just like to say that she is a senior writer at U.S. News and World Report, and has a new publication -- a new book out called “Masters of Chaos: The Secret History of the Special Forces” that I’m looking forward to reading, and I’m sure we’ll hear something about it during her presentation as well. She was a Niemann Fellow in addition to many other honors that she’s had.

Roy Williams is one of my old favorites, a former colleague when he ran the Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance at AID.  I like to think of Roy as probably having brought more talented people to the field that we work in than any other person that I know on earth, especially when he was at the International Rescue Committee, where he recruited some of the most able people that we all had the privilege to work with over the last decade, and that I had the opportunity to try to steal from him on several occasions.

H. Roy Williams:

Successfully, I might add.

[laughter]

Frederick Barton:

That’s the advantage of those NGO salaries. And then Paula Loyd, who is a Civil Military Officer at the UN mission to Afghanistan, and also has not only a wonderful set of experiences in the field, but was also a -- served in the U.S. Army Reserve and for IOM. So I think we’ve really got some very talented people, looking forward to the conversation, and we’ve got really the full time on our schedule to have each of them make their ten to twelve minute remarks, and then for your conversation with them. Thanks very much, Linda.

Linda Robinson:

Good morning. It’s great to be here. I think I alone, among the selected speakers today, have to be qualified as a -- as an observer and not a practitioner. You’re going to have lots of great practitioners giving their points of view. I have, I think, two things to offer to you. I’ve been a journalist for twenty years and most of that time have been out watching and analyzing various types of conflicts and wars, crises, and the attempts to manage them, or conduct nation building -- low-intensity conflict operations or counter insurgencies.  A lot of that time was spent in Latin America, where there were quite a few conflicts, the Central American wars, Haiti and Columbia name some that had extensive US involvement.  Also others, including Mexican -- two uprisings in Mexico, various guerilla conflicts in Peru and so forth, but I was, I think, invited here primarily to speak about my experience covering the special operations forces, and particularly the Army’s Special Forces, which is the subject of the book that I wrote.

That book covers a number of their missions over the past 20 years, the sort of post-Vietnam generation Special Forces soldiers, and just to give you a brief idea of both the book’s content, as well as other Special Forces missions that I’ve had some reporting experience on -- Desert Storm and Just Cause in Panama, Somalia -- this was part of the book reporting, and it wasn’t the Somalia of Black Hawk Down, but rather some earlier Special Forces involvement, that involved making contact with the various warlord networks around the country, as well as protecting the humanitarian effort in the early phase of that.  They were later pulled out, but it provided an opportunity and kind of a model for using the Special Forces early on to try to understand the conflict, and my view of Somalia, which I did not report on extensively, but I believe that it was fundamentally a misdiagnosis of the problem, essentially a humanitarian problem, rather than a failed state problem.

I’ve also spent quite a lot of time in Haiti, where the Special Forces were deployed throughout the country, Columbia, quite a lot of time there, as their mission shifted from counter narcotics training a more classic counterinsurgency training.  The Balkans, the extensive role they played there, both in Bosnia, as well as Kosovo, Afghanistan, and in the post-9/11 period, their role in the Philippines, the Horn of Africa countries, and the largest portion of the book is devoted to the missions that they carried out in Iraq in the early phase of the war.  I’ve since been back to Iraq several times, and I will speak about a few of these specific missions that they undertook in Iraq, and finally, many of you, especially the Africa experts here will be aware of the Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism Initiative that they are now involved in -- involved in a number of countries in Africa.  I’d like to also just offer quickly a few observations, general observations before giving you a couple of specific experiential anecdotes.

First of all, going to many conferences around town, it seems stability operations is not expanding to include what I would call traditionally a counterinsurgency, or an insurgency kind of mission, and I think that it’s very important, when discussing the roles of both the military and the civil actors, to be very clear about defining what the exact nature of the conflict is, as well as, then of course this whole basket of humanitarian operations, disaster relief, and I think that while it’s laudable that there is a new energy, I think within the US government, within the concerned policy community more broadly, to try to build institutions and practices to deal with this type of conflict.

It’s very important, I think, not to assume that one size fits all, and that is in fact one of my overall points to make, and I think that it’s very important that there’s a premium of the correct diagnosis of the problem in a given country, before launching off and trying to put a pinpoint on how it’s to be solved or handled.  I think that it’s very important that those involved in making policy decisions at this point don’t attempt to reinvent the wheel out of whole cloth.  There’s a lot of valuable experience that can be learned from, if you let the experience of El Salvador is very important, and why it’s considered, at least by many of the Special Forces folks who were involved in it as ultimately a success story, one that took a long time, and had a lot of bloodshed involved, but eventually came out as a successful transition from an insurgent environment to a functioning democratic government.  

I think that one general conclusion I’ve come to from watching these conflicts is that most solutions are worked out on the ground.  The solutions are primarily local, that the actors out there on the ground have an incentive to solve the problem, and often times the bureaucratic conflicts, the turf battles really gain intensity back at the headquarters, and if there are competent and dedicated individuals out in the field, they usually can join together and find the solution.  Normally, those are also long-term solutions.  They require commitment.  There’s a lot of discussion within the US military, of course, about whether general purpose forces are to be dedicated to the stability operations task, or whether they are special purpose forces, unique units that should be dedicated and trained for this.

My view is when possible, the special purpose forces should be used, and that includes not only the Special Forces, but the FAO’s, the foreign area officers, the -- perhaps some specially trained military police units, engineers, explosive ordinance disposal units.  You could pick out a variety of units that have a particular competence, as well as of course the reserves, which possess unique capacities.

Finally, I think it’s very important to note that probably not all problems can be solved, and I personally would put Haiti, and perhaps Somalia in that category.  I know that there are people going to probably continue.  For one reason, Haiti, of course, is right off our shores, but when you look very coldly at the problems that Haiti confronts, it’s very hard to see that all the goodwill in the world is going to solve those problems.

A lot of people perhaps in the civilian community, and particularly in the development community may not believe that there is a role for Special Forces in this arena, and I think one reason that viewpoint may exist is not a lot is known about how they are trained, and what they’re actually designed to do.  And partly that’s because of popular perceptions, Rambo movies, a lot of Vietnam stereotypes and so forth, but also because the Special Operations forces do contain two very distinct elements.

There is the Delta Force type of special ops unit, which is pretty solely designed to be a direct action commando, a kinetic force tool, and then there are the Army Special Forces, which have historically been used to work with indigenous forces.  Those can be armed forces.  Those can be standing military forces, they can be militias that are formed, they can be guerilla forces, and they have also worked extensively with populations, and they in fact have as one of their core missions what they call unconventional warfare, which is setting up guerilla forces, as they did in Afghanistan most recently to help fight against the Taliban.  They joined with the Northern Alliance, and that’s sort of their classic mission, but they’ve also worked in what they call foreign internal defense, which is a euphemism, in my view, for counterinsurgency, and often the Special Forces work hand in hand with the civil affairs, and inside the logical operations troops.

I’ll be happy to talk more about other specific mission set, but the essential part of their training is to see these conflicts, low-intensity conflicts or insurgencies, as primarily conflicts among the population, and so they see that non-military tasks are integral to any definition of victory.  They do not see it as a primarily military mission, with tacking on nonmilitary operations.  So I think that’s the fundamental mindset that they start out with.  They are also -- are trained to roll over into stability operations, which is what I saw repeatedly in Iraq.

I was with the Special Forces as they moved from southern Iraq into central and eastern Iraq, and they are equipped to do this mission almost uniquely in the US military, because they alone as a unit are required to have the language and cultural training, and finally, they view this kind of rolling over into the policing, reconstruction, government structures type of task as a necessity, because they operate in very small units.  They have to use the local forces as a force multiplier.  They just don’t have -- they never operate in sufficient numbers to view themselves as a kind of security force that’s going to come in and blanket an area.

Just very quickly, this is the kind of function that they play, and I’ll just name a few towns.  Diwaniyeh, in south central Iraq, where the Special Forces team went in there, they functioned initially as the law and order -- not just the policing function, but also played the mayoral function.  They then gathered together the local sheiks, and nominated -- or had them nominate a temporary mayor.  They were putting on the power -- doing checkpoint security, medical teams.  I also saw them do this in Kut [spelled phonetically] in the early days there, after the initial Marine force had swept through, and the situation there was very complex, because you already had quite a lot of the Badr Corps folks coming in from Iran, which is very close across the border, and they had taken control of the municipality, so there was a lot of negotiating going on, a lot of attempt to find out how much local support the Badr Corps -- newly arrived Badr Corps had among the population, and so they were just very adept, and used to all parading in these hazy environments.

The same thing occurred out west in this -- one of the incidents recounted in the book was the operation to take control of Ar Rutbah, the largest town in the central western desert, and they were very proud -- the Special Forces, they are -- the fact that they had an interim mayor on April 9th, which was the day that Baghdad fell.  They were already well into stability operations.  They used their satellite phones to get food ordered in from Jordan, got the markets open, generators in from plants around in outlying areas.  They signed capitulation agreements with the generals there, had border guards set up, and many of you may say, “Well, why such chaos then?”  This is now one of the epicenters of the insurgency, or whatever word you’d like to call what’s going on there, and what happened of course was they were then pulled out, rolled over, a conventional unit came in, did not have the same kind of training.

Now, many more conventional units have been through counterinsurgency type training, but the 3rd -- I believe it was the 3rd armored cavalry regimen that went in there, they didn’t have that training, and so they employed much more of a classic “sit on the population,” you know, “shoot when necessary,” and this is one thing if you read my book you will find there’s very little shooting in it.  Their goal is to avoid the kinetic operations whenever possible.  And then of course there were decrees one and two in Iraq that then countermanded what these folks had already been doing on the ground, which was using the local forces -- it didn’t really matter to them if they were Baathists or not.  If they signed a capitulation agreement, and pay for the uniformed -- former Hussein regime person, they were perfectly happy to incorporate them and use them, and the same with the civilian administrators.  I will stop now and be happy to listen to all your points of view.

Frederick Barton:

Great, thanks.  Roy, just before we open up -- people, there are some seats here if you’d like to sit a little more comfortably, or those of you -- just feel free to use this.  We’ll hold one second while you find a seat, if you’d like, especially if you do it quickly.  

I probably should introduce Howard Wolpe who’s our host, who’s here now as well.  Thanks Howard for this.  One more second and we’ll be all set.  

Roy Williams:

I’d like to begin by picking up on the first remark made by Linda here.  You referred to Somalia as a sort of misdiagnosed problem, a failed state problem and not a humanitarian one.  I was directing operations at the International Rescue Committee at the time, and we were very much in favor of going in Somalia, because we, as an operational relief agency, were convinced that it was in fact a humanitarian problem.  

Looking back on it, you were right, we were wrong.  It was not a humanitarian problem, but I think the reason we interpreted it that was because we were in a -- of a mindset that sort of preconditioned us to think of problems that we saw as primarily humanitarian -- humanitarian rather, as opposed to political, and I think that gets me to my point, and it reminds me of something that comes to mind from Gilbert & Sullivan, “Things are seldom what they seem, skim milk masquerades as cream.”

[laughter]

For humanitarians, as I said, we define things to suit our -- I guess our ability to respond to them, and I think that pretty much categorizes most organizations within our system, which is I think the central reason why there are so many problems with one, the definition of stability operations, the options as to how to respond to what we see around us.  We are locked into our own institutional preconceptions, and that makes one, the definition of the problem difficult, and two, the path to resolution even more difficult.  It’s awfully hard to move back from where you start in order to move on to the next step, and I -- from my way of thinking, and I think my colleague on the left is going to speak to that from an operational perspective -- when you’re on the ground, you have to be there with a set of preconditions.  You have to be there with a set of assumptions, so that when you wake up in the morning, you don’t have to decided where you’re starting from every time you wake up.  So that automatically, I think, disables you from being intellectually analytical, or even in the long term, operationally analytical.

How do we get away from that?  One, I think we get away from it by acknowledging that the problem exists.  If we look at where we are today in terms of civil military operations, for example, the military has a structure which, as my colleague on my right has pointed out, has very specific roles and objectives.  It is designed to do something.  The humanitarian system is also designed to do something.  The military has the advantage of having their definitions, in terms of objectives.  We humanitarians -- we are much more moralistic about our objectives, so we’re a lot more elusive, a lot more vague as to where we want to come out, and in fact where we started from, but somehow all of that has to come together.  That’s quite a problem.

In order to come together, again to repeat myself, you have to go back to where you started.  If I go back to the Somalia misperception, and I can parallel that to misconceptions we’ve had about Pakistan, Afghanistan, when the Soviets were there and so forth, not that any of those misperceptions are incorrect.  In one sense, they turned out to be objectively incorrect, but I think in terms of where we saw ourselves, they certainly weren’t, so how do you deal with that reality, essentially, is issue as I see it.  Forgive me, I’m fighting a bit of a sore throat.  How do you deal with that reality?  

The humanitarian community is now faced with a world, as is the military community, which is seen from the outside in much more holistic terms than we are conditionally used to seeing it.  We like to disaggregate information.  We like to deal with it from the point of view of our own structures, because that’s more convenient.  The rest of the world now sees things in a much more integrated way, because they live in an integrated world.  They don’t live in a world defined rather, by the way we define things, but they live in a world defined by their own experience.  Now, these worlds, if you make the assumption that I’m making, are increasingly merging.  Our structures have to keep up with that in order to respond to it.  How do we do that?  This, to my mind, is the central difficulty that we have to deal with today.

The other thing is that if you look at the security questions, which are increasingly affecting NGOs in particular, humanitarian organizations and the press in general, we tend to think of them as, for example, the -- if you look at security incident reporting, there are X number of incidents affecting nongovernmental organizations, as opposed to what they were five or six years ago, and we even look at those statistics in terms of the organizations, as opposed to the fact that, well -- how do those organizations seem to the people who are actually influencing what happens to those organizations?  Do they see them as distinct entities, or do they see them as part of one whole pattern of imposition from the outside into their communities?

My own suspicion is, to be perfectly honest, is that we, the west, are increasingly seen as simply intruding where we don’t belong, regardless of our motives for doing it.  Now, in particular, one can say that, “Well, some things are clearly definably this way, some things are clearly definable another way,” but in a holistic point of view -- from a holistic perspective on this, I think we’re increasingly seen as part of the whole cloth, and that makes it very difficult to make distinctions as to why something happens to one group, as opposed to the other, so again, we are pushed into the position of having to disaggregate where we are starting from, in order to be able to come out to a place which I think is much more manageable, in terms of results.

