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PRECIS

Forging a New Shield represents the culmination of more than two years of work by
more than three hundred dedicated U.S. national security executives, professionals, and
scholars. It provides a comprehensive historical analysis of the current U.S. national
security system, an evaluation of the system’s performance since its inception in 1947,
and a detailed analysis of its current capabilities. On the basis of these assessments, the
report proposes a fully integrated program of reform and renewal.

This executive summary highlights the compelling case for redesigning the U.S. national
security system, distills the study’s essential assessments and findings, and outlines the
detailed, integrated set of recommendations put forth in the report.
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The Case for Action

We, twenty-two members of the Guiding Coalition of the Project on National Security
Reform, affirm unanimously that the national security of the United States of America is
fundamentally at risk. The U.S. position of world leadership, our country’s prosperity
and priceless freedoms, and the safety of our people are challenged not only by a
profusion of new and unpredictable threats, but by the now undeniable fact that the
national security system of the United States is increasingly misaligned with a rapidly
changing global security environment.

The legacy structures and processes of a national security system that is now more than
60 years old no longer help American leaders to formulate coherent national strategy.
They do not enable them to integrate America’s hard and soft power to achieve policy
goals. They prevent them from matching resources to objectives, and from planning
rationally and effectively for future contingencies. As presently constituted, too, these
structures and processes lack means to detect and remedy their own deficiencies.

The United States therefore needs a bold, but carefully crafted plan of comprehensive
reform to institute a national security system that can manage and overcome the
challenges of our time. We propose such a bold reform in this report; if implemented, it
would constitute the most far-reaching governmental design innovation in national
security since the passage of the National Security Act in 1947.

However daunting the task, we believe that nothing less will reliably secure our country
from clear and present danger. We are optimistic that American government can re-
invent itself once more, as it has done many times in the past, not only for the sake of our
national security, but for better and more effective government generally. No area of
policy is more critical, however, than national security; if we fail to keep pace with the
opportunities afforded by change as well as the challenges posed by an unpredictable
world, we will ultimately be unable to preserve and strive to perfect our way of life at
home.

Our optimism is buoyed by a widespread and growing consensus that we have reached a
moment of decision. Not everyone, however, is yet convinced that a major reform of the
U.S. national security system is necessary. Some skepticism is understandable. After all,
despite its shortcomings the system did work well enough to achieve its principal aim of
victory in the Cold War. Moreover, major reforms in other areas of government, such as
for the intelligence community, have not always produced the benefits advertised for
them. Besides, every presidential administration since that of Harry Truman has altered
the system he inherited to some degree, presumably showing that the 1947 system is
flexible enough as is. Hence, it is sometimes argued, all we need do is put the right
leaders in the right places and they will overcome any organizational design deficiencies
they encounter.
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Notwithstanding these arguments, we believe the case for fundamental renewal is
compelling. First of all, we face within the legacy national security system, as within all
government organizations, the problems of bureaucratic aging. No large organization
consisting of multiple parts is static. While the world is changing, and as its interactions
pick up speed thanks to the spreading implications of the information revolution, most of
the component parts of the U.S. national security system, still organized hierarchically
around traditional organizational disciplines, grow more ponderous and reactive.

As important, the national security
structures designed in 1947, and
incrementally tweaked ever since, arose
and evolved in response to a singular,

If we are to meet the myriad challenges
around the world in the coming decades, this
country must strengthen other important
elements of national power both institutionally

unambiguous threat to the United States
and its constitutional order that was
expressed principally in military terms.
The threats we face today are diffuse,
ambiguous, and express themselves in a

and financially, and create the capability to
integrate and apply all of the elements of
national power to problems and challenges
abroad. ... New institutions are needed for
the twenty-first century, new organizations

multitude of potential forms.  Our
concerns once flowed from the strength
of determined opponents; now our
concerns flow as often from the
weaknesses of other states, whichspawn |
adversaries we must strain even to detect before they strike. No mere tinkering can
transform a national security organization designed, tested, and tempered to deal with a
focused state-centric military threat into one that can deal with highly differentiated
threats whose sources may be below and above as well as at the level of the state system.
The gap between the challenges we face and our capacity to deal with them is thus
widening from both ends.

with a twenty-first-century mindset.

-- Robert Gates
Secretary of Defense

The events of recent decades have validated the accuracy of this key observation. Upon
close examination, the failure rate of the 1947 system was not small, but failure
encompassed neither the majority of cases nor cases of supreme U.S. national security
interest. But that is because most challenges to the United States during the Cold War
fell into the paths of well-honed departmental competencies. What government
organizations do routinely they tend to do tolerably well, and the core challenges we
faced between 1947 and 1989 broke down in ways that the Department of Defense or the
Department of State, aided by the intelligence community and very occasionally by other
agencies of government, could handle on their own.

Many Cold War-era challenges, too, could be handled sequentially, with the Defense
Department actively or tacitly shaping the strategic environment, and the State
Department then negotiating and managing political outcomes based thereon. The
contours of most major contingencies, from the Korean War to the Cuban missile crisis to
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, also allowed Congressional oversight to operate
effectively in structures parallel to those of the executive branch. But when a
contingency required not the sequential but the simultaneous integration of military,
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diplomatic and other assets of American power, the outcome was often suboptimal, and
occasionally, as with the Vietham War, an acutely damaging one.

Clearly, U.S. national security apparatus failed at many integrative challenges before the
Vietnam War, and it failed at many such challenges after Vietnam. It is troubled still, as
current dilemmas attest. After more than seven years, the U.S. government has proved
unable to integrate adequately the military and nonmilitary dimensions of a complex war
on terror, or to effectively integrate hard and soft power in Irag. It has faced the same
challenge in Afghanistan, where it has also had trouble integrating allied contributions
into an effective strategy. And it has been unable so far to integrate properly the external
and homeland dimensions of post-9/11 national security strategy, as the uneven
performance of the federal government during and after Hurricane Katrina showed.

It is facile to blame all these regrettable outcomes on particular leaders and their policy
choices. Leadership and judgment matter, to be sure, but as this Report demonstrates, no
leader, no matter how strategically farsighted and talented as a manager, could have
handled these issues without being hampered by the weaknesses of the current system.
What has changed is not so much the capacity of the legacy system to manage complex
contingencies that demand interagency coordination. What has changed is the frequency
of significant challenges that bear such characteristics, and the possibility that they may
be of paramount significance to American power, principle, and safety.

It is our unshakable conviction that the United States simply cannot afford the failure rate
that the current national security system is not only prone but virtually guaranteed to
cause. Not even astute leaders, if we are fortunate enough to merit them, will be able to
overcome its increasingly dangerous shortcomings. Unless we redesign what we have
inherited from more than 60 years ago, even the wisest men and women upon whom we
come to depend are doomed to see their most solid policy understandings crumble into
the dust of failure. It is our generation’s responsibility, at this moment of peril and
promise, to make sure that does not happen.

Major Assessments and Findings

The report’s major assessments and findings follow a four-part logic. From an
assessment of the international environment, we revise our conceptual grasp of national
security. We then identify the problems of the current system in that light, and on that
basis spell out the predicates and goals for effective reform.

