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Dr. Snyder, Congressman Wittman, and Members o€Ctiramittee, thank you for the
opportunity to appear today on the critical subgfateforming the interagency national
security machinery. | am glad this HASC subconmamitis tackling this difficult subject.
My testimony today draws on work we have been dainfpe Stimson Center’s project
on budgeting for foreign affairs and defense, whidlrect, my own experience in the
executive branch, and research | have done on bndgecross the Departments of State
and Defense, as well as USAID.

Problems within and across these agencies contiinonake it difficult to design and
execute a coherent approach to an increasingly lecrmywrid. That complexity arises
from the international environment, on one hand, faom our own fiscal struggles, on
the other. We cannot cope with that world unlesgdw better making the interagency
process work. If the need for more integratedgyadioes not force us to improve,
inescapable budget discipline will. As you knowr debt, presently at 61% of GDP, is
projected to grow by the end of the decade to pd#0% of GDP. Grappling with this
reality will force us to be more efficient and tiscpline agency spending.

Budget and Economy Projections
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Three premises inform the perspective | will ofieday.

= The interagency reform agenda depends on haviragagrelarity about agencies’
missions. Strong, mission-driven organizationsaataborate. Without agency
mission clarity, collaboration is significantly neodifficult.

= Budgets are policy. Collaboration in defining piies and in matching resources
to those priorities is an essential part of thensngo our interagency dilemmas.

! The Stimson project work is publicly available the blogBudget Insight
(http://budgetinsight.wordpress.cgmMy own research is available in Gordon Adang @mdy
Williams, Buying National Security: How America Plans and Pays for Its Global Role and Safety at Home
(NY: Routledge, 2009)




= Process and structure are as important as goodrsdag. The best process
cannot make up for poor leadership, but even tiselbadership cannot exercise
its will if the process and structures are wrong.

Using these perspectives as a foundation, | wadigignose interagency collaboration
today, offer a set of pragmatic, actionable refothad this committee and the Congress
should consider to improve that process, and ramteesareas of caution in the process of
reform.

The importance of strong agencies with clear missions and authorities

“Interagency” and “whole of government” are buzards that arose after the September
11" attacks and in direct response to the interveationrag and Afghanistan. Both of
these operations, as well as counterterrorism anislsewhere, raised important issues
about agencies’ capacities and their ability toksogether. Since the interagency
‘problem’ grew directly out military missions, threquirement’ was driven by what the
military thought it needed and did not have. Sipeally, DOD was frustrated by the
absence of a significant, flexible, well-fundedilian capacity at the State Department
and USAID, able to take responsibility for post-ttimh reconstruction and stabilization
after U.S. combat operations concluded. Yet oparain Iraq and Afghanistan are not
the best guidelines for future reform in the intgnacy space. Interagency needs of the
future cannot be extrapolated from these casesibedature commitments likely will

not be the result of a sizeable deployment of UBary forces.

Instead, future commitments likely will require timditary to provide secondary support
to a civilian mission. The question of agency gjthrand mission therefore is critical
both to today’s missions and those of the futurkere cannot be an interagency process
that is truly “whole of government” absent strongession statements for the civilian
agencies that are clear and adequately resourced.

SELECTED NON-INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS FOREIGN ASSISTAN CE PROGRAMS

Departments Programs and Offices
Agriculture Foreign Agriculture Service: CCC Export Credit Garstees; Foreign Market Development Programs
Commerce International Trade Administration, Bureau of Inttysand Security
CBP Container Security Initiative and Office ofémational Affairs and Trade Relations; Federal Law
Homeland Security Enforcement Training Center
Energy National Nuclear Security Administration; High EggiPhysics Program
Justice Legal Attaché Program; DEA Organized Crime and CEafprcement Task Force; INTERPOL
Education International Education and Foreign Language Stufiiverseas); International Affairs Office
EPA Office of International Affairs; Office of Internanal Programs
Health and Human Services| CDC Global AIDS, Immunization, and Disease Prograbffice of International Affairs
Interior International Technical Assistance Program, NP$cOff International Affairs, Minerals Managemeeir@ce
Labor Bureau of International Labor Affairs
NASA International Space Program; International Spaéen8e Collaboration Program; Export Control Program
Office of International Aviation and Office of Imteational Transportation; FAA's Office of Interratal
Transportation Aviation; FHA's Office of International Programsai@t Lawrence Seaway Development Cooperation

Part of the interagency problem, then, is civilyencies’ weakness in strategic
planning, mission definition, capacity buildingstitutional coherence, and resources.