How do we do this?  No operation -- no event begins the day it actually occurs.  It all begins with the preparation for it, I think in our experience.  If you take what happened when we went into Afghanistan, there was no question as to the reason for going in to Afghanistan, there was no question that what was going to be the outcome of that was something that was supported by the population in general, but at some point, the -- again, as what happened in Somalia, at least as far as the humanitarian community is concerned, some part of that mission went awry.  If we look, for example, at what happened with the development of the PRT’s, what happened with the special forces, and using civilian clothing for example, they had much in opposition to what the NGO’s thought they should do.  These things, I think, were all -- could have been avoided very simply with conversations before the fact, so the notion of preparing for where you’re going to end up simply does not occur to us often enough, and the reason it does not occur to us often enough is that really, there is no facility to do it, no capacity to do it, no venue at which it can be done.

It seems to me that one of the outcomes that we need to sort of strive for is to accomplish a neutral venue, aim for achieving a neutral venue that is predictable, transparent, and available to all.  Obviously, there are limitations to how far that goes, but he notion of having a discussion which somehow transcends institutional limitations, or institutional assumptions, or necessities, however you -- imperatives, however you want to put it, I think is essential to move in beyond the fact that we are locked in step, we are locked in a place where we don’t know how to quire respond most effectively to what I think is an essential aspect of what is going to be a recurring situation over the next decade, at the very least.

The failed state issue that Linda mentioned, we’re looking at Somalia again, okay?  Afghanistan, we’re looking at Afghanistan again.  Iraq, we’re looking at Iraq, not again, but continuously.  There are so many places where we’re running into the same issues, and our methodologies or approaches for dealing with them don’t seem significantly to have changed from what they were three, four, five years ago.  Obviously, that’s not going to get it, so what do we do next for an encore?  

Finally, I think that if we go back to our own communities, and assure them in some way, and I’m referring now to the community with which I’m most familiar, that what is at stake, in terms of maintaining the integrity of the community, because I also feel that one of the most important things about the humanitarian community is that regardless of whether you define what they’re doing as humanitarian assistance or relief, it is quite clear that from the point of view of the beneficiaries, from the point of view of the recipients, something very special is being given to them by these people who present themselves as humanitarians.

Now, it’s more than just providing, you know, a bed for the night.  It’s much more than that.  It’s something which has a moral quality to it, it’s something which has an emotional quality to it, and that somehow has to be essentially sustained.  Working with other communities, the military community, the corporate community, whatever, the political community, doesn’t necessarily threaten that.  There is -- or there seems to be an assumption that these things are threatened by working with these other communities.  That is not necessarily the case at all.  It might require redefinition of some of the assumptions, and some of the preconditions that we operate in terms of, but that doesn’t necessarily mean that that means destroying the fabric of the humanitarian community, as I’m afraid someone of my colleagues seem to think.  It’s not either/or.  We have our neutrality, we have our impartiality, we have our independence to varying degrees, depending on how you define those terms or apply those terms, but none of those terms are necessarily compromised out of existence, simply by working in terms of a much more holistic interpretation of what reality is or is not.  Thank you.

Frederick Barton:

Thanks very much, Roy.  That was, as always, excellent.  Paula.

Paula Loyd:

Thank you very much.  I’d just like to build on that by going back to the introduction, where the word dogmatic came up.  I think that one thing we find in Afghanistan, pretty much people on both sides of the debate, whether it’s the national military forces, international forces, UN, NGOs, the humanitarian community, we’ve moved beyond dogmatic.  We have realized that we have to cooperate.

Now that definitely varies, depending on -- there’s a spectrum of cooperation ranging from certain NGOs that want very little cooperation, at least direct cooperation, to other NGOs that are willing to be employed by PRTs to UNAMA, who works as a neutral ground to bring the two together, but we realize that if we want Afghanistan to succeed, we have got to move beyond doctrinal debates that really don’t have much grounding in reality.  There can be a lot of reasons for this.  It could be because Afghanistan is one of the most insecure places that the humanitarian community is working currently.  It could be because people are dying on all sides.  Maybe in some ways that brings us all together.

I think what you said is very accurate, that there wasn’t enough time to debate things before we got into the situation, for example, PRTs.  That was debated after the fact.  You had a lot of contentious debates, especially a couple of years ago, between the humanitarian community, and international military forces about PRTs, about whether they should exist, and what their utility would be.  That debate, I think, has been productive.  I think it’s now moved to a point where PRTs are an accepted part of the landscape in Afghanistan, and people find ways to have a much more constructive dialogue, which I think is very useful.  

Just to give you a little bit of information about UNAMA.  UNAMA is a political mission, therefore we have a mandate to work with international military forces, both at the strategic and the tactical level.  I just want to give you some examples of some of the things that we are doing.  For example, I think that -- there’s something called the provincial stabilization assessment.  That’s where the Afghan Minister of Defense, Minister of Interior, Security Director, the US Ambassador, General Eikenberry or his deputy in charge of coalition forces, and deputy representative of UNAMA, or the senior representative will get together with a governor of an insecure province, and discuss how can we all use our resources to help stabilize that particular province.  What political and reconstruction efforts can be brought to bear, so how can we create synergy, so that we don’t lose these provinces?

I think that another area where there’s a lot of common ground is the issue of Pakistan, unless the political and military solution is coordinated to address the destabilizing influence in Pakistan in Afghanistan, it doesn’t matter what else we do in Afghanistan, because we’re going to make it a viable state.  So that’s sort of a strategic level.  At the tactical level, you have UNAMA field offices that work very closely with PRTs for example, trying to enhance big government’s capacity building, things like that.

But I want to point out that PRTs are not a substitute for an infantry battalion, and I think it’s important to realize that when we talk about what’s called the battle space, there are a lot of different military forces that are operating, and this leads me into some challenges that I want to address.  You have PRTs, you have infantry maneuver battalions, you have Special Forces units, you have ETTs, that’s embedded technical trainers for the ANA, the Afghan National Army, and I’m just talking about US troops right now.  So, in order to coordinate with all of those different groups, it’s quite a challenge, especially because within the military forces, they don’t always agree, so when you’re trying to work together for addressing a problem, you have to take into account internal power struggles within the military forces that we’re working with, and then sometimes a lack of communication that accompanies it.

Some of the other issues that we face are timeframes.  Every rotation that comes in has to show that they’ve done something, so they want to put their stamp on something.  Sometimes that can be counterproductive to working with the local governments, and working with the national government.  They want to put -- and I’m talking now with NATO, not just US -- they want to put their flag on the project. That’s one issue.

Also, the lack of institutional memory is a serious problem.  We can find that we can work very well with one PRT for example, when they change out, usually what happens is that the handover, or the institutional memory that is imparted is mainly on tactical issues, you know, vehicle security, things like this, but it’s usually not on what they’ve learned, as far as interacting with the local government, what have they learned, as far as development issues, about working with the NGO community, about working with the United Nations, so we are constantly having to provide them, not only with data that we’ve given multiple time.

But also with the situational awareness, one of the things that we find, again because of this institutional memory, is that military forces don’t always have a good understanding of the tribal politics of the area in which they work, and sometimes they can inadvertently worsen the situation, by supporting one tribal group versus another, so one thing that we try to do is we try to explain the situation to them, and work with them so that we can avoid some of these pitfalls.  Sometimes they listen to us, sometimes they don’t, sometimes their short-term objectives mean that they’re not really interested in this.

For example, I worked, when I was in Zabul [spelled phonetically] with USAID at a PRT, I worked with two different Special Forces units.  I found that one was excellent, one was not so excellent.  One of the reasons that the -- the group that was not so excellent had some problems is because all of their interpreters were from one tribe.  That means that all of their information came from that one tribe.  Then we started having problems of certain people getting arrested, that maybe were for more tribal reasons than because they were with Taliban or al Qaeda, so I just think that that’s something that we have to deal with.

The other thing is that we try to work a lot with the PRTs especially, but also with the infantry battalions, the ETT, to report their projects to the provincial government, to report it to the central government, to work with the government in a substantive way, because we’re all here to build the capacity of the government.  Right now we have the ANDS, the Afghan National Development Strategy, and that’s really been a good unifying force for something that we can all get behind, and really use it as a roadmap for developing Afghanistan.  So that’s been really encouraging.

Again, another challenge is [unintelligible] support -- planning, expectations, capabilities.  In light of the recent riots in Kabul, this was obviously an issue, but what we found is that all military forces are very willing to engage with us to try to improve their plans for [unintelligible] support.  Now the opportunities we have to deal with some of these challenges are, for example, training.  UNAMA was put on introductory PRT training in Kabul.  The US has already -- has also done it here in DC.  I think that those are excellent steps toward moving toward PRT coherence, to avoid personality driven relationships.

NATO ISAF is also working on a handbook that we’re heavily involved with to create some standard operating procedures for PRTs interacting with the government, and with the international community.  You also see partnerships on projects, and especially the US military brings a lot of funds.  UNAMA can provide development experts, link then with people in the community where they can make those projects a success.

Again, the logistical abilities, especially of the US military in a disaster situation are unparalleled.  This is another way we’ve worked very well with the military when we’ve had -- especially in the winter of ’05 when we had humanitarian disasters, we were able to work with the military to really save a lot of lives.  That was important.  One thing that we are also working on, going back to coherence, is an issues that’s -- it’s really, really important.  It’s the fact that there’s a lot of national caveats.  There’s a lot of differences between nations, and what their militaries can provide.

So again, I talked to you a little bit earlier about the differences within the US military.  Now you need to multiply that to talk about dealing with different nations within NATO.  So you can -- right now, NGOs, or the UN, when we want to work with a PRT, we don’t always know what their stance is on the military doing development.  What is the stance of the donor agency embedded in the PRT?  What is their policy for [unintelligible] support?  So we need some coherence to improve our capability to do effective civil-military interactions.

But I think that it’s also important that all of these disparate military elements need to focus on what their comparative advantage is, and that’s security sector forms, stabilizing the areas, so the UN and the NGOs can work in these areas.  If you’re going to do a project, it has to be linked to a larger security goal.  It’s not very effective to just build an isolated, uncoordinated project that has nothing to do with a longer term government plan, or a stabilization effort, just so that you can put your flag on the project and say you’ve done something, because at the end of the day, those dollars are really just wasted if it’s not part of a larger project.

So I would just like to make one more comment, and then I’ll stop there.  The PRTs, I think, have been effective in secure areas where NGOs and even the UN can’t get to, in large part, and I think that we really need to look at, maybe one of the places where the military is most effective is in these insecure areas, and I think that that’s -- it’s been probably one of their biggest strengths.  

Frederick Barton:

Great, thank you very much, Paula.  I think all three speakers have really put forward an excellent, pragmatic view of the enormity of the challenge, and how we have to probably use all the bits and pieces we have available to address them.  I think they’ve also shown the sensitivity -- real sensitivity to the strengths and weaknesses of both the military and the civilian sides, and then brought forward many of the bureaucratic and organizational traditions that perhaps are obstacles to those -- the more pragmatic view being as successful as it might be.  So they’ve opened the door to a good discussion, and now it’s your turn to bring your comments forward.

If I could ask you to try to make your comments within a minute, and I’m going to ask the questioners to give their responses within two minutes, and then that way, if more than one wants to respond to a question, we’ll have time for quite a lot of discussion here, so please step forward.  We’ll start here, and then we’ll go to the back, and then we’ll go to that gentleman third, so if you want to just sort of line up the second person, we can get going.  Please identify yourself, and where you’re from, if you would.  

Male Speaker:

Hi, my name’s Raji Haki, [spelled phonetically] and I’m with the Education for Peace in Iraq Center.  I’m also a former Iraq War vet, so I had a little bit of experience in the region.  Miss Loyd, you mentioned that PRTs are not a substitute for infantry battalions.  Is there a need, do you think -- do you feel that infantry battalions have a role of exacerbating, at times, the conflict within indigenous regions, or --

Paula Loyd:

Pretty much in -- this is not news to anyone, but in Afghanistan, there’s still a war going on.  PRTs remained for stability ops.  We knew someone that still has combat ops abilities.  We need air assets.  We need fighting to be done, so when a PRT can work in coordination with an infantry unit to stabilize an area, I think it’s really useful.  Now yes, when the infantry battalion -- if they’re going out and doing projects, because they also have CERT [spelled phonetically] money, and they do this in a way that doesn’t involve the government, or they work through a corrupt government official, then it does exacerbate the situation.  

Frederick Barton:

The gentleman in the very back there -- standing up, yes.  Thanks.  

Male Speaker:

Frank Kanifik [spelled phonetically], Chemonics International.  We operate in Afghanistan, a number of other countries in fragile situations.  Miss Robinson talked about chaos and masters of chaos, and I think Miss Loyd talked about continuing chaos in Afghanistan, and the good Dr. Williams is pondering, how do we get out of this chaos?  I would like to ask the panelists to focus on the fact that many of us believe our objectives are wrong, our instruments are wrong, and absolutely there’s no coordination, and I’d appreciate the panel’s comments on that.

Frederick Barton:

Thank you for your challenging and succinct question.

Paula Loyd:

Can I start off?  I really wouldn’t say it’s that bad.

[laughter]

I think they -- we’re doing a lot of positive things, I think that there is a lot of good coordination, so I wouldn’t put such a negative view on things there.  

Frederick Barton:

Okay, so that’s the half -- the good news, now -- 

Linda Robinson:

Well, I actually -- I first want to say that many people have looked at the title, and -- of my book, and said “Masters of Chaos” must mean people who create chaos, but the Special Forces -- a commander who used that was telling his troops, as they went from Afghanistan and were redeployed into Iraq that they -- that he expected them to create order out of chaos, as they had in Afghanistan, but I think that you make an important point that this -- well, I have two points to make.

One is I just think it’s critical, and this community is grappling with the fact that you really need to build civilian capacity, especially within the US government.  There’ just a crying lack of capacity, and part of it was dismantled, previously existed on the case of AID, which is just a shadow of its former self, and there is a need for coordinating processes, this difficult issue of how autonomous certain NGOs need to be, versus coordinating to get the most effective work together.