A Changing World

It is widely understood that the security environment of the early 21% century differs
significantly from the one the U.S. national security system was created to manage. The
character of the actors has changed; the diversity of state capabilities is greater; and the
international norms delimiting legitimate behaviors have shifted as well. Exchanges of
goods, information, ideas, and people are also far denser and more variable than they
were even a dozen years ago, let alone in 1947. Taken together, these developments and
others have given rise to novel security conditions and dynamics. Four aspects of this
environment are especially striking.
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First, while no single challenge rises to the level of the Cold War’s potential “doomsday”
scenario of superpower nuclear war, a multitude of other challenges from a variety of
sources—rising state powers, rogue regime proliferators, and non-state actors that include
terrorists, transnational criminal organizations, and other assorted entrepreneurs of
violence—threaten the integrity of the state system itself, with unknown and largely
unknowable consequences for U.S. security.

Second, since we do not know which of today’s challenges is more likely to emerge and
which may pose the greatest peril, we must spread our attention and limited resources to
cover many contingencies. There are now more nuclear-armed states than during the
Cold War, with several rogue states not presently deterred from pursuing acquisition or
development of nuclear weapons of their own. Terrorists openly seek access to weapons
of mass destruction and aver their intent to use them against the United States, its allies
and friends. In the face of these threats, we must devise risk-management hedging
strategies based on necessarily incomplete information. This constitutes a far more
daunting planning template than that which we grew used to during the Cold War.

Third, the complexity of these challenges is compounded by the fact that the pursuit of
science and technology is now a global enterprise in which even small groups can
participate. Hostile states and non-state actors alike can employ existing knowledge and
technique as well as new science and technology to assail far stronger states. This marks
a broad diffusion of policy capacity and initiative worldwide that the United States and its
allies must face.

Fourth, current challenges reflect an interdependence that makes it impossible for any
single nation to address on its own the full range of today’s complex security challenges.
The now widespread perception of interdependence may also paradoxically increase
competition to influence or control the presumed torque points of that interdependence.
Traditional alliances, while still vitally important, must therefore be augmented by both
situation-specific temporary coalitions and new partners above and below the state
level—regional and global institutions, for example, as well as localized elements of the
private sector and the scientific community.

It is clear, then, that most major challenges can no longer be met successfully by
traditional Cold War approaches. We cannot prevent the failure of a state or mitigate the
effects of climate change with conventional military forces or nuclear weapons. The
national security challenges inherent in a widespread international financial contagion or
a major pandemic do not lend themselves to resolution through the use of air power or
special operations forces.

Diplomacy, too, now requires skill sets and operational capabilities that Foreign Service
Officers during the Cold War would have considered both esoteric and marginal to their
duties. The intelligence craft, as well, faces unfamiliar collection and analysis demands
that far exceed the scope of issues and methods with which the intelligence community is
comfortable.
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Regrettably, the U.S. national security system is still organized to win the last challenge,
not the ones that come increasingly before us. We have not kept up with the character
and scope of change in the world despite the tectonic shift occasioned by the end of the
Cold War and the shock of the 9/11 attacks. We have responded incrementally, not
systematically; we have responded with haste driven by political imperatives, not with
patience and perspicacity.

If we do not act boldly but deliberately now, as the term of the 44th president of the
United States begins, to achieve comprehensive reform, the nation is bound to regret its
lack of foresight. We will pay increased costs in human lives, financial resources, and
global influence from crises that could have been averted and nasty surprises that need
never have happened. Important opportunities to promote a more benign international
environment will go unexploited, probably even unnoticed. The hope for a world of
freedom and basic human decency that the United States has represented over the past
two centuries for uncounted millions of people will dim.

A New Concept of National Security

For all these reasons, we must learn to think differently about national security and devise
new means to ensure it. The Cold War-era concept of national security has broadened as
new categories of issues have pushed their way onto the national security agenda; yet
others are bound to arrive in coming years, too, without neat labels or instructions for
assembly and operation. This means that the operative definition of security itself must
change from an essentially static concept to a dynamic one.

In our view, national security must be conceived as the capacity of the United States to
define, defend, and advance its interests and principles in the world. The objectives of
national security policy, in the world as it now is, therefore are:

e To maintain security from aggression against the nation by means of a
national capacity to shape the strategic environment; to anticipate and
prevent threats; to respond to attacks by defeating enemies; to recover from
the effects of attack; and to sustain the costs of defense

e To maintain security against massive societal disruption as a result of natural
forces, including pandemics, natural disasters, and climate change

e To maintain security against the failure of major national infrastructure
systems by means of building up and defending robust and resilient capacities
and investing in the ability to recover from damage done to them

It follows from these objectives that success in national security—genuine success over
generations—depends on integrated planning and action, and on the sustained
stewardship of the foundations of national power. Sound economic policy, energy
security, robust physical and human infrastructures including our health and education
systems, especially in the sciences and engineering, are no less important in the longer
run than our weapons and our wealth. Genuine success also depends on the example the
United States sets for the rest of the world through its actions at home and abroad.
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Four fundamental principles follow from a more refined definition of national security
and its key policy objectives.

First, efforts to address current and future challenges must be as multidimensional as the
challenges themselves. Addressing successfully the contingency of a terrorist detonation
of a “dirty” bomb in a major city, for example, entails a range of critical functions
including deterrence, norm-building, prevention, defense, preparedness, and consequence
management. Focusing on any single dimension or lesser subset of this spectrum of
functions will sharply increase the likelihood of major failure.

Second, the national security system must integrate diverse skills and perspectives. The
actors in U.S. national security policy today already include government departments that
have not traditionally had front-row seats, like Justice and Treasury. But departments
such as Agriculture, Interior, and Transportation, agencies such as the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention within the Department of Health and Human Services,
and elements of state and local government and the private sector are playing
increasingly greater roles as well. Creating ways to mobilize and integrate this diverse
set of actors is essential to make effective and informed decisions in today’s national
security environment.

Third, a new concept of national security demands recalibration of how we think about
and manage national security resources and budgeting. Today’s more complex
challenges impose qualitatively more demanding resource allocation choices, even in
good economic times. If we should face a period of protracted austerity in government,
as now seems more likely than not, meeting those challenges will become orders of
magnitude more difficult. In developing and implementing national security policy, the
rubber meets the road where money is spent, and we are unanimously agreed that the
current system’s gross inefficiencies risk collapse under the weight of the protracted
budget pressures that likely lie ahead. We need to do more with less, but we cannot hope
to achieve even that without fundamental reform of the resource management function.

Fourth, the current environment virtually by definition puts a premium on foresight—the
ability to anticipate unwelcome contingencies. While the ability to specifically predict
the future will always elude us, foresight that enables anticipation and planning is the
only means we have to increase response times in a world of rapid unpredictable change.
It constitutes the critical precondition for actively shaping the global security
environment in ways conducive to achieving national security goals.

Identifying the Problems

By thoroughly examining the structures and processes of the current legacy national
security system—including its human and physical capital and management dimensions,
as well as its executive-legislative branch dynamics—we have isolated the system’s
essential problems. Unless these essential, underlying problems are rectified, system
failures will occur with increasing frequency. Five interwoven problems, which the
report details at length, are key.
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1. The system is grossly imbalanced. It supports strong departmental capabilities at
the expense of integrating mechanisms.

2. Resources allocated to departments and agencies are shaped by their narrowly
defined core mandates rather than broader national missions.

3. The need for presidential integration to compensate for the systemic inability to
adequately integrate or resource missions overly centralizes issue management
and overburdens the White House.