This weakness is partly structural. For the pasyéars, we have created new program

agencies to implement new program areas, from WBIAUSAID decades ago to MCC

and PEPFAR in recent years. International affastaszéies now form a complex diaspora
spread throughout all of the civilian departmeritgavernment.

Moreover, existing government agencies not tradldily part of the foreign policy
process have become significant international a@srglobalization causes more and
more problems to transcend state boundaries. &beetary of State does not influence
many of these programs and activities, makingffiadilt to coordinate even just civilian
institutions.

Another part of the problem is normative. ‘Whofegovernment’ now is invoked as a
prescription rather than a description, and asghdbe chances of a mission’s success
go up with each department or agency involved.leRefely applying the ‘interagency’
and ‘whole of government’ concepts to all of ouerseas activities is wrong. Some
circumstances are properly managed by just onerthepat. .Managing this complex
environment and improving collaboration acrossgbeernment depends on better
understanding the circumstances under which ‘igtmay’ and ‘whole of government’
approaches are appropriate. There are areas Wieeeais a need for the expertise of
agencies that are primarily domestic in focus.thiese circumstances they might operate
under the development guidance of USAID. Thereatse areas where these domestic
missions relate to international activities andsthagencies have policy equities. In these
cases, they might be part of the interagency psoleesby the Department of State and
guided by foreign policy objectives.

Structure and norms do not explain all of the @wilagencies’ weakness, however.
There also is not a strong tradition of genuinatstgic planning in the civilian foreign
policy agencies. The long term is not typicallfpaus of agency policy and resource
planning; missions do not typically drive progranbadget decisions. This is in strong
contrast to DOD. Although far from perfect, plampidiscipline has become part of
DOD’s institutional routiné.

Interagency reform proposals need to address dmsast in culture. Otherwise,
‘coordination’ simply will mean synchronizing thevidian agencies’ missions in line

with DOD'’s established strategic plan and the sigamt resources matched to it. This
year’s quadrennial plans provide an example of bwtproblem and the potential
solution. The Defense Department has provided somé to the ongoing Quadrennial
Diplomacy and Development Review, but made no meantf the State Department’s
foreign policy leadership in the Quadrennial DeteReview's strategic assumptions and
planning scenarios.

Despite this imbalance, it is important for the Q®Bxercise to institutionalize planning
discipline in the State Department because onlyghsuch discipline can a clear sense
of missions emerge. This, in turn, will drive theed for resources (human and fiscal)
and appropriate authorities and flexibility at 8tahd USAID.

2 For a discussion of the contrast between DOD arilibo foreign policy agencies see Gordon Adams,
“The Politics of National Security Budgets,” Stanleoundation Brief, February 2007.



The Problem of Resources Linked to Missions

The budget process inside agencies is the powliah strategy and mission meet
resources. ltis the key indicator of policy pties. That indicator, however, must be
read appropriately. The fact that DOD resourcesding and personnel) far outstrip
those of the State Department and USAID does nanrtieat a funding rebalance
between the two is needed. Rather, missions sluvive requirements and resources, not
some arbitrary algorith. They presently do not. This year (FY2010) the&é&ment of
Defense’s real outlays ($626.4; constant 2005 dy)llzearly double what we spent in
FY2001 and will exceed any single year’s spendingssWorld War 1I* This
unprecedented amount is being committed despit8aleet Union’s collapse and the
ensuing, significant improvement in our securitg &mat of our allies.

National Defense and International Affairs Outlays
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Even without using a mechanical algorithm, howeitgs, clear that the share of
spending and resources located at DOD is dispriogpaite to the changes in the global
environment. This has skewed both the shapingladriplementation of foreign policy
and national security missions. DOD has combineddhresources with its strong
commitment to strategic planning, crafting a numdfenissions for the future, testing its
force structure against scenarios involving thossions, and developing the capacity to
execute those missions in the field. This diffeeem resources and capacity has led to
an imbalance of impact on policy and strained adency relationships in the field.