But I think there’s also a deeper level, which is there’s a conundrum here that we have faced again and again in Iraq, where a lot of people think you can’t do anything until you have sufficient security, and that therefore it has to be primarily military, primarily combat, etc., whereas the insight that I think people who have worked with these kinds of situations, they realize security comes from the building effort, security comes form the governance set -- creating a more competent government, and that is where I think -- what I hear many in the US military saying, “We need more non-military help to actually get a better security climate,” and I think that is a tough thing, because of course you can’t expose civilians -- civilian workers, and they have a hard time getting people to go out into these very dangerous situations, but that is what you need, so I think a lot of people are wrestling with how you crack that nut.  

H. Roy Williams:

Well, I think that’s a very important question, and I’ll try to make my question not too abstract, because I tend to do that, but I really believe in something called terrible honesty, and we hide behind who we are, our education systems, our structures as I indicated before, far too successfully to deal with a problem that you’re addressing, and I think it is, in fact, an acute problem.  We have to be able to move radically away from that.  Now, that means, for example, you referred to AID, my old organization.  If that means changing dramatically the way AID functions, changing dramatically the way State Department functions, integrating them into whatever, these are just abstractions thrown out.

I think we have to deal with it, because the world is compressing very, very rapidly on so many levels, the dynamic structure which has enabled us to function as a democracy, as societies, as industrial societies for generations is really no longer able to keep up with the dynamic of change.  We have to move away from that as quickly as possible, and I trust that’s not too abstract, but it begins with acknowledging that we don’t have the answers within our own systems.

Paula Loyd:

If I can, I would like to say one more thing.  I’d like to give you just an anecdote from the field of how people have worked together, specifically with Chemonics.  When seven of your workers were killed last year [unintelligible] and the rest in Zabul [spelled phonetically] when I was there, the UN worked to provide information, I worked to coordinate with the families, and the military worked to put the bodies in a morgue, and provide them safe transport out, in coordination with the national police forces.  So I think that -- and again, what I’m trying to say is that, in Afghanistan, we are breaking new ground in coordination, and working together, because in some ways we just have to, we don’t have any other options. 

Frederick Barton:

Yeah, I’d like to add another [unintelligible] that I think, Frank, your question is really an excellent one.  When we started doing this work at OTI back in the early -- in the mid-1990s, there was, about that time, Fortune Magazine featured, as its new leadership model, “Management by Chaos,” and so we -- I remember ripping out the story and sending it to all of our people, and it was really quite an encouraging thought as to how we might go at this work, because it was current, and you could get great creativity out of it and whatever, but the rules have just changed so dramatically, and the chaos that we’re accepting now, versus the chaos were talking about in the mid 1990s is not at all the same.

In the 1990s, about 185 humanitarians were killed globally in the entire decade, and it was seen as a bloody and disastrous decade for the protection of our civilians in the field.  We’ve lost over 500 civilians on the reconstruction side in Iraq alone in the last few years, so it’s -- and nobody’s really taken on the rule of what -- how we should deal with this, how should we look at it?  Are civilians expected to be in this kind of -- at this kind of risk?  And I don’t personally feel the fatalities among civilians is really part of the work assignment, and so we have -- but we haven’t -- we really haven’t made that choice, and we’ve left it out there, and there are a lot of other changes in the environment, as well as trying to do this work in a war setting, and I think it does come back to something Roy was suggesting now, that these situations are still being dealt with as if they’re exceptions, even though the last ten or twelve years, they’ve dominated our national security environment, and they really dominated most of our organizations.

We’re still treating these things as if they’re $300 billion kind of distractions, and it’s pretty phenomenal that if we go in with that approach, we’re going to miss a fair number of big issues, such as these that we’re talking about right now, and until we say it really seems to be the central business of our national security apparatus, and it does seem to be the most important thing that, maybe our development community needs to get to, then we’re not likely to resolve a lot of these nagging problems, so it’s a tougher environment.  I think we have a gentleman here -- we’ll get to you next, and then we’ll go to the back corner.

Male Speaker:

Thank you, I’m Chip Walker from USAID.  All three of the panelists, to one degree or another, mentioned the importance of good assessment or good diagnostics in the situation, to make sure that you’re in fact pursuing the right course of action, and I say that, and at the same time, recognize that lots of organizations, both nongovernmental, governmental, academics, have put an awful lot of energy over the last several years, in terms of developing assessment tools to be able to understand situations, conflict dynamics on the ground, and yet it seems to me from your comments that those are not really being used, and I guess my question is, is that in fact a fair statement, and if not, what is it about them that is making them difficult to be applied?  I mean, it seems to me if we’re constantly having to retrain PRTs, if we -- if people don’t even understand the simple thing about who your translators are, and the fact that they’re going to filter knowledge, it suggests we have a major task ahead of us, and I just wonder why it is that there’s such a disconnect between what seems to be the rather robust development of tools, and their lack of application.  

H. Roy Williams:

Well, stepping back into my operational role, one of the problems with tools, as it is with lessons learned, is turnover personnel, and transmission of information.  You can have the best assessment in the world, and you can pass it on to the person in the field, but then that field operations chief is replaced by someone else, and they’re going to pick up the project exactly where it was when they walked through the door, but then that doesn’t necessarily reflect the outcome of the initial assessment.  It might just reflect the convenience of the situation, the use of translators for example.  But he wouldn’t necessarily, or she wouldn’t necessarily know that, so there’s a process -- there’s no real way of assuring that where you began is where you’re gonna end up.  The other thing -- lessons learned, for example.  I remember, when going into the OFDA, where we were looking as -- [unintelligible] will remember, tons and tons of lessons learned, and I began to realize that I was looking at the same information over and over again, essentially.  Why?  Because the systems for passing on those lessons learned were not integrated within to the operational design.  I also had the problem of turnover.  People were being replaced, and they didn’t necessarily read all the lessons learned previously, even though they were on the shelf.

Linda Robinson:

I still have a couple of quick comments.  I think that, at one level, there’s the problem that you have identified, and were talking about at a tactical level, but there’s also the diagnosis at the very top leadership level, at the policymaking level, and I think that in case of Iraq, in my opinion, there has been a tendency there to continue to focus on the combat operations, and not really to do the diagnosis of the requirements for the stability and common insurgency.  So that’s my judgment, and I think that while -- and I’ve observed quite a few Special Forces teams at this point, by no means are they of even quality, and I just want to throw out one trend line.

One of their hallmarks, of course, is their great experience, and if you have a team that has been deployed for a number of years in that region, or in that country, or in that sub region of that country, they become very familiar, and that’s really where their power comes from, is that cultural knowledge, and what they bring to bear, and those late 30s and 40-year old team members who just have that storehouse, and one thing that people will be watching very closely now that they have embarked on an aggressive expansion plan is not to lose that, and have progressively younger teams being deployed when you don’t have that, and I think one of the goals is to limit the number of new and younger members you put on a team, the teams are twelve soldiers, and what I’ve seen, the view of most ground-level Special Forces soldiers is they really don’t want more than a couple of new members per team, or you start really degrading their ability to handle the situation.

Paula Loyd:

I would just say quickly, I think that things have improved. If you look at PRTs, what PRTs are doing now, versus what they were doing when they were first started up, there’s been a steep learning curve.  They are much better at doing reconstruction and development activities, and coordinating it with the humanitarian community, and I think that in some ways that’s very obvious if you hold them up as a mirror to some of the other units, like I’ve said before, the embedded trainers with the ANA -- the infantry battalions that haven’t had this focused kind of training.

You know, one of my jobs is that I handled complaints from civilians, either Afghans, or from the international community, about the international military forces.  Almost all of those complaints are about other forces besides the PRTs.  The PRTs are doing a lot of things right, but not all of the others are.

I’d just like to make a quick comment about the Special Forces.  I think one of the problems that you see, at least I see in the Special Forces in Afghanistan, is because they’re stretched so thin, you have people from 7th group, which are usually supposed to be in Latin America, over in Afghanistan and Iraq, and they don’t have that long-term institutional memory of -- and understanding of the region.

Frederick Barton:

Really excellent points.  Yes sir.  There’s a microphone, if you’d just grab it please.

Male Speaker:

I’m Henry Ryan, from the Institute for the Study of Diplomacy at Georgetown.  My question -- 

Frederick Barton:

Could you put it a little closer to your mouth, because I think there are people who --

Male Speaker:

How’s that?|

Frederick Barton:

-- out in the internet that want to hear you.

Male Speaker:

-- that the PRTs in Iraq, the Pentagon has just reluctantly agreed, as I understand it, to provide security for them.  There still is a lot of question feeling, as I also understand that a lot of that, however, may fall to contractors who also do a lot of other security jobs in Iraq.  My question is how do they fit in the equation.  You talk about the sensitivity, particularly of different kinds of military units.  How do contractors fit into that equation, which were playing, as I understand, an enormous role?  Thanks very much.

Paula Loyd:

Well, that’s actually a very good question, because you’re right, that’s another very large component that we can’t ignore.  A lot of my complaints also come about contractors.  You know, sometimes there are certain contractors that are providing security for different projects, who are rearming previously disarmed militias.  You know, there are contractors who have terrible reputations for driving worse than the military forces.  So I think that if we also don’t address the issue of contractors and what they’re doing, and hold them accountable for some of their actions, then again, it’s not going to help us win the war, at least in Afghanistan.

Frederick Barton:

Yeah, I think, again, I think that’s an issue that falls within this category of issues that we’ve just pushed down the road.  I think almost everybody who works in these places believes that you have to have unity of command, you have to monopoly of force, and these are elements of the legitimacy of the state, and yet we look at the mix that we have encouraged in some of these places, and it gets way beyond the moral questions of whether you want to have mercenaries doing your work or not.  If the mercenaries are in the hire of the government, and it’s clear that they are the only force the government has, then the moral argument may be lesser.  But what we’ve left it at there is people who threaten our own soldiers because they’re -- we don’t know what they’re doing.  And I don’t think that debate has taken place in the public space at all.  It’s a huge discussion, and if you look at the total of the forces in a place like Iraq, and we think that we train all the Iraqis that we’re planning on training, the numbers are nowhere near the total that we have of our forces, plus all the private forces that are employed and whatever else, and yet somehow that mathematics is going to replaced.  It’s very hard to imagine how that’s coming together.

H. Roy Williams:

Very quickly on that further, I guess I’m repeating what you’re saying in another way, Rick.  Again, if you take, make the assumption that I do, that all of this knitted together.  Contractors are a part of the society, engineering firms are part of the society, everyone is part of society, and the problems all are bound together, yet we’re dealing with them in such a fragmented way that we’re not really coming close to arriving at a solution.

Linda Robinson:

If I could just quickly hop in here, I think that the outcome, decision wise, has been that the military will provide, after a long wrangle, will provide security for the PRTs in Iraq, but they’re caveating it in a way of saying that it must near, they must be set up near a US military base, because what you have going on, of course, is this process of consolidation, where the US military is trying to consolidate into fewer and fewer bases, which I think is a controversial decision in and of itself, if you still haven’t accomplished the security objective.

But I agree with everyone who’s commented that this is a huge problem, the military does want to control everything that moves on the battlefield, but it doesn’t have the mechanism, these people are not subjected to the uniform code of military justice, and yet they are the second largest armed force on the battlefield in Iraq, far larger than any coalition government.  So it’s a huge, unaddressed problem.

Frederick Barton:

I think we’re in the back now.  Who’s next?  We have a question from off camera, outside of this room.  Okay, I’ll do that one, and then go to you next?

Male Speaker:

My name is [inaudible] from the American Friend Service Committee.  Talking about the current crisis in Africa, in the Congo, given the lesson learned in Somalia, Iraq, and Afghanistan, what is your assessment of the conflict and what can the US do if they decide to get involved in the conflict, to bring about political, military, and humanitarian stability?

[laughter]

Frederick Barton:

Try that bad throat of yours, Roy.

H. Roy Williams:

Yeah, well, I can’t hide behind it this time.  Well, the first part of the question is a lot easier than the last part, obviously.  The situation in the Congo, from my own experience there, I don’t quite see it as analogous to the Somalia, for a variety of reasons, which I’m sure you’re more familiar with than I.  I mean you have the facts inside, and you have history of -- you know, which goes back decades and so forth, and you have the present situation about focusing upon resources.  And that doesn’t simply go away.

As to the role of the African states in the region, that seems ambivalent.  They’re not quite sure that they have the military or logistical power, or, quite honestly, the willingness to go in and make decisive change.  All of this presented, the way I’m presenting it, sir, simply presents a tapestry of a situation which is imploding upon itself because no one is willing to either take charge.  The UN doesn’t have the peacekeeping capacity to really maintain its force in the Congo unless it’s vastly expanded, which, frankly, to get back to the second part of the question, seems to me the only solution that’s going to lead the Congo out of any -- into any possibility of change.  A US role in the Congo, I simply cannot envision, quite honestly, apart from whatever support they might give to the UN forces, which as I said, earlier, have to be vastly expanded, given that region, and given the fact that you have, what, six, seven, different factions now, competing within the same geographical area.  Not a very positive answer.  Sorry.

Frederick Barton:

Another question that was from the outside room.  In a sense -- this is for Roy Williams.  In a sense, NGO interaction with a PRT makes an NGO more insecure.  More project resources are needed for security, up to 30 to 40%, and it compromises NGO neutrality.  Would you please comment?

H. Roy Williams:

My comment, okay.  Let me start with the end part.  The word neutrality, I would have to say that at this point in my professional career, after some 30 years in the NGO community, I am less accepting of the use of the term neutrality, than I was more recently.

Now, obviously an NGO has to be neutral in a lot of -- to the extent possible.  But in real terms, I think it’s almost impossible to be totally neutral in any environment in which you work, because inevitably you’re going to align yourself with your constituents, you’re going to align yourself, you know, with those who work with you.  You make your alliances, and there’s not question about it, so let’s be realistic about that.  Now, you have to appear neutral, not only for reasons of security, but for reasons of recruiting, reasons of fundraising and so forth.  But to assume that you are inherently neutral, I think is self-imposed delusion.  It’s an illusion which I will try to maintain, but I understand that it is still, in part, an illusion.

As far as the figure of 30%, was that the number?

Frederick Barton:

30 to 40%.

H. Roy Williams:

30 or 40%.  I’m not quite sure what that is based on, essentially, and maybe you have more information on that than I do.  But going back to the origin of the role of the PRTs, initially when they first were inaugurated, and they were initially to extend the writ of the Afghan government.  And ACBAR, the Agency Coordinating Body for Afghan Relief, is, you know, much opposed to them.  But not so much on the basis of resource allocation, on the basis, but more on the basis that they were taking over the role of the NGO community.