4. A burdened White House cannot manage the national security system as a whole
to be agile and collaborative at any time, but it is particularly vulnerable to
breakdown during the protracted transition periods between administrations.

5. Congress provides resources and conducts oversight in ways that reinforce the
first four problems and make improving performance extremely difficult.

Taken together, the basic deficiency of

the current national security system is | Qver the years, the interagency system has
that parochial departmental and agency | become so lethargic and dysfunctional that it
interests, reinforced by Congress, | inhibits the ability to apply the vast power of
paralyze interagency cooperation even | the U.S. government on problems. You see this
as the variety, speed, and complexity of | inability to synchronize in our operations in
emerging security issues prevent the | Irag and in Afghanistan, across our foreign
White House  from effectively policy, and in our response to Katrina.
controlling the system. The White
House bottleneck, in particular, prevents
the system from reliably marshaling the
needed but disparate skills and expertise
from wherever they may be found in
government, and from providing the resources to match the skills. That bottleneck, in
short, makes it all but impossible to bring human and material assets together into a
coherent operational ensemble. Moreover, because an excessively hierarchical national
security system does not “know what it knows” as a whole, it also cannot achieve the
necessary unity of effort and command to exploit opportunities.

-- Gen. Wayne Downing
Former Commander-in-Chief,
U.S. Special Operations Command

The resulting second- and third-tier operational deficiencies that emanate from these five
basic problems are vast. As detailed in the report, among the most worrisome is an
inability to formulate and implement a coherent strategy. Without that ability, we cannot
do remotely realistic planning. The inevitable result is a system locked into a reactive
posture and doomed to policy stagnation. Without a sound strategy and planning process,
we wastefully duplicate efforts even as we allow dangerous gaps in coverage to form.
These systemic shortcomings invariably generate frustration among senior leaders, often
giving rise to “end runs” and other informal attempts to produce desired results.
Sometimes these end runs work as short-term fixes; other times, however, they produce
debacles like the Iran-Contra fiasco.
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A key part of the system’s planning deficit arises from the fact that it is designed to
provide resources to build capabilities, not to execute missions. Since we do not budget
by mission, no clear link exists between strategy and resources for interagency activities.
As things stand, departments and agencies have little incentive to include funding for
interagency purposes; they are virtually never rewarded for doing so. As a consequence,
mission-essential capabilities that fall outside the core mandates of our departments and
agencies are virtually never planned or trained for—a veritable formula for being taken
unawares and unprepared.

This explains why departments and agencies, when faced with challenges that fall outside
traditional departmental competencies, almost invariably produce ad hoc arrangements
that prove suboptimal by almost every measure. Personnel are often deployed to
missions for which they have little if any relevant training or experience. It also explains
why in novel environments, like “nation-building” missions in Iraq and Afghanistan,
multiple U.S. departments and agencies have trouble cooperating effectively with each
other; nothing has prepared them for so doing.

An overburdened White House also produces an array of less obvious collateral damage.
As arule, U.S. presidents have resorted to two means of reducing their burdens when the
interagency process fails to produce adequate policy integration: designate a lead agency
or a lead individual—a “czar.” Neither means has worked well. Neither a lead
organization nor a lead individual has the de jure or de facto authority to command
independent departments and agencies. The lead agency approach thus usually means in
practice a sole agency approach. Similarly, czars must rely on their proximity to the
president and their powers of persuasion, which, if institutional stakes are high, can be
downplayed if not entirely dismissed. The illusion that lead agency or lead individual
fixes will work in turn tends to demobilize continuing efforts at creative thinking among
senior officials, thus enlarging the prospect of ultimate mission failure.

White House centralization of interagency missions also risks creating an untenable span
of control over policy implementation. By one count more than 29 agencies or special
groups report directly to the president. Centralization also tends to burn out National
Security Council staff, which impedes timely, disciplined, and integrated decision
formulation and option assessment over time. Further, time invariably becomes too
precious to be spent rigorously assessing performance, which essentially vitiates any
chance for institutional learning and dooms the system to making the same mistakes over
and over again.

Lastly in this regard, the time Even as it crowds into every square inch of available
pressures tha_t an | office space, the NSC staff is still not sized or funded to be
overburdened White House | g executive agency. . . . Yet a subtler and more serious
faces almost guarantees an | danger is that as the NSC staff is consumed by these day-
inability to do deliberate, | to-day tasks, it has less capacity to find the time and
careful strategy formulation, | detachment needed to advise a president on larger policy
thus completing the circle that | issues.

ensures the system’s inability -- 9/11 Commission Report
to break out of its own
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dysfunctional pattern. When there are fires to put out every day, there is little
opportunity to see and evaluate the bigger picture. Too short-term a focus also blinds
leaders to the need to attend to system management and design issues. This significantly
compounds the system’s inability to learn and adapt.

The results are cumulatively calamitous. Without a realistic and creative national
security strategy, no one can say what policy balances and tradeoffs are needed. No one
can devise a rational investment strategy. No one can devise appropriate human
resources and education programs to assure an effective system for the future, or
recognize the critical importance of generating a supportive common culture among
national security professionals.

Ossified and unable to adapt, our national security system today can reliably handle only
those challenges that fall within the relatively narrow realm of its experience in a world
in which the set-piece challenges of the past are shrinking in frequency and importance.
We are living off the depleted intellectual and organizational capital of a bygone era, and
we are doing so in a world in which the boundaries between global dynamics and what
we still quaintly call domestic consequences are blurred almost beyond recognition. We
thus risk a policy failure rate of such scope that our constitutional order cannot
confidently be assured.

Predicates and Goals for Effective Reform

True national security reform demands a new way of thinking and a different way of
doing business. Just as the 1947 National Security Act sought to create a decision-
making and policy implementation system for addressing the then novel challenges of the
post-World War Il world, a national security system for today and tomorrow must be
responsive to 21% century security challenges by:

¢ Understanding that the nature of contemporary security challenges represents a
mix of the traditional and nontraditional, generating both dangers and
opportunities greater in number and more varied in nature than in the past;

¢ Discarding processes, practices, and institutions that may once have been useful
but which are now out of kilter with global security issues and dynamics;

e Mobilizing all tools of national power as the basis for conducting a truly
comprehensive and agile national security strategy;

e Ensuring the democratic accountability of both decision-makers and policy
implementers; and

e Developing an approach that enjoys the support of the American people and
provides hope for the rest of the world.

Acknowledging these predicates of effective reform requires that a new national security
system identify critical functions that must be integrated into a genuinely strategic
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approach. It must set key goals and link them to discrete critical outcomes. This is the
only way that the costs and pain of a redesign transition can be worth the effort.

Acutely mindful of these costs, and mindful that wrongheaded reform efforts can do net
harm, the report focuses on four key goals as the basis for its recommendations. To
achieve desired goals and to achieve them efficiently, the national security system must:

e Mobilize and marshal the full panoply of the instruments of national power to
achieve national security objectives

e Create and sustain an environment conducive to the exercise of effective
leadership, optimal decision-making, and capable management

e Devise a more constructive relationship between the executive branch and
Congress appropriate for tackling the expanded national security agenda
successfully

e Generate a sustainable capacity for the practice of stewardship—defined as the
long-term ability to nurture the underlying assets of American power in human
capital, social trust and institutional coherence—throughout all domains of
American statecraft

Recommendations

Forging a New Shield’s major and subordinate recommendations, expressed here within
seven key themes, are constructed as a single integrated proposal. These themes and
recommendations are dependent on each other for their effectiveness no less than a
building’s foundation, superstructure and functional systems must be conceived as an
aggregate for any part of it to work as intended. The members of the Guiding Coalition
agreed with the general thrust of the integrated set of recommendations and not
necessarily every recommendation as expressed.