One example of this strain and imbalance is thesd Department’'s Combined Joint
Task Force — Horn of Africa (CJTF-HOA). CJTF-HO#cludes substantial
development elements rather than just militarystgsce. Yet a GAO investigation
released in April determined that “some personaek heeded skills for (1) applying
funding to activities, (2) understanding Africaritaual issues, and (3) working with

% Nor should either department’s fiscal resourcepémged to an arbitrary share of GDP or of therfdde
budget, as some have proposed.
* Office of Management and Budget, Historical Tatlesand 10-1.



interagency partners at U.S. embassie©h the basis of this and other findings, GAO
found the severity of the situation sufficient tamant a recommendation that
AFRICOM “evaluate...whether the task force shouldétained.?

The relationship between Chiefs of Mission and Catabt Commanders can become
problematic in such circumstances. Such tensims@netimes described as part of our
interagency problem. In reality, it may simplydeeflection of the disparity in
resources. The solution may be less one of inke@gcoordination than it is one of
recalibrating the responsibility for the missiordaresourcing it adequately on the civilian
side.

The interagency dimension

Not all problems can be resolved by strengtheregctvilian toolkit and disciplining the
military one. Relationships at the interagencelenweed attention and reform as well
because clarity of mission depends on clarity iarall strategic policy. The National
Security Strategy and a draft version of a Preside8tudy Directive on development do
not provide detailed guidance on mission, agensgamsibility, authorities, and
structure, though. This guidance is needed tatiljemhich agencies are responsible for
which missions and how they should resource thassioms in their personnel and
budget planning. Also absent from these documeranry indication of which decisions
are going to be made to reform or institutionaligeragency processes.

The outline of that reform, however, is apparehite National Security Staff and OMB
lack a clear coordinating mechanism. Both in oNéadgeting and in specific crises, the
National Security staff and OMB do not systematycihk policy decisions and resource
implications. This often leaves the White Houseaswling for resources and, in turn,
creating unanticipated impacts on agency budgetssthe government. My experience
was that only regular interaction between the ttaffs could ensure that such fiscal
crises were contained. In the Clinton and Georg@&Wgh administrations, the National
Security Staff and OMB created a process that deduresources considerations in
policy discussions and communicated prioritiesrtyei® OMB, but this process was
informal and personality-dependent in both cas@ile both the Bush and the Obama
administrations have created strategic planninigegfat NSC, they have not led a
systematic planning effort or solved the problencadrdination in the Executive Office
of the President. There is still a need for a neystematic planning capacity at both
organizations, interacting at the point of stratp@nning and guidance to agencies.

Reform Options

Of course, this subcommittee will not be able tivesall these problems on its own, but

exposing them is important and welcome. One stepuld recommend strongly is more
systematic interaction on the Hill between the dséeauthorizers and appropriators and
their foreign affairs counterparts, including holglihearings like this jointly.

| make the following recommendations for your cdesation as you work this agenda.

®>“DOD needs to determine the future of its HorrAfrica task force,” GAO (GAO-10-504), April 2010:
pp. 21-22
® Ibid, pg. 26



Discipline defense budgeting Inycluding defense in the discretionary budget
freeze proposed by the administration Generous resources in defense have
contributed to a general tendency to expand thsiarisagenda in that
department. It is now late in the day to begirhsdiscipline, but | would
recommend it strongly, as | did to the Senate Bu@genmittee this spring.

Call for the administration tend the practice of funding operations in Iraq

and Afghanistan through a separate title in the budet request Even with
improved restraint, separate funding has not eragmd budget discipline at DOD
or led to more careful priority-setting. This specially true for Operations and
Maintenance accounts, which are highly fungibldte/Aten budget years of such
operations, this spending is eminently foreseeatxdtould be foreseen.

Reuvisit the functions authorized for the Chairméthe Joint Chiefs of Staff
under the Goldwater-Nichols Act (P.L. 99-433steengthen the Chairman’s
role, in support of the Secretary, integrating Serice budgets and plans
Budgeting is the last, uncrossed frontier of ‘jagds’ and, because budgeting is
policy, it is among the most important.

End the annual ‘unfunded requirements’ exchangdetween the armed
services committees and the military services. Sberetary has imposed some
welcome restraint here, but these letters weakdd &fsl the Chairman’s efforts
to integrate Service budgets and make trade’offs.

Impose accountability on Defense Department for méag its schedule for
financial auditability . Section 1003 of the FY2010 National Defense
Authorization Act tasks the Defense Department Wwiing ready for audit by 30
September 2017 and with setting milestones forhiegahat goal. It is not,
however, required to inform Congress of those rtoless or report on its
progress towards meeting them, but it should be.