Now, put that way, it came across very much as if it was a matter of invidious comparison.  They’re taking over our jobs.  That wasn’t a resource issue at all.  So again, getting back to 30 or 40%, I would ask the questioner, what numbers exactly are you talking about, and what do these numbers reflect?  Are you saying that it costs 30 or 40% more for a military person to do the same job?  That may or not be the case, but then my response to that is that it comes out of totally budgets, and money is not fungible.  So I would throw that back to the questioner.  What does that number represent?

Frederick Barton:

You’ve complicated my job.  The questioner’s outside of the room.  I’ll have to wait for the bulletin to come back.

[low audio]

Paula Loyd:

Can I make a comment on that?

Frederick Barton:

Yeah.

Paula Loyd:

I just like to point out a couple things.  I think it’s important, when we’re talking about NGOs, to realize there are, at least in Afghanistan, international NGOs, and national NGOs.  And one thing that ACBAR does say now is that they represent all of their constituents.  There are some national NGOs that are very happy to work for PRTs because they’re looking for funding sources.  And so they are more than happy to take a contract directly with the military, especially the US military, because they have so much money.

On the flip side of that, when you’re talking about, for example, I can give you an example of a USAID implementing partner who was building a school.  The USAID rep at the PRT had to go look at the school, to monitor it.  She said, please don’t come with the military, it’s going to cause me problems.  The AID rep didn’t have a choice, they had to go with the military.  It happened to be a US PRT.  They came in with HumVees, they blocked up the streets, they didn’t -- they engendered some ill will among the community, and then after the implementing partner started getting death threats, and they had to slow down their work as a result of it.

I think it’s just important to realize that there is a lot -- there’s a lot of different opinions about this. I can tell you that some people within -- I have heard military sides of the PRTS would say that they can actually do work for cheaper, because they don’t have the overhead and the contracting costs that others do.  I’m not saying this is true or not, but it is an opinion that’s out there.

Frederick Barton:

We had a question over here.

Male Speaker:

Dana Eyre [spelled phonetically], from USIP.  I just wanted to make an observation and get the panel to react to it.  I think it’s really interesting that we’ve got discussion of Special Forces as part of this panel, because if you look at the history of Special Forces, it really was created in part to marginalize a problem.  In the 50s and 60s, that it was to isolate a particular set of problems so the big army didn’t have to deal with it.  And I think Mr. Williams’ comments about the need for all of us to confront the fundamental nature of the problem we’re facing is really interesting, because what I see in many of our organizations is this tendency, again, to marginalize the problem we’re grappling with.  AID creates CMM, Conflict Management Mitigation, creates Office of Military Affairs, that says, oh, these are special things that somebody else is going to take care of.  State Department, we’ve got State CRS, which again, is this kind of marginalization.

So I think the challenge strikes me is how do we take the mindset that special forces has embodied but address Mr. Williams’ comments of saying, look, we have to permeate this throughout all of our organizations.  Because Ms. Loyd’s comments about Afghanistan are, look, this isn’t a special thing, this is everybody having to do this.  So what are the comments from the panel in terms of how we permeate these ideas through our organizations?

Frederick Barton:

Linda, did you want to start with it?

Linda Robinson:

Yes, well, I think that -- I guess my view is, especially with the military, you’re not going to be able -- there is a trend now, and a push now, to try to make the general military forces more soft-like.  The emphasis on foreign language training and so forth, and I think that you can go a certain distance down that road, but they’re never going to abandon, I think, the combat missions as their primary missions and the traditional threats, and therefore the need to train for those.  And so that’s why I come down on the side of the specialization when possible.  When you have an arena, an area of operations as large as Iraq, there is no way you can cover it with Special Forces alone, so you need to have some ability to expand, which is why they’ve been trying to do all of the training rotations out in California, really, modeled on the Iraq situation.

I don’t know if it’s as Balkanized at State, or at least the people I’ve talked to in SCRS.  They’re really trying to set themselves up as a coordinating body so that they can reach out to the different pieces of State, INL, which has obviously the mandate for the police-training piece, and so forth, and also inter-agency, to be the inter-agency actor.  And one can only hope that they will succeed, in my view, I mean it’s really discouraging to see their budget requests not getting through Congress, and you’ve got to say, what’s needed to try to build a better lobby on the Hill?

I’ve attended some of the hearings, and you see on -- one view seems to be, well, we’re taking money out of our military capability, and we don’t want to starve our troops -- that’s one point of view.  And then you have other people saying, well, why create this slush fund, or this hammer, this tool, that is going to just get us involved in more conflicts, rather than what I think is the argument for creating and funding this robustly, is we keep getting into these situations, we have no capability to handle them well.  Let’s, for heaven’s sake, build something that we can use, rather than keep inventing this critical, this mess.

H. Roy Williams:

Really quickly, this reminds me of a situation I was faced when I sent out to do a job in Asia, and after I got there they told me I had to fire 60% of the staff.  They didn’t tell me that until I got out there.  And I figured the only way to do it was to enable them to do it themselves.  So essentially, what happened was that they, the staff, created little cells, if you will, and they discussed among themselves as to who was best fitted for the job, and so forth, and so on.  My point here is that if we’re looking at the various communities engaged in this, the military, the NGOs, the IOs, and so forth, if you assume, for the purposes of response to your question, that each one of those communities sort of separates one little piece of itself, independently of any other responsibilities, and then creates a sort of neutral venue site at which these various pieces of themselves could then begin the discussion -- so you’re looking at Phase One of a long process, which is going to enable them to find ways to disassociate themselves from their initial original institutions, and move on to a much more, sort of, spider web, if you will, kind of arrangement, by which they can find different ways to communicate.  It’s hard to change a mindset, even if this room, it’s hard to do.  So that’s one proposal.

Paula Loyd:

I think that just continued training is key. I mean that’s one of the reasons that UNAMA is involved in pre-deployment training for NATO troops, US troops, others, because we have to continue the dialogue, institutionalized training.  But like you said, it’s a long process.  But we just have to slug through it, I think.

Frederick Barton:

Yeah, I would maybe take it another step.  I think that these new offices are going to be fairly successful at spreading the ideas and the thinking and expanding that, and really improving the information that people have available to them.  And I think the training will also be something that will be accepted.  My fear is that -- my expectation is that the bureaucracies will then start to reject the deeper reach into their pockets, in particular, and while the Pentagon might find it comfortable making a $200 million transfer to SCRS, 201 million will probably be a step too far.  And that then doesn’t show that there really is that institutional change.

And in the setting up of these offices, the degree of how robust they are going to be has been compromised at every critical decision point, starting with the National Security Meeting of the principals, where they had two choices before them, presented to them by the NSC staff, and they chose the lesser, they chose the hybrid as opposed to the robust approach.  And you can go down through the bureaucratic history to the money issues, and how the State Department chose to go to the Hill for a supplemental of $7 million as opposed to squeezing the $7 million out of their own soul, and then going to the Hill and asking for $250 million, which would have been a much smarter legislative strategy.  So they’ve made some, I think, very troubling compromises.  I’m still hopeful; it’s better to have these offices than nothing.  Those of you who are fans of Doug Stafford, I know there are a few here, will remember that at his -- one of his great pieces of advice is never ever, ever, ever, ever take a job of a coordinator.  He meant it.  And I know that some of you who’ve had some title in your careers have found it to be less satisfying than you imagined.

The other thing that I’d like to say, and it gets back to something that Roy said early on, and I’m not absolutely -- I’m not in complete agreement, but I think it’s a very provocative point where he said earlier, the West is being seen as intruders who do not belong.  That’s a pretty strong characterization, and I think it’s an important one.  And it’s certainly one that we’ve got to be sensitive to.  I think he said we’re increasingly being seen that way, so I would agree with that.  And if we accept that, then we may be back in this situation where we’re kind of learning the lessons of the last war again, because we’re trying to figure out how we do what we have done traditionally, better than we’ve done it in recent times, when in fact what we really have to be thinking about is a very different way of working in places where we have used arguments such as this one.  That there is not enough absorptive capacity among the people of this place to figure out how to solve their own problem.

Now those of us who’ve been out there have never seen a shortage of people who are capable of solving their own problem, but they almost never had the resources to do that. But we were there, of course, to guide them through that process, and that guidance, now, is at risk, along with other interventions, and I don’t see that we’re making those changes.  So we’re getting the offices in place; as the world is actually changing, and it’s going to really require much more direct assistance and direct approaches than we have, and that’s very tough for organizations that are used to putting bodies on a problem.  And most of us find that putting bodies on problems is one way that we solve them.  So I think that’s the next generation of challenges that we have, and that may, in fact, get us through some of these philosophical debates that we haven’t resolved in this round, even.

I think we have time for one or two more questions.  Does that sound all right to the -- does that sound okay?  We’ve now provoked at least ten.  We have -- we can take one question.  Okay. Who wants to fight for the microphone here?  Throw the microphone in the air and we’ll go for it.  How about this gentleman right here in the middle?  I think -- sorry, that’s the one I could see best.

Male Speaker:

Thank you very much.  I’m Rich Brown from State.  I’d like just to ask each of you, if we do what we’re doing, about as well as we might, how long will this take?

[laughter]

Linda Robinson:

Well, I’m going to just share with you a conversation I had yesterday, which was to -- seeking some information about how much funding for FCRS they were looking at in the ’08 budget they’re just starting to build, and the answer was, it all depends on what we get out of Congress for ’07.  And of course the picture isn’t that good on that, and the amount, the 100 million last year was zeroed out, and I think it’s very -- a serious problem.

But I think that I’d throw it back and say, I think it depends on whether the Secretary or State decides that this is a key part of transformational diplomacy.  If, and it makes sense that it would be, because this really an operational capacity and really transforming the State Department to go out into the hinterlands, change the focus, everything that she said in the Georgetown speech, is embodied in SCRS, so it seems to me that if she wants a legacy, this is where it could be built.

H. Roy Williams:

Can I define the we?  By my definition of we, a couple of years.  By the present definition of we, a decade.  If we’re lucky.

Paula Loyd:

I think, at least for Afghanistan, the current wisdom is 15 to 20 years, and I think that if we draw down too many troops, and if we cut the budget to much, or if we don’t spend it in a wise way, then we’re going to have to go back in, 20 or 30 years from now, again.

Frederick Barton:

Yeah I think -- my feeling is that if we could actually focus our energies and really commit ourselves to being measured by a full scale success in one place or in two places, not places that we’ve done such a poor job of analysis going in that we don’t have, really have a clue, and so there’s too much make-up to be done.

But I’m not actually as pessimistic about a place like Haiti, even though there are multiple arguments against it, or if you think of it as an island, if you think of it as 15 million people rather than the 7 million people that live in Haiti, if you really committed it, if you got way outside the normal government way of doing things, you use people like Paul Farmer, to take on the human security challenges of health issues, which we would probably not do, I think we could have a measurable success in our hemisphere, in our front door, on the toughest place on earth, that the entire bureau, America’s bureau, probably agrees with Linda on.  And that would be -- and if we really committed to it -- then that would be the standard that a whole generation of people would be measured on, and then I think we could see something that would be really significant in a decade.  But I think the next decade we could actually take on a couple of these a year.  Not the toughest ones that are still at war, and really have a very transformed map that would be quite, quite significant.  But I don’t see that kind of emphasis, I don’t see that kind of focus, and so that’s what’s worrisome about it as well.

Well, thank you all, very much.  Thank you, Howard, for your opening us, thank you Junior Staff, for inviting us to be part of it, and thanks, please join me in thanking what I thought was a terrific panel.

[applause]

Frederick Barton:

If you could come back in about 12 minutes after the coffee break, thank you.

[coffee break]

Howard Wolpe:

I’m delighted to convene the second panel.  Where the first was designed to focus upon operations on the group, and deepen our understanding of civil military relations in the field, this panel is going to be devoted more to lessons learned and the policy implications of what has been taking place on the ground.  We have three very distinguished panelists with us today, all of whom I think I’ve worked with in one fashion or another at different capacities over the years.  I am delighted to welcome -- I’ll just introduce them briefly, and then we’ll -- in the sequence in which you have them listed in your program, to ask them to make 10-minute remarks, if you would, and then to allow maximum time for question and answers from the audience.

Colonel John Agoglia is Director of the US Army Peacekeeping & Stability Operations Institute.  He has had a very distinguished career, recently served for three years at the US Central Command, helping to develop the organization’s plans for Afghanistan, and for the global war on terror.  He was also part of the initial planning group that initiated the campaign plan for Iraq.  In May of 2003, he served as CentCom liaison officer to US civil ambassador in Iraq, Paul Bremmer.  The -- more recently he was asked to direct the US Army’s Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute at the Us Army War College.

Julia Taft, holding down an interim position as President and CEO of InterAction, was most recently the assistant administrator and director of the Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery in the UNDP.  In January 2002, she headed the UNDP task force, coordinating a single coherent recovery effort for Afghanistan, and she can probably identify with that term, coordination, in support of the work of the special representative of the UN Secretary General for Afghanistan.  Prior to joining the UNDP, Julia served as assistant secretary for the Bureau of Population Refugees and Migration as the US State Department.  That was the period in which I was privileged to work with her.  She’s also been Director of the Office for US Disaster Assistance in USAID, and US Special Coordinator for the Betten Affairs, in the US Department of State.

Bob Perito, Senior Program Officer for Post-conflict Peace and Stability Operations at the US Institute for Peace, was a career foreign service officer, with the Department of State for many years.  Before joining the Institute of Peace, he served as Deputy Director of the International Criminal Investigative Training Assistance Program as the US Department of Justice, and in that role was responsible for providing policy guidance and program direction for peacekeeping operations in diverse locations, from Haiti and Bosnia, to East Timor and Kosovo, as well as in post conflict environments of Albania, Croatia, and Macedonia.

I’m delighted to welcome all three of you to the panel, and we look forward to your remarks.  Colonel, would you like to begin?