Some of our recommendations require congressional action to be implemented while
some can be implemented by Executive Order, and others at the Cabinet level by
Secretarial order, as specified in the report. The following summary sketches only the
highlights of our integrated proposal for the redesign of the U.S. national security system.

We wish particularly to emphasize the proposal’s integrated nature, which only careful
study of the report itself can fully reveal. While some of our recommendations may
require fine-tuning during implementation, we caution against an a la carte approach to
reform. We have ample recent experience with half-measures and lowest-common-
denominator political compromises. Though they may seem pragmatic at first blush, they
only delay the emergence of problems or shift them from one place to another;
ultimately, they don’t work.
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We must adopt new approaches to national security system design focused on national
missions and outcomes, emphasizing integrated effort, collaboration, and agility.

To broaden the conceptual scope of national security to align with twenty-first-century
realities, we recommend the establishment of a President’s Security Council (PSC) that
would replace the National Security Council and Homeland Security Council.
International economic and energy policy would be handled by the PSC as well, fully
integrated into U.S. political and security strategies that focus not on departmental
strengths and goals but on national missions and outcomes.

To more effectively integrate the national security policy of the United States, we
recommend the statutory creation of a director for national security (DNS) within the
Executive Office of the President. The director would be responsible for tasks
encompassing the high-level operation of the national security system (specified in detail
in the report) that go beyond those of the present assistant to the president for national
security affairs.

To establish a coherent framework for the national security system, we recommend the
issuance of an Executive Order, supplemented as necessary by presidential directives, to
define the national security system, establish presidential expectations for it, and
establish norms for its fundamental functions that are likely to transcend administrations.

We recommend that Congress prescribe in statute the national security roles of each
executive branch department and agency, including non-traditional components of the
national security system; and that nontraditional components should create the position of
assistant for national security to clarify and facilitate the coordination of the
department’s new national security mission within the national security system.

To improve the international relations of the United States, we recommend transforming
the Department of State by consolidating within it all functions now assigned to other
departments and agencies that fall within the core competencies of the Department of
State.

We recommend the statutory creation of a Homeland Security Collaboration Committee
to provide a venue for the collaboration of state and local government authorities, the
private sector, and nongovernmental organizations with the federal government; and of a
Business Emergency Management Assistance Compact to facilitate private sector and
nongovernmental assistance in emergency management.

8
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We must focus the Executive Office of the President on strategy and
strategic management.

To improve strategic planning and system management, we recommend instituting a
National Security Review to be performed at the beginning of each presidential term, as
directed by the new President’s Security Council. The review should prioritize
objectives, establish risk management criteria, specify roles and responsibilities for
priority missions, assess required capabilities, and identify capability gaps.

We recommend the preparation of the National Security Planning Guidance, to be issued
annually by the president to all national security departments and agencies, in order to
provide guidance to departments and agencies based on the results of the National
Security Review. The president should further direct that departmental and agency
planning conform to this guidance.

To enhance the management of the national security system, we recommend that an
executive secretary of the President’s Security Council be empowered by statute, as
detailed in the report, to support overall system management. The executive secretary
would report to the director for national security.

To enhance the performance and oversight of the national security system, we
recommend the creation of an official, reporting to the director for national security, to
analyze interagency operations, including real-time assessments of overall system
performance and system components’ performance.

Even as we centralize strategy formulation, we must decentralize the
modalities of policy implementation by creating Interagency Teams
and Interagency Crisis Task Forces.

We recommend that the president selectively shift management of issues away from the
President’s Security Council staff (and supporting interagency committees) to new
empowered Interagency Teams. These teams would be composed of full-time personnel,
would be properly resourced and of flexible duration, and be able to implement a whole-
of-government approach to those issues beyond the coping capacities of the existing
system. The characteristics, authorities, and chains of command for interagency teams,
and how Interagency Teams would coordinate their activities with existing departmental
and agency functions, are defined and detailed in the report.

To enhance crisis management, we recommend that the president create Interagency
Crisis Task Forces to handle crises that exceed the capacities of both existing
departmental capabilities and new Interagency Teams.

We recommend that the secretary of homeland security develop a National Operational
Framework that specifies operational integration among the private sector and all levels
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of government for the full range of homeland security activities, including prevention and
protection as well as response and recovery.

8

We must link resources to goals through national security mission
analysis and mission budgeting.

To more effectively resource national security missions, we recommend that national
security departments and agencies be required to prepare six-year budget projections
derived from the National Security Planning Guidance. The PSC staff should then lead a
joint PSC-Office of Management and Budget (OMB) review of the six-year resource plan
of each national security department and agency to assess consistency with the National
Security Planning Guidance. Based on that review, OMB should issue guidance for each
department’s and agency’s six-year program in a National Security Resource Document
which presents the president’s integrated, rolling six-year national security resource
strategy proposal to Congress.

We recommend the creation of an integrated national security budget to provide the
president and the Congress a government-wide understanding of activities, priorities, and
resource allocation, and to identify redundancies and deficiencies in the resourcing of
national security missions. This budget display should be submitted to Congress with
agency budgets and be accompanied by justification material that reflects how the budget
aligns with the objectives outlined in the National Security Review and National Security
Planning Guidance.

We must align personnel incentives, personnel preparation, and
organizational culture with strategic objectives.

We recommend the creation of a National Security Professional Corps (NSPC) in order
to create a cadre of national security professionals specifically trained for interagency
assignments. As detailed in the report, NSPC personnel slots must be explicitly defined,
and NSPC cadre must be accorded proper incentives and career-long training
opportunities to be effective.

To create a personnel “float” that will enable critical interagency training and ongoing
professional education, we recommend increasing civilian personnel authorizations and
appropriations in annual increments to be phased in over five years and based upon a
manpower analysis; we further recommend using the National Security Education
Consortium, established by Executive Order 13434, for that purpose.

We recommend the development of a National Security Strategic Human Capital Plan, as
detailed in the report, to identify and secure the human capital capabilities necessary to
achieve national security objectives. To advise the PSC executive secretary on national
security human capital, we recommend further the creation of a Human Capital Advisory
Board consisting of public and private experts.
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We also recommend establishing the expectation that, within an administration, each
presidential appointee—unless disabled, experiencing a hardship, requested to resign by
the president, or appointed to another government position—would serve until the
president has appointed his or her successor.

We must greatly improve the flow of knowledge and information.

We recommend the creation of a chief knowledge officer in the PSC Executive
Secretariat to enhance decision support to the president and his advisers, and to ensure
that the national security system as a whole can develop, store, retrieve, and share
knowledge.

To enhance information management, we recommend the creation of a chief knowledge
officer in each national security department and agency, as well as the creation of a
Federal Chief Knowledge Officer Council.

To enable cross-departmental information sharing, we recommend the creation and
development of a collaborative information architecture. Parallel with the construction of
this information architecture, the PSC Executive Secretariat must develop overarching
business rules for interdepartmental communications and data access in order to eliminate
bureaucratic barriers presently hindering the flow of knowledge and information.