Support Secretary Gates’ efforts to discipline defese planning and

budgeting. The Department should be asked how it would pragritissions
and budgets if defense is held at a hard freezeyem forced to decline in the
coming years as pressures build from deficit radacand lower requirements for
operations in Irag and Afghanistan.

Ask the Defense Department to clarify the priorityit puts on the numerous
missions outlined in the QDR.The QDR presently does not provide a strategic
context for its mission discussion, the relativgpariance of these missions to
U.S. national security, the likelihood of eventatttvould trigger these missions,
or the true risk associated with different challengnd threats. All missions
therefore appear equally important, all are topnisi, and DOD is largely
responsible for the successful performance offath@m. Hearings on the
forthcoming report of the QDR Independent ReviewdP@rovide an opportunity
to raise this question.

" For additional discussion on this topic $e#://budgetinsight.wordpress.com/2010/03/15/ghtses-
nominal-requirements/




In a future authorizing bill, amend the QDR authation (10 USC 8118) to
direct the Defense Department to solicit and incorprate inputs from the
State Department and Intelligence Communityon the QDR’s strategic
assumptions and planning scenarios. These assams@nd scenarios drive the
tools that the Defense Department develops to stpp8. foreign policy.

There are several other reforms that might be uakien in cooperation with the Foreign
Affairs Committee, as they involved both department

Support the concept ohifying the international affairs (150) and natioral
defense (050) budget functionsThis can be done by the executive branch and it
would encourage this committee and the Foreigniisfl@ommittee to work more
closely together in examining priorities and capaés between the two
departments. At the least, it would make arbit@rg in International Affairs by
the Budget Committees less likely.

Hold joint oversight hearings with HFAC on missionareas where defense,
diplomacy, and development responsibilities overlapespecially in the area of
security assistance.A hearing should explore the purposes and oljestbf
security assistance programs and examine the ajgepoles, responsibilities,
and authorities of the two departments in thisaaitared The committee might
also consider a joint investigation with HFAC orciséty assistance, modeled on
the excellent 2008 report on Provincial ReconstomcTeams. More generally,
hearings such as this could systematically exglwedalance and needs in
capabilities, resources, and authorities betweemépartments.

In the equally critical area of fragile state pgland response capabilities, the two
committees couldarry out a joint review and hearings on civilian

capabilities, examining the overlap between StateGivilian Response Corps
and DOD’s Civilian Expeditionary Workforce.

The Limits on Reform

Reform efforts both in agencies and in the intemagespace can overreach. The impulse
to reorganize bureaucracies, rather than hold iggand conduct investigations, is
strong. But reorganizations do not always leaeffficient outcomes or save resources,
and they often have unintended consequences otddeattious outcomes that delay
solutions to the problem they were designed toesidr Problems at DHS and ODNI are
instructive examples.

Centralizing authorities in and around the Whitaublmalso has its limitations. The
experience of the State Department’s Office ofGloerdinator for Reconstruction and
Stabilization (S/CRS), the National CounterternoriSenter’s Directorate of Strategic
Operational Planning (NCTC/DSOP), and the Offic&lafional Drug Control Policy
(ONDP) suggest the potential risks in creatingaxiepartmental authorities and
coordinating responsibilities. S/CRS has not bd®e t carry out its interagency
responsibilities as intended in NSPD-44. NCTC cmteld a lengthy interagency

8 For additional discussion on this topic $e#://budgetinsight.wordpress.com/2010/05/13/rejybn-the-
kindness-of-others-a-risky-partner-building-strateand for one solution to this problem, Paul Clayman
“Building State Department MusclelDefense News, 05 April 2010




planning exercise for counter-terror operations,didi not lead to significant changes in
tasking, funding, or capabilities. ONDCP has narbable to operate effectively as a
central coordinator for counter-narcotics policy aperations, subject, as it is, to the
changing priority given the narcotics problem amel manifest unwillingness of agencies
to accept direction from the Office.

Mission clarity will be key to defining what integancy or “whole of government”
reforms are needed. For example, if the interag&smace” is given operational
responsibility for coordinating contingency opevas and the mission is defined as
linking military and civilian capabilities in suchissions, it risks being based on the
assumption that what is needed is a capabilitydbald operate more effectively than we
did in Iraqg and Afghanistan. But if civilian suppdor “governance” in fragile states
replaces military-intensive “regime change” andtfan-building” operations as the
primary model for future missions, the interageresponsibilities and capabilities we
need may be substantially different.