Colonel John Agoglia:

Thank you very much, Howard.  What I’d like to do is kind of build upon the comments that the practitioners put before us this morning, and talk about some policy things.  One thing that struck me as they were talking, as the audience was asking questions, we can all come up with good examples of what our organizations have done.  We can all come up with bad examples, or others come up with, bad examples of what our organizations have done.  But that’s not the point; the point is what’s the normative behavior of our organization, and how is that normative behavior improving?  Is it improving towards the point where most people seem to be more effective, or is it improving towards a point where people are seeing it being less effective?  And again, the arguments of I saw this good thing happen, or I saw that, really, while nice to hear, are irrelevant, if it’s not the norm, if it’s not institutionalized into the organization, and it becomes a learning organization that continues to build upon the good lessons and shed the bad ones.  And I don’t think we’re there as a US government, I don’t think we’re there as a US military, I don’t think we’re there as a US Army.  I think we’re trying to go that way, but damn, we have a lot of room for improvement, and we have a long way to go in terms of getting there.

A lot of focus about making better soldiers.  You know, I hear that all the time, I’m an infantryman.  I hear what if you guys do well, I hear it if you guys don’t do well.  I’m a strategic planner as well.  A lot of discussion out there about how do we make better soldiers.  Really, what we need is a lot of discussion about how we make better policy.  Because, I think Linda’s example, she might have missed the boat just a little on this, where she talked about the transition between that soft unit and that conventional unit.  I would dare to say it wasn’t because of the disparity in skills between that soft unit and conventional unit why that existed.  I would dare to say, the challenge was the failure to have adequate policy, and then the policies that overturned the good work that the Special Forces Units did now put that conventional force in a box that was hard to recover from, and on top of it, their lack of the specialized skills made it even harder to manage the chaos after the ignorance of the policy decisions that overturned the good work they had set in place.

So again, policy is so critical, and if you don’t have the right policy, I don’t care how skilled you are as a soldier or a diplomat; you’re still going to be ineffective.  So while we need to make better soldiers, better diplomats, better aid workers, we really need to focus in on the number thing that they need is coherent, culturally attuned, situationally aware, policy guidance and recommendations that they can then act on.  And that is something we’re not quite giving to them.

Intellectual clarity is absolutely essential because without the intellectual clarity you can’t then have the right physical change.  Physical change without the intellectual clarity is just change for change’s sake that kind of looks good, but you know, it’s irrelevant, because it doesn’t accomplish the effect you’re trying to accomplish.  And we don’t have the intellectual clarity in our government, we don’t have the intellectual clarity in the international community, as to what it means to deal with the challenges we’re facing right now.

What do I mean by intellectual clarity?  What is the difference between counter-insurgency, irregular warfare, stability operations, post-conflict operations, military operations other than war?  I mean, my God.  I’m so confused by the number of terms I got to try to define, I can’t even get into the argument because I can’t even learn the definitions of all the terms that everybody’s using.  So we need to have intellectual clarity, and the only way we can that intellectual clarity, in my mind is to have some sort of strategic framework.

Why is the effect that we, as a US government, are trying to achieve?  And it is we as a US government, not we as a US military, not we as a US diplomat.  We as a US government.  What are we trying to achieve.  What are we trying to achieve as a reflection of the values of our country, as a reflection of what we would like the world to look like?  

And that’s one thing, as a country, we have put out there, I believe, and we have the example in history to show that we’re a country that’s put ourselves on the line to shape the world, to make it a better place.  Yeah, make it in our image, we think that’s a better place, I got that.  But still, we’re not an imperialistic country, we’re not a country that colonizes the world.  We do try to help.  We may be do it in misbegotten fashions, we may do it in misguided ways, we may make mistakes, and we’ve certainly done it.  But what are the core values that are driving us, and then what’s that strategic framework that we need to develop?

But while we’re having that discussion, there are certain things out there that we look at and go, how come we don’t have intellectual clarity.  And I think one of them Roy Williams hit on, is our failure to put in place the mechanisms necessary to collaborate and to share information and to talk to one another in an effective fashion.  How do we do that as US policy makers?  How do we effectively talk to one another?  How do we ensure our policy makers have the right information?  I think there’s some pragmatic things we can do to get at that, and I’ll talk to those in a second.

But before that, I’d like to get to another myth, the myth that we can work it out on the ground.  There is no doubt that practitioners on the ground can wing it in the light of a lack of clear coherent policy guidance, and make things happen that are good.  But just as often, they’re making things happen that are bad, because they don’t understand the second or third order consequences, because no one’s done the thinking for them that establishes the right and left limits and gives them clarity of guidance so they can maneuver in it.  So while we are good, and I’ve been in that position in the field, at winging it, the lack of guidance and trying to make good things happen -- I’m pretty proud about the good things that you made happen, and then you start reading about the bad things that happened, that you never even anticipated, you weren’t even aware of.

Those -- the person who said, how can we learn that lesson about the right interpreters, how can you not understand that?  Well, when you’re in the pressure of the situation trying to demonstrate results, trying to, not demonstrate, but trying to achieve results and fix some tough situations, it’s very easy to forget about that little simple principle and make sure that you have balanced interpreters from across the tribes.  Or if you don’t have the information to understand that, and you think you’re doing it, you think you have interpreters who are balanced, and you realize, oops, I don’t have them.  Okay, so it’s very easy in the crucible of the challenge to make some bad choices out there, but again, working that on the ground, while we’re very proud of that, is a good thing that we want.  But it’d be a hell of a lot more effective if, when we working it out on the ground, we were within the boundaries of culturally attuned, situationally aware, pragmatic policy guidance, that gave us the right and left limits, that had anticipated the second and third order effects, and had gotten us attuned to understanding the second and third order effects on the ground, rather that doing discovery learning when we may or may not understand that second or third effect, and we may or may not be effective, or cause further damage.

Misdiagnosing a problem.  We talked about Somalia.  I thought Linda hit a key point there.  Misdiagnosis of Somalia.  I think that she’s right on.  Roy’s admission that, yeah, we looked at it as a humanitarian disaster, and we went in there.  And as a military force we went in there, humanitarian disaster is what it means, and we found ourselves now dealing with the technicals, and dealing with a different threat that we were not prepared for from a policy perspective, and as a result, made poor policy choices because we misdiagnosed it.  But it seems to be the norm that we continue to misdiagnose, not the exception, and that goes back to, what are some pragmatic things we can do to prevent us from doing the misdiagnosis?  And why is it that we’re doing the misdiagnosis?

From the perspective of -- we look at it from diplomatic information, military and economic elements of power, there’s no doubt that this country is a military and economic juggernaut.  But those are capabilities that are things you want to possess, but that’s not a strategy for achieving the effect you want to achieve in the international community.  Diplomacy is the piece that does that, and we seem to be diplomatic apprentices, rather than practiced diplomatic tradesmen.  And I’m not pointing the finger at the State Department, I’m pointing the finger at every one of us who’s in the US government, because at some point of time we all have a part to play as a diplomat for the United States Government.

And we don’t do it very well, because we don’t talk to one another.  The military talking to the State, the State talking to the military, talking with commerce, sharing with AID, understanding the capabilities and the limitations of each of our organizations, and understanding how we, as a country team, how we as a regional team, can work together.  We don’t seem to do that very well.  And we don’t seem to have the information that’s coming in to feed us to make sure that we’re culturally attuned and situationally aware.

And I often hear the information debate about, we need to get better information to the commanders on the ground.  I would tell you the commanders on the ground would much rather have culturally attuned, situationally aware policy guidance than intelligence about the bad guys.  They’ll figure out the intelligence about the bad guys, trust me.  They’re the guys getting shot at, we’re the guys dodging the bombs, we’ll sort that out.  But if you give me the policy guidance that makes sense, that has anticipated the second and third order effects, I can be a much better coordinator, administrator, commander, on the ground.  And I’d much rather have that.

And I think it’s not intelligence that we need for the guys on the ground, it’s information that’s processed and analyzed that allows us to provide policy options, and it’s needed back here in DC.  Because the policy options, the strategy and the policy guidance has to come from DC.  It doesn’t come from Casey and Khalizad in Iraq, it doesn’t come from Neuman and Eikenberry in Afghanistan.  While they need to inform the process and have a vote in the process, it needs to coming out of here from DC.  It needs to be coherent.  And I often -- at times, we don’t quite have that intellectual clarity and that coherency in our strategic approach, and as a result, hmm, we have a problem with policy.

But how do we get that informational clarity across the USG?  Who in the United States government is responsible for gathering all the information that is available across all the Departments of the United States government that can lead to an informed, culturally attuned assessment of the situation in particular regions.  I don’t know who that is.

It’s certainly not the National Intelligence Agency, because they seem to focus on intelligence, which is on bad guys, and blowing stuff up, versus the information we’re talking about that we need, which is the cultural awareness.  The understanding of the economic indicators of factors, the understanding of the social indications, the understanding of the public security and private security issues of the population.  Those are things we need to know, and that’s not about who the bad guys are, that’s about how does the society function, how does the society interact, what are the challenges with it, and therefore then what are the options available to the policy makers that we can pt out there to keep multiple options open, so that when we get on the ground, we can start to identify, is this a policy option that we can continue to keep open and continue to advance, or do we need to start to change lanes and adjust.  But again, we can adjust the policy guidance on the ground, because it’s anticipated that second and third order effect.  But that lack of information just -- it doesn’t help us, and there’s no system in place, right now, back in DC, for doing that.  

That’s my supposition.  I could be wrong, but that to me would be the first step in this, is a strategic framework that really articulates how we are going to approach this current situation, this current security environment we find ourselves in from a whole of government approach, and then how are we going to develop the information that’s necessary to support the development of situationally aware, culturally attuned, policy guidance to our commanders in the field?

And then the next piece is then how do we develop the civil military relationships, the civil military teams necessary to effectively implement the United States’ government, the coalition, the international community’s strategies for improving the situation in these places that are under distress.  Those, to me, are three key things we can look at, and we can start working on those right now.  And that to me is what we need to get in terms of lessons learned.

How do we get at those three things?  The framework, the common operating picture, and the civil military teams.  And you can’t have a flexible civil military team is you don’t have coherent guidance, coherent policy guidance, that allows you to adjust the composition make up, the chain of command, the level of unity of effort, without understanding what it is you’re trying to do.  So that’s all I have to say.  Thanks.

Howard Wolpe:

Thank you, very much.  Julia.

Julia Taft:

Thank you very much for inviting me today.  I understand that Lee Hamilton said that this was organized by young people so they can hear fresh voices.  Well, my voice is very old.  I have been in this field for over 30 years, and have -- I guess I’ve been invited because I have worn many different hats in my career.  And I am to talk to you a little bit about the lessons that have been learned from wearing those different hats.

Let me start with 1975.  Some of you probably weren’t even born in 1975, but it was a very important year because it was the year that Vietnam fell.  And for decades, the civilian and military cooperation has been excellent, and I think part of it was based on the experience that we had working together in 1975.  I was the dreaded coordinator of the reception and resettlement of 130,000 refugees at the time, and what was quite interesting is I operated out of the State Department, and Congress appropriated the money to manage the reception and resettlement to the State Department.

We used that money, and that power, to establish policies, establish civilian management over each of the camps, so we had four major camps in the United States, we had camps in Guam, and Lake Island, and [inaudible] in Thailand.  But we had the money in the State Department to reimburse the Defense Department for every action that we asked them to undertake.  And they were fabulous.  They organized the air lifts, bringing the refugees in, they managed camp facilities, they brought in every chef, practically, from the UN military, the US military, to cook food, make [inaudible] et cetera.  They provided perimeter security, and they, in fact, did these services on behalf of the State Department.  We reimbursed them, and two lessons I learned is whoever’s got the money has the power, and sets the policy, and number two, no coordinator should try to coordinate without any money.  Where’s Doug Stafford?

That was 1975, and the military, they were so good, we even got Secretary of Defense to establish a humanitarian service award, for every military that had been engaged more than 30 days.  That still is being done.  My two greatest godfathers, other than President Ford, were Dick Cheney, and Don Rumsfeld.  But they were operating first as Chiefs of Staff to Ford and then Rummy went over the Defense Department.

I say this because they both understood the importance, at that time, of a civilian led initiative, and the State Department being the preeminent stucky [spelled phonetically] of all of this.

Now, let me skip to 1983.  I was appointed by Secretary Wayne Burger to develop a plan for military assistance in humanitarian programs and training exercises.  One of our focuses was in Latin America, where the military were doing a number of training exercises, and they would go in and want to do community action, which was fine, but they would start immunization programs, and they would put in wells, and they would do all kinds of things, totally separate from whatever the USAID program was, or what the government itself had wanted.  But these were nice efforts.

The problem was none of them was sustainable.  When they put in the well, they had to take out the piping after the exercise was over, so they could not leave a fixed asset in the country.  That is not development.  On immunization, they would do one round of immunization, and there was no follow up, for perhaps the second or third.  So this was chaos.  So we organized a different way of doing this, and got changes in the legislation, and a formal office established, called the Office for Humanitarian Affairs, and it was in OSD, and dear Bob Waltheus [spelled phonetically] was the first director of that. That was just great.

Later, I was the Director of OFDA, and I must say, the military, again, did everything we asked them to do, whether it was airlifts, stockpiles, army corps of engineer stuff, whatever.  But USAID paid for it, so you could ask them, and task them.  Not tell them how to do it, but what you wanted done, and as a result, the military partnership was effective, swift, and politically neutral.

Now where we got into some issues on neutrality, but it worked okay, was in 1991 in northern Iraq, after Gulf War One.  The military was there, particularly the army, and while they were not designated an occupying power, they were, in fact, running northern Iraq at the time.  The military was led by dear Jake Gardner, General Jake Gardner, and he worked alongside the UN and the NGOs, in a very good partnership.

And let me tell you what was particularly interesting about this.  He recognized that he didn’t know anything about refugees and that the military didn’t anything about refugees.  They didn’t know anything about Kurdish culture, they weren’t quite sure what to do with issues of women and children and all that, and so he relied, first on the NGOs to tell him, what do I need to do, what can you guys do, and what do I need to do to help you do what you need to do.  And our dear hero, Fred Cuney [spelled phonetically] was part of his group that helped design the [inaudible] of the camps, what kind of food, what sort of social services, how to deal with land mines, et cetera, and they provided essential assistance on transportation.  And this is something we often ask the military to do.

Bill Parvelink [spelled phonetically] and I were out there together, and it was working really well.  And I’d to just say one thing that a key general out there, the person who was representing several of theirs, he said, I said, you all are spoiling us.  You’re making sure we have right tents, and you’re feeding us, et cetera, and you’re asking for our opinion, and you’re doing what we ask you to do.  Why is that?  And he said, this is General Campbell, he said, the effectiveness of what you NGOs do, and the UN does, will be our ticket home.  In other words, the capability that exists and strengthen on the civilian side, is the best way to get our military to be able to go home.  I think we don’t always remember that.