To streamline particular security functions, we strongly recommend the establishment of
a single security classification and access regime for the entire national security system,
and, pursuant to statute, security clearance procedures and approval should be
consolidated across the entire national security system.

We must build a better executive-legislative branch partnership.

To improve the overall functioning of the national security system, we recommend
establishing Select Committees on National Security in the Senate and House of
Representatives and assigning each committee jurisdiction over all interagency
operations and activities, commands, other organizations, and embassies; funding;
personnel policies; education and training; and nominees for any Senate-confirmed
interagency positions that may be established." These select committees should also be
assigned jurisdiction for a new national security act.

'Except for those pertaining to internal matters of the Office of the Director of National Intelligence and its
components.
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To empower the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and House Foreign Affairs
Committee to formulate and enact annual authorization bills, we recommend that new
House and Senate rules be adopted. This will require, inter alia, amending section 302(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act to provide that the Senate and House Budget
Committees recommend allocations for all national security budget function components;
reenacting the firewalls that prevented floor amendments transferring funds from
international or defense programs to domestic programs that exceed caps on discretionary
spending; and requiring a supermajority in the House to waive the current rule requiring
passage of authorizing legislation prior to consideration of appropriations bills for
defense and foreign policy.

To facilitate prompt consideration of senior national security officials, we recommend
that each nomination for the ten most senior positions in a national security department or
agency should be placed on the executive calendar of the Senate, with or without a
committee recommendation, after no more than 30 days of legislative session; and we
recommend the abolition of the practice of honoring a hold by one or more Senators on a
nominee for a national security position.

We recommend the comprehensive revision of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 by the
end of the 111th Congress (December 2010) in order to restore and advance the integrity
of the U.S. foreign assistance program.

To optimize the oversight of homeland security activities, we recommend consolidating
oversight of the Department of Homeland Security to one authorizing committee and one
appropriations subcommittee per chamber.

* *x K

This summary of Forging a New Shield’s recommendations illustrates in brief the scope
of our proposal for the redesign of the U.S. national security system. While our vision
remains firmly faithful to and deeply rooted in our Constitutional framework, it is
nonetheless a bold plan for reform. Indeed, we firmly believe that, if implemented, our
vision for renewal will evoke the very best in the balanced system our Founders
conceived.

The Founders created a system of strong presidential government because they
understood that leadership is the sine qua non of an effective and sustainable political
order. But they embedded their design for strong leadership in a framework of law that
insures democratic accountability to the people in whom American sovereignty
ultimately rests. It has been our purpose in this report to maximize both the potential for
wise leadership and the safeguards of democratic accountability, for only by balancing
these two imperatives will America be able to match its power to its principles for the
benefit of our own citizens and those of the world.
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We invite constructive and vigorous engagement on our proposal. Indeed, we are eager
for it, and so we say to all our countrymen, and to our friends abroad as well, in the words
of Isaiah, “Come now, let us reason together.”



PART I: INTRODUCTION

Overview of the Project on National Security Reform

Established by the National Security Act of 1947, the national security system
successfully waged the Cold War but often failed to integrate the elements of national
power as it was intended to do, sometimes with disastrous results. As the security
environment continues to change, the limitations of the current national security system—
particularly an inability to meet the threat of pandemics, cyber attacks, and possible
terrorist strikes with weapons of mass destruction—become more glaring.

Complex security challenges demand more extensive, skillful, and willing interagency
collaboration, not only in Washington but also at regional, national, multilateral, and
state and local levels. Yet the current system and the manner in which Congress oversees
and funds it does not permit the timely, effective integration of the diverse departmental
expertise and capabilities required to protect the United States, its interests, and its
citizens in an increasingly complex and rapidly changing world.

The inefficiency of the current system in matching resources to problems, and its limited
effectiveness in meeting challenges that demand the integration of multiple elements of
power, must be corrected. Toward this end a bipartisan group of public and private
national security leaders founded the Project on National Security Reform to analyze the
problems that limit the performance of the national security system, identify the most
sensible means of solving them, and persuade national leadership to take remedial
action.

The PNSR study 1) examines the history and underlying assumptions of the national
security system to determine how it took its current form; 2) identifies the current
problems, causes, and consequences; 3) develops a range of alternative solutions and
evaluates them; and 4) makes appropriate recommendations. The scope of the study is
limited to how the government uses institutions and processes to integrate and resource
the elements of national power. The performance of individual departments and agencies
are not examined except when required to better explain overall system performance.
Similarly, the study does not address policy issues, such as the importance of China,
space, cyber defense, or the rebalancing of military and civilian capabilities except
where those issues intersect with the explanation of current system performance.

The project has two measures of success for its analysis of national security system
performance. The first is identification of core problems and their root causes, not just
peripheral impediments or mere symptoms of problems; the second is production of
solutions that are tightly and logically linked to those problems, rather than just a list of
plausible, but not compelling, options for reform.

Reform Trends

U.S. leadership has tinkered with the results of the 1947 act almost since its inception,
amending the national security apparatus numerous times. Particularly in the last
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decade, however, reform studies and senior leader recommendations have consistently
cited the need for systemwide reform. As the 9/11 Commission report noted, “Americans
should not settle for incremental, ad hoc adjustments to a system designed generations
ago for a world that no longer exists.” Although they may differ as to the feasibility,
scope, and appropriate method of reforming the system, many experts in academia, the
executive branch, and Congress believe the nation has crossed a historical threshold
where incremental and ad hoc adjustments are no longer adequate to defend and
advance U.S. national security interests.

2 National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States, “The 9/11 Commission Report” (2004)
399.
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If we are to meet the myriad challenges around the world in the coming
decades, this country must strengthen other important elements of national
power both institutionally and financially, and create the capability to
integrate and apply all of the elements of national power to problems and
challenges abroad....New institutions are needed for the twenty-first century,
new organizations with a twenty-first century mindset.

-- Robert M. Gates
Secretary of Defense

Just over sixty years ago, in the aftermath of World War 11, bipartisan efforts across the
executive and legislative branches reformed the national security system in the aftermath
of World War Il. Signed by President Harry S. Truman, the National Security Act of
1947 marked a watershed in the organization of the contemporary U.S. national security
system. For more than forty years, the National Security Act proved its value,
underpinning a system that matched and defeated the Soviet threat during the Cold War.
National security failures during this period—for example, in the Bay of Pigs Invasion
and the Iran-Contra Affair—often were attributable to insufficient integration of diverse
elements of national power, a problem the act was intended to resolve.

However, the world has changed dramatically since the end of the Cold War. Today,
rapid change in many sectors—political and military, economic and financial, energy and
environmental, scientific and technological, demographic and social, cultural and
intellectual—is a constant feature of the security environment. In addition, there are a
growing number and variety of actors who both affect and are affected by these changes.
Often subsumed under the term “globalization,” such changes are characterized by
interconnections, exchanges, and flows of goods and resources, information and
knowledge, science and technology, money and services, and people and ideas between
and among many actors, state and nonstate. These dynamics are distinguished not only
by their worldwide scope but also by their speed, magnitude, density, and complexity.