Well, I mean, the military knows it, but…when you think about it, one of the questions is are we, in fact, building that capacity, or are we supplanting that capacity by asking the military to take on more and more responsibility, rather than ensuring that the civilian agencies have those capacities?

I won’t go in too much on the issue of Afghanistan, and the stabilization programs; you talked about the PRTs earlier, they have been extremely controversial, and the NGOs that I now represent have had some very difficult relations with the military, particularly because of the sort of dual role of the military, trying to look like, be like, NGOs at the same time they also are engaged in combat.  And again, our sense, is that we have long valued our role of impartiality and neutrality, and that involving military in PRT concepts is a politicization of it, and is burned the roles on humanitarian space.  And it’s very difficult for the affected communities to know who the good guys are, and there are good military guys, and there are good NGO guys, but they ought to be doing different things, and they ought to be perceived as doing separate things, and we believe the NGO role here has not been sufficiently clarified.

As a result of what has happened in Afghanistan, and some of the tensions in civil military relationships, the UN, through the Inter-Agency Standing Committee, has spent a lot of time working with the militaries and amongst the members, and has come up with the relationship of civ/mil in complex emergencies.  I will make sure all the organizers have the reference material.  This summarizes exactly what the angst is between the humanitarian community and the military community, and identifies ways to go forward so that there can be coexistence.  It’s a very important document.

Now, how do we deal with the tensions?  There have been a number of processes, as I mentioned, about trying to talk with the military and deal with the military, and we’ve had a -- particularly interaction and the NGOs have had a lot of success.  When I was CEO and President 10 years ago, tell me if I’ve come full circle, we would do seminars with the military.  We’d do joint exercises at Fort Polk and Emerald Express.  We got them to change their training doctrine.  They funded interaction to actually prepare a video and a DVD that could be circulated all throughout the military establishment, about what’s unique about NGOs.  You know, we don’t have chains of command, and we don’t have a lot of things that the military’s used to.  But this explaining what humanitarian space is, and what the contributions of NGOs are.

That dialogue has been very useful, and I think the military certainly understand now that NGOs do not want to called “force-multipliers.”  They do not want to wear guns, they do not want to be embedded in military activities, but there are some things that the NGOs are very willing to do in terms of liaison with humanitarian operation centers, information exchange, and anything that will ensure that the NGOs have operational independence and can do their humanitarian imperatives. Now we’re developing guidelines in our borders meeting on this next week to ensure that we are speaking with one voice for the NGOs, but it is not, it is not a lack of willingness to continue our very productive discussions.

Now, the question always comes up in post-conflict situations, and this was particularly true, or apparent to me when I started working at the UN Development Program.  To try to figure out what do militaries do best, and what do civilians do best?  And I think that one of the things that would be very helpful for us to focus on is clarity, and agreement, somehow, on what it is that militaries do do best in a post-conflict situation.  And I’ve just identified five ideas, or sectors, and I think each of those would merit a discussion, and a real confirmation, particularly by our military, as to -- and other peacekeepers -- but our military, in a post-conflict, where we have been a combatant, or we are an occupying power, or what can they do?

Number one, is security, security, security.  Number two is vital infrastructure of restarting the electric grids, the water, communications.  In other words, building the framework for others, particularly civilians to be able to function.  Number three, demobilization and disarmament.  I think the military is best placed, but of course the reintegration has to be done by NGOs and the UN.  Fourth, the military could be very helpful, indirectly, with the money that flows into any post-conflict situation that the military’s engaged in, is to ensure that the domestic workforce benefits.  You’ve got to get people to think and feel that their life is better in a post-conflict, and they all need to have jobs, they need to have a lot of things.  But in looking at what happened in Iraq, where a number of those contracts went to Gulf Countries, who then didn’t have the work forces to do the work, they went to Pakistan, and Sri Lanka, and other places to get workers to go into Iraq.  Well, this is a problem.  There are a lot of people in Iraq who needed jobs, and so I think that more thought and assistance, and how you match up the investment of funding by DOD to make sure that the economy benefits would be great.

And finally, to support the joint planning of civilian agencies.  The military has incredible planning capacities, in the way they think, and the way they organize information, and the way they can help others function.  And while I don’t recommend that the military is best at organizing justice, police, corrections, transitional governance structures, or social revitalization, I think their skills in planning should be more available and assisting the civilians.

Now what do civilians offer?  I haven’t heard anything yet, much about the United Nations.  And I guess I didn’t really know how wonderful the UN could be, if it were well targeted and focused, but I sure learned in Afghanistan about how effective the UN can be, particularly in negotiating with the local officials, the transitional authorities.  They had people, and have people, on the ground, who know about Afghanistan, who have Afghan employees, who understood the context.  So the best understanding of the culture, the actors, and the political framework, you will find in the civilian sector, whether it’s the UN agencies and UNICEF, and the rest of them, or whether it’s in the NGOs, the international NGOs who often have worked in these places before, during, and after a conflict.  That’s where your information comes from.

Secondly, the UN and civilian agencies do have knowledge on different options that are essential for post-conflict reconstruction.  They have volumes on variations of constitutional formats.  They have the linguists that you need to have.  They know, and have been doing elections.  They know how to develop justice systems and transitional justice.  They can train the military, and they certainly know about social services.  So these civilian agencies, and it’s not just the UN, but there’s a lot of information out there that often is not embraced when the US thinks it’s in charge.  A couple of other things about the civilian agencies, the joint needs assessments that have been done in Afghanistan, Iraq, Haiti, Liberia, those are the four that I was heavily engaged in -- pulled together the UN, the World Bank, the international donors, the NGOs, and local authorities to figure out what needs to be done and what’s the sequence of how to do it.  And what -- in that process is some of the very important information that others need to have about the sequencing and the assets that need to be rebuilt.

Fourth, civilians are really rooted in the civil society.  They employ the civil society, they’re at the community level, often, they understand the culture.  There’s nothing you can learn real fast about these cultures, and we’re talking about a real depth of understanding that it would be almost impossible for external actors to be able to pick up very quickly.

Civilians can also mobilize broad based support, and international burden sharing, and this is a real key issue, I think, for the United States, is how much do we own these problems, and how much is it our responsibility to solve these problems, when in fact there are a whole panoply of partners out there that want to be helpful, and they don’t have access to how to do that.

And, I think civilians understand it takes a really long time to rebuild after a conflict.  And unfortunately the military has been pulled many different directions, and politicians are pulled many different directions, and get sent off to do other things, and yet you have to have a long-term perspective and commitment, and the people who do that and have that are typically the civilians.

Now, in closing, I have important lessons learned, and they’re very easy.  Number one, whichever agency has the money decides the policy and program.  Number two, the historic nostalgia in the military for the days of General MacArthur in Japan are over.  The world is different, and yet I think there are some who still feel that the military can do soup to nuts.  It cannot.  Number three, there are many competent institutions as resources who have -- who are essential to the success, and again, they are the UN agencies, the NGOs, the bilateral civilian agencies.

Number four, the CSIS post-conflict reconstruction study and the mapping system that they developed, I think is the best thing I’ve ever seen, on what has to happen in post conflict.  And I don’t know if Rick is still here, but he inherited that, and CSIS did an enormous job.  It was followed up very well by Carlos Pasqual in the Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and stabilization.  That is the key.  If that office had the money that it needs, it could coordinate, not only the money for initial action, but to be the funnel through which other elements of response, including the military, are funneled.  That’s how you make that office function, and that’s how you keep a diplomatic civilian role in here.  I know, I know.

The military is always best at military functions and it knows it’s not as good in some of the civilian functions.  I think it is a problem when we try to invest more federal money to make the military be soup to nuts.  They could learn it and do it; that’s not what we’re talking about.  The question is, what can the military do best, and what can civilian agencies do best?  And be disciplined and Congress needs to be disciplined to fund those agencies that can do it.  It is ludicrous to think that DOD has an extra $200 million or something, and maybe they’ll loan some to the State Department, or they’ll give them some money.  What are we talking about?  This is crazy.  Or to try to put NGOs in a sub contractual relationship with the military.  This is not -- you don’t do this.  You have to figure out how you’re going to civilianize this and you put the resources there.  And in spite of all these directives and new initiatives everybody has, at the end of the day, we don’t own these countries, and they’re not our countries.  It’s the people of these countries that we have to support.  And we have to support them in a variety of ways, and it’s not just through a military lens, or a diplomatic lens.  It’s the people to people lens, it’s building the institutions, because at the end of the day, it will only succeed if they are closely involved and they own the process.  If they don’t have the money, and they don’t have the involvement, it will never work.  Thank you.

[applause]

Howard Wolpe:

Thank you for bringing back so many wonderful memories.  All those discussions of why can’t we just get that money from the Pentagon.  [laughter]  Bob.

Robert Perito:

Good morning.  I’m Bob Perito from the United States Institute of Peace.  It’s always a dangerous position to be last on the panel, particularly when you’re between Julia Taft and lunch.  [laughter]  I’ve been wondering how I would draw all this together, and I think the genius of the people that put this together may come -- may become apparent here.  But what I like to do is focus on provincial reconstruction teams.  This is an institution that exists, it’s an institution which brings together civil military relations, relationships between the civilian and military side of our government with NGOs, the United Nations, our allies, and these are functioning entities, they’re an example of what we’ve all talked about trying to do.  You’ve heard a lot of discussion about these.  What I’d like to do is take you through a kind of nuts and bolts description.

About a year ago, the United States Institute of Peace set out to a study of PRTs to find out what PRTs actually do.  And we talked to about a hundred people that had served in PRTs, and the result of that was a report which is the USIP website, with the catchy title of “The United States’ Experience with Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Afghanistan:  Lessons Identified.”  What we learned was, that first of all, PRTs are small, joint civil military organizations whose missions are to promote good governance, security, and reconstruction.  And as you all know, PRTs have been identified now as a model for use in other countries, and particularly in Iraq.

As of the first of May of this year, there were 23 PRTs in Afghanistan, not yet one for every province.  14 of them were run by the coalition, and nine of them were run by the NATO-led international security assistance force, or ISAF.  So this is a multi-lateral program.  This multi-lateral program has been characterized by flexibility, a proliferation of the national models in an ad hoc approach to security and development.  Now, on the good side, this has allowed for an adaptation to local conditions, but it has also led to a kind of confusing and bewildering proliferation of models, organizational structures, and modes of operation.

PRTs act in accordance with the directives of individual governments, and with those individual governments’ approaches to security and development.  And there are national caveats which further restrict the activities of these governments, and there are some famous ones.  There’s one country’s military which can’t operate at night.  There’s another famous case where a country’s military had to ask the United States military to come and remove a bomb from the road in front of their front gate so they could come out, because their caveat -- their national government had restricted them from not doing anything that was dangerous and so on.

[laughter]

There is a PRT executive committee which meets in Kabul and is chaired by the Afghan Minister of the Interior.  It has US generals and representatives from the international agencies and donor governments on it, but it has no authority to set policy.  There is no generally agreed concept of operations for PRTs, and that leaves local commanders and local conditions to determine with PRTs actually do.

Civil military relations are different in every PRT, and there’s a lack of agreed measures of effectiveness, so it’s very difficult to determine whether the PRTs are doing a good job or not.

There is, however, a US model.  And so what we decided when we did our study was to look at the US model, because that’s sort of most relevant to us.  In the US model, a PRT has some 83 personnel.  Eighty military, three civilians.  It’s commanded by a US Army lieutenant colonel, except that was in the past.  Now, the US Army is running short of lieutenant colonels, and so the current group that’s going out has a large number of US Naval personnel of equivalent rank, and US Air Force personnel of equivalent rank.  So it’s going to be interesting.  As one army colonel said, what are these ship drivers going to do when they get out there in the middle of the mountains of Afghanistan?

[laughter]

The civilian component to a US PRT is composed of a single representative, usually from the Department of State, USAID, and the Department of Agriculture.  There are two US Army civil affairs teams, four soldiers each.  These are largely reservists who are six month to a year rotations.  The first team, the so-called civil affairs team CAT A, its job is to go outside the wire and do reconstruction and development.  The CAT B team runs the CMOC, the Civil Military Organization Committee.  Its job is to stay inside the wire and coordinate with the UN and NGOs.  There’s a military police unit, 3 MPs, also reservists, whose job is to work with the local Afghan cops.  There are intelligence -- there’s an intelligence team, again, two or threes.  A de-mining group, two or three guys.  A psychological operations group, again two or three guys.  And a single Afghan, a colonel from the Ministry of the Interior, who’s the liaison officer.  Now, that being said, that’s the model.  Not all US PRTs, and in fact most PRTs, don’t have all of these moving parts.  And indeed lack of sufficient staffing and skills has been a major impediment for the program.

Within the PRTs, the US military commander is in charge.  Civilians work for him.  Civilians are dependent upon the military because the military provides all the resources, logistics, administration, et cetera.  The civil military parts of PRTs are expected to form up and work as a team.  There are no job descriptions or concepts of operations.  Everybody is supposed to arrive on the ground and get along. Sometimes it takes teams longer to gel than others.

But to look at the civilian components, let’s do that just very quickly.  The State Department staffs its positions with foreign service officers.  These people serve as the political advisor to the military commander, the political advisor to the government, to the governor, and they also do a significant amount of the reporting that’s done out of Afghanistan.  Fifty percent of the embassies reporting back to Washington on political and military affairs has been generated by the guys that work at PRTs.

USAID has a representative in every American PRT.  These people serve as key members of what’s called a project review committee.  They monitor assistance programs and they work directly with the civil affairs groups, the NGOs and the UN development.  The problem is, as we heard before, that after the Cold War USAID was drawn down.  There are only about 1000 foreign service officers in USAID now, maybe 1100.  And so USAID did not have career personnel to throw at these missions, and so the people that are serving on PRTs are largely contractors. Only about 5% of the AID budget in Afghanistan for development goes to PRTs.  Most of the AID officials who work in PRTs are not contract officers, they’re not CTOs, so they can’t actually go out and supervise the projects around them.  They go out and look and then they report back to somebody in Kabul or Washington who actually has supervisory authority.