As the security environment continues to change, the limitations of the current national
security system become more glaring—particularly the lack of preparedness to meet the
threat of pandemics, cyber attacks, and possible terrorist strikes with weapons of mass
destruction. Complex security challenges demand more extensive, skillful, and willing
interagency collaboration, not only in Washington but also at regional, national,
multilateral, and state and local levels.

Currently, the system is not capable of effectively marshaling and integrating resources
within and across federal agencies to meet such critical national security objectives.
Unlike many of our adversaries, our national security system is not agile and responsive.
The lapses revealed by the terror attacks on 9/11, the confused national and local
coordination during the Hurricane Katrina disaster, and the slow recognition and response
to insurgency in Irag highlight our system’s inadequacies.



INTRODUCTION

While the need for change is becoming more apparent, the underlying causes of the
system’s inadequacies are not new. They can be traced back to a basic shortfall of our
national security system: it cannot integrate and resource the elements of power well
enough to conduct the full range of national security missions necessary to protect the
nation. The current system and the manner in which Congress governs and funds it does
not permit the timely, effective integration of the diverse departmental expertise and
capabilities required to protect the United States, its interests, and its citizens in an
increasingly complex and rapidly changing world.

The need for such integration has long been recognized. In 1953, President Dwight D.
Eisenhower and his national security advisor, Robert Cutler, agreed on a set of guidelines
for the national security structures and processes. Cutler explained the rationale for the
guidelines in terms of how the president struggled to meet the demands of a changing
security environment:

In a world shrunk in size by supersonic speeds, loomed over by ominous
atomic clouds, fragmenting into new political entities, living in uneasy
peace or scourged—as in Korea—by war, it was no longer possible for a
President himself to integrate the intelligence and opinions flooding in
from all sides. Eisenhower sought an integration of views which would be
the product of continuous association between skilled representatives of
all elements of Government germane to the national security.®

What President Eisenhower sought for policy integration, subsequent presidents desired
as well, and not only for policy development but also for its implementation. Yet the
national security system, as this report will demonstrate, cannot routinely provide such
unity of purpose and effort. The president has only a narrow range of options for
effectively managing the system. Using an outmoded set of structures and processes has
eroded the nation’s image and position in the world, undermined the trust and confidence
of the American people in their government, and jeopardized the nation’s security.

A. Overview of the Project on National Security Reform

The timing for systemic national security reform is right. Seven years have passed since
terrorists launched a small but coordinated and strategic attack on major American
institutions. Strenuous efforts have prevented a repeat of that outrage, but few working
within the system or evaluating its performance from without are confident that that
record will hold. On the contrary, the magnitude and frequency of expert opinion
proclaiming shortfalls in the current system constitute a compelling case for reform.

Acting on this manifest need, a bipartisan group of national security leaders in and out of
government started the Project on National Security Reform. The purpose of the project
is to analyze the problems that limit the performance of the national security system,
identify the most sensible means of solving them, and persuade national leadership to

® Robert Cutler, No Time for Rest, (Boston: Little, Brown, 1966) 296.
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take remedial action. In this endeavor, the project has received grants and pro bono
support from several private firms and public policy institutes.

Both Congress and the executive branch understand the requirement for better national
security system performance, and the Project on National Security Reform has been
given the tremendous responsibility of pointing an effective way forward. Congress
demonstrated its support for the project’s objectives in the (FY) 2008 National Defense
Authorization Act (H.R. 4986; P. L. 110-181). This legislation authorized the secretary
of defense to contract with an independent, nonpartisan, nonprofit organization for up to
$3 million to conduct a study of the national security interagency process. On February
22, 2008, the Department of Defense signed a collaborative agreement with the Center
for the Study of the Presidency to conduct the study through its sponsorship of the Project
on National Security Reform. Both Congress and the executive branch understand the
requirement for better national security system performance, and the Project on National
Security Reform has been given the tremendous responsibility of pointing an effective
way forward.

1. Purpose and Scope of the Study

As Winston Churchill remarked long ago, “There is nothing wrong with change, if it is in
the right direction.” The purpose of the Project on National Security Reform study is to
point the right direction for national security reform and chart a course toward that end.
The legislation mandating this study captures the scope of the effort:

A study on the national security interagency system, to include the
structures, mechanisms, and processes by which the departments,
agencies, and elements of the Federal Government that have national
security missions integrate their policies, capabilities, expertise, and
activities to accomplish such missions, and any recommendations for
changes to the national security interagency system.”

The Department of Defense’s cooperative agreement with the Project on National
Security Reform also specifies that the study will examine national security structures,
mechanisms, and processes in light of the external challenges facing the United States in
the twenty-first century. The scope of the study is thus limited to how the government
currently uses institutions and processes to integrate the elements of national power. The
study does not evaluate the performance of individual departments and agencies except to
better explain overall system performance, and particularly how individual departments
or agencies participate in interagency activities. Similarly, the study does not address
specific policy issues, such as the importance of China, space, cyber defense or the
rebalancing of military and civilian capabilities. Only where these issues intersect with
an explanation of current system performance are they raised.

* National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008. Pub L. 110-181. January 28, 2008.
Stat. 122.317



INTRODUCTION

2. Organization of the Study

The project’s study is modeled in part on the historic Goldwater-Nichols legislation,
which transformed the American military and gave it unprecedented world-class
capability for joint warfare. By means of rigorous examination of the origins, history,
and performance of the national security system, our study identified problems that
impede the nation’s ability to integrate and resource well the elements of national power.
The study, conducted by PNSR’s Directorate for Research and Analysis, included ten
working groups: Case Studies, Vision, Processes, Structure, Human Capital, Resources,
Knowledge Management, Congress and Other Oversight, Overarching Issues, and a Core
Study team. These working groups have drawn upon more than 300 national security
professionals working in collaborative relationships from an array of think tanks,
universities, and companies, including private intellectuals, current and former
practitioners, former national leaders, military officers, and government personnel. The
Core Study team coordinated and integrated the working groups.

In addition to these primary study groups, the Project on National Security Reform has
other working groups that are contributing to the project’s knowledge base and study.
For example, the Legal Working Group has researched broad legal issues, as well as
specific issues raised by the project’s study working groups. Typical legal issues raised
have included the legal relationship between the National Security Council (NSC) and
Homeland Security Council (HSC), malleability of interagency personnel policies, legal
framework for information sharing, and provisions in law regarding the integration of
public diplomacy across the national security system.

The project’s Guiding Coalition is a group of twenty-two distinguished Americans with
extensive service in the public and private sectors that set strategic direction for the
project and guided the study. These individuals ensured a comprehensive and bipartisan
view of major issues and will help communicate the ultimate findings and proposals of
the project to national constituencies and the general public. The project’s Executive
Secretariat provided policy direction to the study effort and managed the entire project.
PNSR’s Directorate for Political and Legal Affairs has responsibility for gaining statutory
and regulatory approval of the study’s recommendations.

3. Study Methodology

The study has four tasks. It 1) examines the history and underlying assumptions of the
national security system to determine how it took its current form; 2) identifies problems,
their causes, and their consequences; 3) develops a range of alternative solutions and
evaluates them; and 4) makes appropriate recommendations.

1. History of the national security system in its current form: The history of the
system drew largely upon secondary literature and first person accounts from
senior participants. The analysis identified the critical assumptions that informed
the creation of the national security system, and charted the evolution of the
current structure and processes. Past reform efforts and their effects were
considered as well. Doing so increased the likelihood that the project would
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succeed in identifying core problems and the most effective means of resolving
them. An extensive review of existing literature was conducted and a
comprehensive bibliography was prepared.

. Problems, their causes, and their consequences: The majority of the study effort

was devoted to identifying problems. The Case Studies Working Group
developed a comprehensive statement of problems inhibiting interagency
collaboration and unity of effort based on past behavior. It developed 100 case
studies, summarizing existing scholarship and commissioning original case
studies while using a common methodology. The case studies collectively resolve
whether and to what extent the U.S. government has a problem integrating all
elements of national power for maximum efficiency and effectiveness. Each case
study answered four fundamental questions:

e Did the government have a discernable strategy for solving the national
security problem, or did it pursue an ad hoc effort?

o If there was a strategy, did it require interagency collaboration for
successful execution and, if so, to what extent?

e Assuming closer interagency collaboration was necessary, to what extent
did it occur? To the extent it did not occur, why not?

e What were the consequences of less than desirable interagency
collaboration?

The study’s other working groups delved deeper into problem identification and
analysis in their respective areas. Each working group’s assessment of problems
drew upon, and was broadly consistent with, the case-study research. The
findings and recommendations of all working groups were then integrated to
ensure that the working groups benefited from each other’s insights. Diverse
opinions were treated as hypotheses until the study team could thoroughly
evaluate arguments and evidence to arrive at the most objective conclusions.
During problem identification, the working groups:

e Developed working assumptions, including definitions of terms
e Collected data, previous research, and best-informed opinions

o Explicitly identified problems to be solved and the characteristics of a
solution

o Identified necessary prerequisites for success in obtaining desired
outcomes

¢ Isolated the most important impediments to successful outcomes
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3. A-range of solutions: This portion of the study examined diverse solutions to the
problems and advanced a range of solutions, but it included only those that would
redress the identified problems. The working groups commissioned papers, held
seminars, researched past national security reform studies, and participated in
conferences to solicit expert opinions on the range and applicability of plausible
solutions. Each working group then compared its findings with those of the other
working groups to identify overlapping issues. Working collaboratively, the
working group leaders then:

o Developed national security system attributes that would correct existing
deficiencies and correspond to changes in the security environment

¢ Evaluated the efficacy of the alternative solution sets for solving the core
problems identified by applying them in nine alternative future scenarios®

e Evaluated the consistency of the alternative solutions sets with the system
imperatives

4. Appropriate recommendations: Working group leaders then developed the
preferred set of solutions to the core problems and identified the advantages and
disadvantages of alternative solution sets. Each working group also developed
more detailed recommended solutions to problems identified in their respective
areas. Collaboration among working groups helped promote coherency across the
recommendations of the nine working groups. The working group leaders
integrated the diverse findings and oversaw the drafting of the final
recommendations based on those findings.

Throughout this process, the Guiding Coalition received regular briefings on progress and
individual products, engaged in thorough discussions, reviewed and commented on
working group products, and responded with clarifying guidance as required.

4. Conclusion

Only insightful description and penetrating explanations for current performance will
inspire sufficient confidence to act on the study’s prescriptions. With this in mind,
leaders of the Project on National Security Reform set stringent requirements for the
study. First, they required an accurate description of the national security system that
simplifies the large and complex establishment and its processes, yet rings true to
practitioners with decades of experience in the system. Second, they required an
interdisciplinary explanation for system performance that is informed by advances in
organizational knowledge while accounting for the unique dimensions of the national
security discipline. To meet these requirements, the report is organized around typical
organization and management concepts but uses numerous examples, quotations, and
vignettes from the national security experience to illustrate its findings.

® The results of testing our solutions in the nine future scenarios will be published as a separate
PNSR document.
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In summary, the project’s two metrics for analytic success are whether the study 1)
succeeds in identifying core problems and their root causes rather than peripheral
impediments or mere symptoms of problems and 2) produces solutions that are tightly
and logically linked to those problems rather than just a list of plausible, but not
compelling, options for reform. The Project on National Security Reform asserts that this
study of the national security system meets these criteria for success, and moreover, that
it builds upon a growing body of evidence and analysis that support the need for systemic
reform.

B. Reform Trends

During July 2007, the Project on National Security Reform held the plenary session of its
conference on the sixtieth anniversary of the passage of the National Security Act of
1947. This historic legislation constituted a wholesale reform of U.S. government
national security functions, incorporating lessons from World War 11 and anticipating the
post-war security environment. The architects of the 1947 act drew upon a few studies
and reform proposals that predate victory in World War 11, but they were more influenced
by the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor and integration challenges during World War II.
U.S. leadership has tinkered with the results of the 1947 act almost since its inception,
amending the national security apparatus numerous times. Since the end of the Cold
War, however, momentum toward more systematic overhaul has grown.

1. Early Cold War Reforms (1945-1968)

At first glance, it might seem as if the national security system is constantly evolving.
Over the past six decades, there have been hundreds of major and minor reforms as well
as numerous commission reports and studies.

Beginning in February 1949, the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch
of the Government, also known as the Hoover Commission, recommended several major
reforms, including further clarifying and strengthening the secretary of defense’s
authority in the national military establishment (which would become the Department of
Defense) and improved “[t]eamwork throughout the National Security Organization.”®
The National Security Act Amendments of 1949 captured the Hoover Commission’s
recommendations.

A series of presidential reorganization plans during the administrations of Presidents
Harry S. Truman and Dwight D. Eisenhower brought further changes. For example,
Truman’s Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1949 moved the National Security Council and
National Security Resources Board (NSRB) into the Executive Office of the President.
Eisenhower disbanded the NSRB, most functions of which—including NSC
membership—had already transferred to the Office of Defense Mobilization, pursuant to
his Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1953. That same year, in order to increase the
independence of public diplomacy efforts and separate them from the State Department’s

® C. R. Niklason, “Organization for National Security,” Publication No. L52-5 (Washington:
Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 1951) 4.
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private diplomacy function, Eisenhower created the United States Information Agency
under Reorganization Plan No. 8. In 1958, Eisenhower used another reorganization plan’
to vest the Office of Defense Mobilization’s NSC membership and other statutory powers
in the president.

With respect to the president’s oversight of intelligence, Eisenhower’s Executive Order
10656 established the Board of Consultants on Foreign Intelligence Activities. Although
this entity expired at the end of the Eisenhower administration, other presidents saw the
merits of such advisory assistance.® In 1960, the Senate Subcommittee on National
Policy Machinery, also known as the Jackson Subcommittee, released its first reports on
suggested national security system reforms. Kennedy adopted some of these reforms in
1961, and President Lyndon B. Johnson maintained them during his presidency. Among
Kennedy’s actions was the reduction in NSC staff size and the elimination of
Eisenhower’s NSC Planning Board and the Operations Coordinating Board. This left
Kennedy and his successor with a leaner and less formal NSC system.

Foreign assistance-related studies in 1959 and 1960 preceded the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 and the establishment of the U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID). The studies included reports by the Draper Commission, Stanford Research
Institute, Brookings Institution, Ford Foundation, and International Cooperation
Administration. The creation of USAID unified various functions of the International
Cooperation Administration, Development Loan Fund, Export-Import Bank, and
Department of Agriculture.