And then there’s the US Department of Agriculture, which has made a phenomenal effort to put people in the field.  The only other agency that’s tried what USAID has done is just issue a call for volunteers.  I’m sorry, USDA has done, is just issue a call for volunteers to all of its constituent agencies, and what’s come is a group of people with very diverse skills who change every six months.  So sometimes you have a large animal veterinarian, and sometimes you have a plant pathologist, and sometimes you have a nutritionist, and these people arrive, they have, of course, no training, no funding, and no program support.  But, you know, they’re all creative and very courageous people, and they’ve made a contribution.

To look at the PRT mission, the PRT mission, as we’ve heard before, is to do three things.  Extend the authority of the central government, improve security, promote reconstruction.  Now how does this work out?  If you ask US PRT commanders, they’ll tell you that extending the authority of the central government is their primary mission.  And on the ground what this has meant is support your local governor.  And try to work with the local governor, because the local governor is appointed from Kabul.  The fact is, in Afghanistan, the local governor is also generally a, what the military calls a regional influential.

[laughter]

And very often these regional influentials have their own agendas, which have nothing to do with the central government.  Sometimes they’re corrupt, sometimes they’re simply incompetent.  And so the PRT commanders are left with a quandary sometime, about how do we carry out this part of the mandate?  PRTs have made a gallant effort to reach out to locals, to get to know people in the community.  There’s one PRT commander who famously invited 100 mullahs to lunch.

Security is the second part of the PRT mission.  Indeed, PRTs do provide a security presence.  The frequent sighting of US military patrols in an area gives people a sense of security and keeps things calm.  The work the PRTs have done with Afghan security forces has made the situation better.

The problem is that, in fact, PRTs are really responsible only for their own security.  When trouble comes, PRTs withdraw inside the gate and lock the door.  The reason for this is the military unit inside the PRT is generally only an infantry platoon from the US National Guard, and its primary job is force protection and providing escorts for the military commander and the civilians when they go “outside the wire.”  So the question I had went out to Afghanistan, and went out to PRTs, was, you know, if this was Fort Apache on the frontier, how do these small little units survive?  And the way they survive is they’re generally surrounded by very effective US combat units.  The one in Kandahar before it changed over, for example, was surrounded by the special forces unit and marine battalion, a group of helicopter gunships, et cetera, which kept things very peaceful.

The problem is that the PRT commander doesn’t coordinate the activities of all these units.  In places where the PRT commander was experienced, had good relations with everybody else, he could convene a meeting of his military counterparts, and they would de-conflict operations.  In other places, however, the combatant commanders, the combat commanders who either ignore the PRT, or worse, there’ve been instances when the soldiers who served in the combat units would actually look down on the National Guard troops in the PRTs, and tell them to their face, you know, you guys aren’t real soldiers.  The fact that PRTs have such a restricted security mandate means that they really have had very little to do in terms of providing security systems to NGOs and IOs.

In reconstruction, PRTs do two things.  They do short term village improvement projects, and these are done by the CAT teams to try to improve the situation, but also make people more willing to have this foreign military presence around.  And through USAID they do longer term development.

Now we’ve heard what happened when the US Army civil affairs teams begin to interact in Afghanistan.  There was this huge blowback on the part of NGOs.  That, I think, has been largely resolved now.  But the problem still arises in the fact that you have people going out who are trying to do quick impact projects in areas where there is either conflict going on or areas that are very distant from home base, and so you have a situation where the CAT teams go out, hire a local contractor, turn over money, maybe material, and then drop back.  The problem is then that nobody goes out to supervise and who knows what happens, and very often the result is buildings don’t get finished, or if they do get finished they’re not in very good shape, and they fall down, or you have schools without teachers, or clinics without doctors, et cetera.

What’s happening now in Afghanistan is a transition.  The US is handing off the PRT program to ISAF and NATO.  This has happened in the north and the west.  Fortunately those areas were relatively stable.  The countries that came in to take over those PRTs have been engaged in very classic peacekeeping style operations.  Now the handoff is occurring in the south.  The south is conflicted, and so the Canadians have moved into Kandahar, the British have moved in, and the question now is what will happen in areas where the US military will have to operate with ISAF.  The question is also what happens to the US civilian components that were in those PRTs?  The Canadians have been very gracious.  They’ve invited the State and the AID guys to hang on, but having talked -- I was in Canada, in Ottawa, a couple weeks ago, and talking to the Canadians there, and they said nobody from the State Department has come and talked to them about an agreement whereby these US people could stay there.  So what happens in that context when the US military departs and leaves civilians there with a continuing mission?

I want to make just three points in the one minute I have left.  About what we learned out of all of this.  The first thing we learned out of all of this was that US civilian agencies have no capacity to surge personnel in a post-conflict environment.  Even in a circumstance where you have an extremely important national mission to perform, the fact is that the state department has never been able to fill all of its bill, even be relying on retirees and junior officers, AID uses contractors, USDA has had to call for volunteers.  So that’s the first thing.

The second thing is that these operations are really not a game for amateurs.  And we have operated by sending people out with no training, very little orientation, and expecting people to learn on the ground.  A couple of months ago, maybe a month ago, the first training program for PRT commanders was held in Washington.  This program has been in existence and running since 2002.  They just had the first training program for PRT commanders in Washington this year.  Civilian agencies need to A, make this a priority, B, recruit people that have the requisite area expertise: language, skills, et cetera, provide these people with adequate training, and then support them administratively so that the US military isn’t completely responsible for providing transport, logistic support, et cetera.

And the third thing is that what we’ve heard today is that the US military has finally agreed in Iraq to provide security for these operations in Iraq.  The question arises in Afghanistan and in Iraq as well, what happens when the US military begins to draw down and withdraw, and what is the answer to the security situation of these very critical civilian elements?

Somebody ask me a question in the question period about how this has worked out in Iraq.  I’m prepared to answer that because that was the post script on my remarks.  I think I’ll let this go at this point.  Thanks a lot.

Howard Wolpe:

Thank you very much.  A fascinating account.  Okay, let’s open it up for the about fifteen minutes of questions that we have.  Right in the back there, on the side.  We’ll take about three questions and group them together.

Male Speaker:

Thank you for your astute and acute observations.  I’m Brian Murphy.  I spent some 14 months in Iraq, and Ms. Taft, I could give you a metaphorical huge.  I worked alongside worthy military, but often they were young army or marine captains tasked with impossible goals, without a clue how to handle them.  I was senior executive service level, and I kept being ordered around by these well meaning but wrong on point young men and women.  The senior officers really acquitted themselves well indeed, lieutenant colonels and colonels, but I just want to echo what you said.  It is so very, very important the military, who are really good at many things, realize and hand off responsibilities for some of the civil affairs works that they have been doing, and not doing very well.  I should caveat that by saying out in the regions where I was in Iraq, I was so impressed with those same captains and their dealings with provincial sheiks and so forth, but we have a learning to do, and we’re learning by doing, and that’s not the way to do it.  Thank you.

Howard Wolpe:

Thank you very much.  Up here.  Two questions on the side there.  Microphone please.  And could you identify yourself please.

Male Speaker:

My name is Raji Haki [spelled phonetically].  I’m with the Education for Peace in Iraq Center.  I’m also a former Iraq vet, or current Iraq vet, or however you interpret that.  First, I want to commend the speakers on their insightful observations on the current situation.  Clearly, I mean, you’ve all done your homework.  Especially for the Colonel, I want to say, I want to ask, do you think that perhaps there are ideological or cultural underpinnings that lead to the angst you describe between civil and military?  And if so, how can we overcome them so that effective coherence liaison and coordination can occur between all sides?  I’m sorry, that was Mrs. Taft.

Howard Wolpe:

Thank you.  And right behind.

Male Speaker:

Hello.  Henry Ryan, Institute for the Study of Diplomacy at Georgetown.  I just, again, on the PRTs, wanted to ask about the structure that they will have.  I understand there are four in Iraq, now 16 planned.  And under the aegis, as I understand it, of the State Department, not of the military, and I just would like to know if I’m correct in that.  Thank you.

Howard Wolpe:

Since we had only two questions I’ll take one more.  In the back there.

Male Speaker:

Thanks.  [inaudible] American University.  Colonel Agoglia talked about the important of a coherent, culturally attuned policy guidance.  I’m curious about what you think about the role of the National Security Strategy in taking a look at this particular mix of civil and military issues.  Is that too high a level of generality, or what role can it play in this very important issue that we’re looking at.

Howard Wolpe:

Thank you.  Colonel, do you want to…

Colonel John Agoglia:

Okay.  Let’s start with the last question first and work my way back.  The NSS is a good start, but there’s a failure to take the NSS to its larger conclusion.  It’s conceptual only.  It’s not practical and pragmatic.  It’s not translated into action.  How do you take the words, the concepts, and translate it into something that’s actionable, and measurable, identifiable?  And I don’t see that in place.

How do we set up, in our government, the sharing of information between the departments so that when we approach this from a long term trend and pattern analysis and have a common operating picture of the challenges in front of us, so then when it comes time to react to a crisis, first of all, hopefully, we’ve been doing something, dammit, to prevent the crisis, okay, in a synchronized fashion, which doesn’t seem to be the case.  We seem to sit down and watch a lot of crises develop, and we don’t do a very good job of integrating our activities to prevent the crises, but how can we do a better job based on the NSS, of integrating our activities to first prevent the crisis?  If we aren’t able to prevent the crisis, then how do we integrate our planning to be much more responsive and culturally attune and effective to the crisis, and how do we then use that knowledge to further build an effective post-conflict planning piece?  And we’re not there yet, as a government.

So while the NSS is a good start, I haven’t see, again, the intellectual and physical -- the intellectual clarity and the physical change necessary to really translate that into effective actions and, for example, if we were there, why do we have 33 or 35 ministry support teams in Iraq.  About 23 or so in Afghanistan, 29 PRTs potentially working in Afghanistan; we’re looking at developing 18 PRTs in Iraq, and we still don’t have a coherent strategy for how we train and prepare the ministry support teams, or the PRT members.

And the PRT model is exactly -- it’s a perfect example of what I talked about: folks in the field trying to wing it and get it right.  Because I know the guys who put the plan together for PRTs.  It started out as government support teams in Iraq, transitioned to PRTs, and it was based on studying history, but it was done in the field by folks, because it didn’t come out of our bureaucracy back here in DC, and now we’re trying to sit here and we’re critiquing it because they missed a lot of things.  Well, yeah, no garbage, they missed a lot of things.  Okay.  Where’s the whole of government approach to that piece?  State Department moving out and being in charge of the PRTs in Iraq is a good thing, and maybe there’s ownership across the inter-agency, that’s a good thing, but we’re still not there yet; we still don’t have a comprehensive approach to training, preparing our folks in those missions.

Final piece is on the ideological underpinnings between the failure to coordinate between the military and the civil side.  I don’t know that it’s ideological underpinnings.  We’ve been doing it across our history.  I think it comes down to bureaucratic rice bowls, it comes down to bipartisan politics, it comes down to a lack of intellectual clarity and national consensus as to what is our strategy as a country.  I don’t think we have had an effective, whether it’s been Republican, Democratic, I don’t think we’ve had an effective national security strategy post-Cold War.  And I think we’re paying the penalty for that, as we just careen from one crisis to another and keep on telling ourselves, hey, we’re only going to do this once, so don’t worry bout it, we’re only going to do this once so don’t worry about it.  We’ve done Haiti six times, but we’re only going to do it once.  We’ve done Panama, we’ve done Kosovo, we’ve done Bosnia, now we’re doing Iraq and Afghanistan.  We’re not going to do it again.  And we’re still hearing that.

So I think that’s what the challenge is, is a lack of intellectual clarity, a lack of understanding of what is our national strategic interest and a failure to articulate that to our public.  And you can’t ask Congress to make the change, because it has to be us, the bureaucrats within the US government, who have to lead the change, put it out there.  And Congress will support it, but we can’t ask Congress to mandate it until we can present them with a comprehensive solution set.  I don’t think we can ask Congress to be the leaders in that.  That’s not what they’re supposed to be doing.

Howard Wolpe:

Julia.

Julia Taft:

Thank you for what you just said, John.  You’re right, about the policy framework.  I’d just like to say that we are selling ourselves short by thinking that it’s our responsibility to solve all these problems.  Now, I get back to the United Nations.  The UN is an incredible framework for mobilizing things in the interest of the US. I mean, we practically own it.  I mean we are so influential there, and they’re dying for leadership, they’re dying for ideas, they’re dying for inclusiveness, and I must say, that there is a cultural or psychological barrier coming out of the US sometimes to think of them as a partner.

Now, I would suggest, in this issue of the PRTs, I mean, what business does the US military have in extending the authority of local governors, providing security only to themselves, but not to the countryside, and doing short term village improvement?  There are a lot of other agencies that can do that, and nobody’s really mentioned UNAMA, which is the UN presence there, and the authorities and funding and structures of the UN Development Program that can do a lot of stuff, and other agencies.  I think we just need to have a real closed room discussion with the key actors to say, show me what you can do.  And show me what you need to be able to do it better, and make sure we match resources to a potential or existing talent.

Now, the only other thing I’d like to say is on the civilian cadres, the military can surge, and they can get the best talent, and the reservists are fabulous.  And they have every kind of talent you can expect.  The civilians did have that in -- for the FEMA reservists corps, I used to be part of it, and I never got invited to anything, so I guess they didn’t think I knew about disasters, but -- but we could, we could, and this is something that the State Department through Carlos Pasqual was always trying to do, is to say, who out there knows about judges?  Who knows about constitutions, who knows languages, et cetera?  We could, if we were to invest the money, really come up with the best agronomers [sic] whether they’re -- we need them, from USDA or Forest Service, or whatever, and have these people on call and brought in for training.  There’s no reason the military should be the only one that had a reservist corps.

So again, that gets to the question of how willing are we make an investment to use all the talent of the US, and do it in partnership with the other UN agencies and NGOs.  The NGOs have incredible technical capacity, but they can’t be asked to build big roads and to do electric grids, et cetera.  You have to have some very skilled people for that.  But I think the key here is going to be building a civilian cadre of trained and involved reservists, who are deployable, and who are funded by the civilians.

Robert Perito:

Let me just provide you with a little background on what PRTs look like in Iraq, because they look absolutely different than they look in Afghanistan.  And one has the feeling that the only thing that made the transition was the name.  In Iraq, in Afghanistan, PRTs are, you know, 80 soldiers and three civilians.  In Iraq, it’s a very different mix.  It’s almost all civilian with a few military.  The leader of the PRTs in Iraq are supposed to be senior, very senior State Department foreign service officers.  They include a rule of law coordinator from the Department of Justice, they include an AID officer, they include an engineer, they do include one civil affairs team, they include a team of contractors from something called RTI, Research Triangle Institute.  And it’s the job of these contractors to go out and do local governance, and then they rely, either on contract security forces, or on the US military to take of them.

The first four of these were created, and this is sort of an open secret, by simply changing the name of what were called Regional Embassy Offices to PRTs.  And then the process has sort of stalled.  And the reason it’s stalled, as we’ve heard before, is because it’s very difficult for the State Department to recruit personnel, and also because there’s been this argument in the military about who’s responsible for security.

Just to put a footnote on something Julia said, on the Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stability in the State Department has started to move ahead on this idea of creating a civilian reserve.  They have a proposal to call up 3,000 Americans from around the country that would be a mix of police, civil administrators, public service experts, and rule of law people, judges, lawyers, corrections people.  This whole thing was supposed to kick off FY ’07, and with the standing after the first group of these people.  And this was contingent on Congress providing $25 million for the FY ’07 budget cycle, and the House appropriators just zeroed that out.  So you can tell, sort of, where we are.

Howard Wolpe:

Thank you.  Incidentally, the IAOC Conference report that Julia referenced earlier will be available at the end of the program outside.  That’s being reproduced for people.  And we’re going to have our last question from the overflow room.  Phil Stefan of USAID asks if the panelists would comment on the DOD directive 3000.05 that elevates preparations for reconstruction and stabilization operations to the same level as combat operations.  What are the practical policy implications for military and civilian cooperation and the division of labor?

Colonel John Agoglia:

It’s a great first step, but it’s a first step.  The good part of it, I think, is that it calls for developing the civil military teams necessary to ensure that we implement the strategy in a more integrated, holistic fashion, in a conflict area.  I do not agree with the language that says we need to be prepared to do it if the civilians can’t, in the sense that while there’s some into that, we could never expect that we can do it all.  And to really have said it all, soup to nuts, we can’t do it.  We don’t have the capabilities, we don’t have the skill sets.  We can try, and we’re very damn adaptable.

What -- Julia listed the things the military is good at.  I really didn’t agree with any of those other than the planning.  And -- no, because they’re not our tasks.  They’re a USG task of which we have a piece of it.  Every one of the things she listed is a US government task of which we have a piece for it.  And that’s why the civil military team is so important.

And everything you listed as what the civilians do so well, again, I don’t agree with that either.  Again, it’s got to be the combination of the civil military element in the team that brings to bear the best of the US government in how we approach these situations, and that’s the thing I like about the DOD 3000, is one, the increased emphasis on it, but the focus on developing that civil military team so that we can be a more effective player in this and achieve effects that are not just military, not just civilian.  Because to me that’s irrelevant.  You go back to Roy Williams said, you can go back to what you said, Julia.  We have to look through the eye of the beholder, the people we’re helping.  They don’t give a damn whether it comes from a guy in uniform or not a guy in uniform.  What they care about, have we overall improved their situation?  And that’s what we need to focus in on, and we need to stop talking about DOD money and DOS money, because, again, I all thought we’re part of the same government.

So the civil military team is a key component of that, and we’re just now starting to do the survey of capabilities, the survey of processes within DOD and identifying where we need to improve those, and then we can start moving forward after that point to the discussion with the inter-agency about how we can support them, how we need their support in certain key areas, and how do we build that civil military bonding and team so it can be more effective.

Robert Perito:

Let me just add something onto this so you don’t walk away thinking this is going to be easy.

[laughter]

First of all, my expertise lies in police, and the role of police in peace operations, and having gone to these things for the last ten years, I was stunned when the Defense Department actually did this.  Because ten years ago the US military wanted no part of peace operations.  And especially policing.  And I was just at a conference, which was actually held in Canada, which was chaired by Joint Forces Commander, and the whole idea was Joint Forces Command wanted to know how police and military forces could work together.  And there’s a fact here you have to know and that is that while military forces are designed to kill people and break things, as one colonel said, police, their motto is “preserve and protect.”  And the first slide was put up on the screen, it said, “What can police do for the US military?”  And a colonel stood up, and he said, in just this way, “I’m going to Fallujah, and I want to know what police can bring to the fight.”  And every police officer in that room went white.

[laughter]

So this is not going to be simple to bridge these cultural gaps.

Colonel John Agoglia:

Lot of work.

Julia Taft:

I think that says it all.

Howard Wolpe:

What a wonderful way to close a remarkable panel.  Thank you all very much.

[applause]

Howard Wolpe:

First of all, I want to begin my closing remarks by just simply thanking the panelists of both those that just preceded and those that appeared this morning.  I think we’ve heard some considerable wisdom; I particularly welcome the candor and the frankness of the critiques that were involved.  I think for any of us who’ve been involved in policy or the implementation of policy, so much of what was stated by way of critique really resonated, whether it was fuzzy guidelines, whether it was the institutional barriers, the stove piping that takes place, the -- everyone’s desire for more integrated or holistic strategies, for more clear definition of roles, of proper sequencing and the like, and the need to create new mechanisms to collaborate and to try to fashion these more holistic strategies.

In a sense, if you look kind of right through all of that, one of the things that is really -- take all those elements in combination, what’s really being advanced is a new paradigm for how we ought to go about the work of post-conflict reconstruction.  I just want to just share an anecdote that has absolutely nothing to do with substance, but I love it because of the graphic illustration of what paradigm shift is all about.

I had a Congressional staff member of mine that lived next door to a family that kept a white rabbit in a cage.  And one day this staff member’s dog, a big Great Dane, walked into his bedroom carrying this white rabbit in his mouth, and he took the rabbit out of the dog’s mouth, and it was very, very dead, and he felt terrible and didn’t quite know what to do, so he cleaned up this rabbit and then wandered across and put it back in the cage of the next door neighbor and went back home.  And a couple hours later there’s this hideous scream and he really felt very guilty, so he went over next door, and he said, you know, I just heard this terrible scream, is there anything I can do to help?  And she looked at him and said, “You know, last week, our rabbit died, and we buried it in the backyard, and it’s back!”

[laughter]

But I really think a paradigm shift that dramatic… [laughter] is required.  And what I’d like to do in my closing remarks is offer a somewhat unorthodox set of reflections, perhaps, based upon both what you’ve heard today and also based upon my own experience as a diplomat for five years, but them more recently in post-conflict work we’ve been undertaking in Congo, in the Democratic Republic of Congo and in Burundi, and in Liberia.

I’ve been struck, as through all of these experiences, by the way we tend to become so preoccupied with our own institutional requirements and challenges, whether it’s coordination, whether it’s communication, what have you that I think we are often diverted, our attention is also diverted from what I think should be at the center of our consideration, which is the country that we are trying to be of assistance to.  I think there’s a need for a country-centric paradigm, that begins with the country as the initial frame of reference, not with our institutional requirements as our frame of reference.  And my favorite saying, and all of us work in diplomacy and politics, is that the road to hell is paved with good intentions.

We have tended to ignore the importance of the mindsets of the leaders of the post-conflict societies with which we are engaging.  We have adopted a very sectoral-specific approach, based upon our own institutional arrangements, our own understandings about how democratic society works, our own bureaucratic imperatives.  It has all been very nicely charted out in organizational charts, laid out very schematically, and I frankly think that much of that is sort of beyond the point, or beside the point.  From my perspective, working in these post-conflict situations, the fundamental challenge is to transform the mind -- is to have the mindsets of the leaders involved in the conflicts transformed, so that they begin -- transformed away from the conflict mentality with which they have emerged.

What is that mentality?  Well, people come out of these conflicts believing that they’re involved in a zero-sum, winner-take-all game.  They may have signed a peace agreement, that is the basis for our external intervention, but that does not mean that the day after they’ve signed the agreement that all of the trust and the suspicions, the paranoia, as between the parties, has been altered.  But we sort of, kind of, just ignore that.  We don’t deal with the mindsets of the leaders themselves.  Instead, we come up with our prescription, here’s how you set up a rule of law, a new judiciary.  Here’s how you set up an independent electoral commission.  Here’s how we provide security sector reform.  And we go about the tasks as if it’s in the heads of the leaders of the society is somehow beyond our reach.

That’s the first challenge, is transforming, among the leaders of these societies, the zero sum mentality, to one in which there is a recognition of interdependence, that they are tied together even with their former belligerents.  That -- because I do not believe that peace in any society, Iran, Afghanistan, Congo, Liberia, Burundi, is going to be sustainable, until such time as people begin to understand collaboration with others, not as a matter of abstract value, of inclusivity or democracy, or what have you, but as a matter of enlightened self-interest that they can be stronger, they can be more secure, through that collaboration.  If they don’t get that, if they don’t see it as a matter of self-interest, everything we are doing, I think, lacks traction, lacks sustainability.

Secondly, one of the -- the second characteristic of all of these societies unto which we are entering, is that trust in relationships have broken down among all of the key players.  And unless you can find some way to rebuild that trust, to rebuild those relationships so people have some confidence that the agreements that are being struck are going to be adhered to, again, nothing is sustainable, and the environment in which external actors are working remains extraordinarily volatile and dangerous because of that.

Thirdly, there’s no agreement on the rules of the game.  You’ve got to rebuild a consensus on the rules of the game.  How should power be organized and shared?  How should decisions be made?  Who should be at the table?

And finally, people in war time and in conflict scream a lot at each other, but they really have lost the ability to communicate, and so somehow you’ve got to figure out -- develop a process, I would argue, that gets the leaders themselves involved in strengthening the communications and negotiating skills.  So that they way they talk to one another facilitates agreement, facilitates cooperation, rather than just more confrontation.

And that leads to my third point, which is that I think the fundamental problems are one of process.  Process, not one of substance.  Because you cannot teach people that it is in their self-interest.  It doesn’t work.  You cannot stand up and tell people, gee, don’t you understand, you’re not being a good democrat, or that you shouldn’t be violating human rights.  The problem in these societies is not that people don’t understand the intellectual proposition about -- it’s not nice thing to abuse people physically, but rather, the fundamental issue is people don’t feel connected to another.  They literally have dehumanized each other.  And I would argue that you cannot get at that set of issues, which is not so much intellectual and cognitive, as it is emotional, social psychological set of issues, simply by the kinds of training we normally do, which tends to be very didactic, to use a lot of lecture materials, and to kind of lay out, these are the principles of good governance and what have you.

I think we’ve got to rethink the process by which we engage the countries and the leaders of the societies into which we intervene.  And -- we know what needs to be done.  We can all give that litany, but unless people understand it as their own, as a matter of self-interest, it’s not going to work.  I learned this one example where we did the wrong thing, and learned from our experience, was in Burundi.  Where we were providing -- we were asked to provide training for the newly constituted high command of the national police force.  Well, we knew nothing about policing.  The trainers with whom I worked, we know something about process, about how to build collaborative capacity, but we didn’t know anything about policing.  So we asked the United Nations military police unit [inaudible], within Burundi, if they would serve as our technical people joining our training team.  So they provided six police technicians to work with us.

Well, they came to their very first group of 35 officers that we were training up.  With their agenda, these were the issues that they wanted to tackle.  And they had them all laid out, and we -- our instinct was gee, I’m not sure you ought to do that, but we didn’t want to be too confrontational with the United Nations Command with whom we were trying to build a partnership, so we said, okay, okay.

It was an absolute disaster.  First of all, the first three days of the training that we did, we don’t even talk about the issues, but it is an effort to build cohesion, to give people negotiating and communication skills to really build some collaborative capacity.  These experts did not participate in that training at all.  They turned up for the last two or three days of the work when we turned to substance.  What were the challenges to overcome in building a new, unified national professional police force?  And that’s where they laid out their agenda.

Well, they were so patronizing, unintentionally, and so insensitive to the perceptions of their hosts, that I ended up playing the role of mediator rather than facilitator between the United Nations and the Burundian national police.

The second time we did this, with another group of 35 police command officers, the United Nations missions, to its credit, adopted a very different attitude, and when they arrived, we agreed that, look, this time, first of all, all six officers of their technical team would actually take the training with the police command.  So the first three days of this process they were simply participants in the training.  Well, by the end of those three days, they had emerged as one unit, with a degree of cohesiveness, ease of relationship that was quite stunning.  And then when we turned to substance, instead of giving the Burundians the agenda, we invited -- we did what we normally do, which is we asked the Burundians, okay, you’ve got these new skills and tools for making decisions, collaboratively and the like, what are the issues that you see as challenges facing you and setting up a new integrated police force?  Well, surprise, every issue they identified were precisely the same issues that the UN technical team had come with the first time.

We’ve assume certain things that people just can’t figure it out for themselves, but since they themselves constructed their own agenda, and then broke out into Working groups to begin to work on those issues and on those problems, it was there.  It was wholly owned by them, and the police technical experts then played the role of resources in those Working groups, and their contributions were invaluable and were deeply appreciated by the Burundians.  A very different approach in terms of how you relate to our host country.

So I would argue that we need to think more about issues of process and how we approach people.  I would also argue that is true, not just in terms of the host country versus external intervener relationships.  That is no less true in terms of donors amongst each other in terms of coordination of donors, in terms of the relationship between military and civilian, in terms of the relationship between NGOs and the government, the external interveners.  If we could begin, instead of coming forward with our prescriptions about how to coordinate everything, rather involve people in a process where together they could begin, first of all, to establish some trust, establish, build some relationships, work at what we call inter-space negotiations, coming out of some of the work done at Harvard.  I think that we could make huge advances in the way we go about building and getting to the point of all these reforms that everyone understands needs to be done.  I think we know what needs to be done; the problem is the process.  How do you get from Point A to Point B?

So finally, I guess my final completing point is first of all, I think we have to recognize that nothing is sustainable, absent a sense that it is indeed in the self-interest of the belligerent parties.  And so everything we do should be centered upon how do we make that?  How can we help build that redefinition of self-interest?  It also -- nothing works, I don’t think, in this new paradigm that I’m talking about, unless external interveners see their role less as prescribers or directors, and far more as third party facilitators.

And third, that we need a country-centric approach that doesn’t -- the country doesn’t get lost as we begin to become so preoccupied with dealing with our own institutional issues.  And finally, I think we need to give much more attention to the process, to the training, to the method by which we try to reach these goals and objectives that we’ve all identified.

Again, to all of you, thank you so much for all you have contributed.  And I thank all of you for participating.

[applause]

[end of transcript]
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