2. Late Cold War Reforms (1968—1991)

In June 1975, the Commission on the Organization of the Government for the Conduct of
Foreign Policy, also known as the Murphy Commission, issued a report critical of
enhanced NSC staff roles and Henry Kissinger’s simultaneous service as national
security advisor and secretary of state. The report included a few proposed new NSC
structures to integrate economic and national security policy considerations and
coordination. Although President Gerald Ford did end the dual-hatting of the national
security advisor and secretary of state, he vetoed a bill that would have amended the 1947
act to add the secretary of the treasury as a statutory member of the NSC. Concerned
about Congress’s investigations of the intelligence community and its practices, Ford
reorganized the intelligence community.® This reorganization reaffirmed the NSC’s
control over foreign intelligence, eliminated and replaced existing oversight offices, and

" United States, and Dwight D. Eisenhower, Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958: Message from the
President of the United States Transmitting Reorganization Plan No. 1, Providing New Arrangements for
the Conduct of Federal Defense Mobilization and Civil Defense Functions, (Washington: U.S. G.P.O.)
1958.

® President John F. Kennedy’s Executive Order 10938 created the President’s Foreign Intelligence
Advisory Board (PFIAB). President Jimmy Carter disbanded it in 1977, but President Ronald Reagan
reconstituted it in 1981, and President George H.W. Bush recently renamed it the President’s Intelligence
Advisory Board.

° Gerald R. Ford, United States Foreign Intelligence Activities, Executive Order 11905, 19
February 1978, 30 September 2008 <http://www.ford.utexas.edu/LIBRARY /speeches/760110e.htm>.
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created a mechanism to review the legality and suitability of intelligence community
operations.

Years later, under Reagan, the Iran-Contra controversy led to the Report of the
President’s Special Review Board, known as the Tower Commission after its chairman,
former Senator John Tower (R-TX), which proffered a set of best practices for NSC
organization. Most of the Tower Commission recommendations were adopted at the end
of the Reagan administration, further solidified by the administration of President George
H.W. Bush, and continued by the two subsequent administrations.

3. Post-Cold War Reforms (1991-2001)

The end of the Cold War stimulated numerous examinations of how the United States
should restructure various components of its national security apparatus and associated
activities. In April 1991, President George H.W. Bush created an independent, bipartisan
task force to study and make recommendations on how to reorganize and restructure U.S.
government international broadcasting for the post-Cold War world.° The International
Broadcasting Act of 1994 consolidated all nonmilitary U.S. government international
broadcasting within the U.S. Information Agency (USIA). That same year, bills
sponsored by Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC), Representative Benjamin Gilman (R-NY),
and Vice President Al Gore’s National Performance Review each focused on merging
USAID, USIA, and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) into the State
Department. Eventually, the Foreign Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act of 1998
merged USIA and ACDA into the State Department, while making USAID a statutory
agency under the authority and guidance of the secretary of state. In 1997, President
William J. Clinton issued Presidential Decision Directive (PDD) 56, which focused on
improving interagency management of complex contingency operations. In addition,
President Clinton, convinced that economic security deserved more attention, established
the National Economic Council early in his tenure as president.™

The statutory and other reforms undertaken during the Clinton and Bush administrations
are indicative of changes in the post-Cold War security environment, but they also reflect
a series of influential post-Cold War national security reform studies. In December 1997,
the National Defense Panel published “Transforming Defense—National Security in the
21st Century.” Although the report focused on Department of Defense (DoD) reforms, it
recognized that defense “is but one element of the broader national security structure. If
we are to succeed in meeting the challenges of the future, the entire U.S. national security
structure must become more integrated, coherent, and proactive.”12 The report further
observed that “[t]he national security structures laid out by the 1947 National Security

1% James Wood, History of International Broadcasting: Volume 2, (London: Institution of
Electrical Engineers, 1999) 34.

I William J. Clinton, Establishment of the National Economic Council, Executive Order 12835,
25 January 1993, 30 September 2008 < http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-
orders/pdf/12835.pdf>.

'2 United States, Transforming Defense: National Security in the 21st Century: Report of the
National Defense Panel. (Arlington, VA: The Panel, 1997) 30 September 2008, Introduction <
http://www.fas.org/man/docs/ndp/index.html>.
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Act have served us well over the past 50 years. It is time, however, to think through what
changes are necessary and to update accordingly.”™® Shortly after the National Defense
Panel’s report, the secretary of defense chartered the U.S. Commission on National
Security/21st Century (USCNS/21), also known as the Hart-Rudman Commission. A
series of three reports were released by the Hart-Rudman Commission in 1999, 2000, and
2001. The commission’s Phase III report concluded that the United States “must
redesign not just individual departments and agencies but its national security apparatus
as a whole. Serious deficiencies exist that cannot be solved by a piecemeal approatch.”14
Among the Hart-Rudman Commission recommendations was creation of a homeland
security agency. A variation on this commission’s recommendation eventually was
enacted in the wake of 9/11.

Since the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, congressional leaders also have pushed for
fundamental reassessments of the Cold War national security system.* Early in the
1990s, congressional interest centered on how to shape traditional military elements of
national power for new challenges, ideally at the most efficient resource funding levels.
Legislative attention later focused on the government’s ability to cohesively apply the
broader suite of U.S. powers. Recent years have brought more intense focus on the
efficacy of the entire system, as the importance of proactive engagement and the price of
failure have become increasingly clear.

a. Early Post-Cold War Defense Reform

As the threat to NATO dissipated, first from the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and then
the collapse of the Soviet Union, senior members of Congress began to advocate a
fundamental review of U.S. national security. Beginning in late 1989, the chairmen of
the House and Senate Armed Services Committees, Representative Les Aspin (D-WI)
and Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA), respectively advocated substantive but reasoned
reductions in U.S. forces, particularly those stationed in Western Europe. In the first half
of 1992, Aspin introduced a series of white papers exploring the future challenges to U.S.
security and proposing a set of force posture options to address those challenges. Nunn
pushed for a more thorough reevaluation of the nation’s military requirements, calling in
a speech on the Senate floor for a “no-holds-barred, everything-on-the-table” review of
Service roles and missions: “We must reshape, reconfigure, and modernize our overall
forces—not just make them smaller. We must find the best way to provide a fighting
force in tfllg future that is not bound by the constraints of the roles and missions outlined
in 1948.”

" Ibid.

 United States Commission on National Security/21st Century, Road Map for National Security
Imperative for Change: the Phase 111 Report of the U.S. Commission on National Security/21st Century.
(Washington: The Commission, 2001) 30 September 2008
<http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/nssg/phasel I fr.pdf> 47.

1> This section draws upon a research paper produced for PNSR by Martin Hrivnak,
“Congressional Interest in National Security Reform.”

16 Sam Nunn, Speech, DoD Must Thoroughly Overhaul Services’ Roles and Missions,
(Washington: Address to U.S. Senate) 2 July 1992, 30 September 2008 < http://www.airforce-
magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Documents/2006/June%202006/0606keeperfull.pdf>.
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When the Clinton administration selected Aspin to be its first secretary of defense, he and
his staff conducted a review of security requirements, but it did not satisfy Congress.
Congressional advocates of reform renewed efforts to impose change from the outside.
The FY 1994 National Defense Authorization Act directed the establishment of an
independent Commission on Roles and Missions of the Armed Forces (CORM). The
output of the CORM also failed to meet the expectations of many members of Congress
for a dramatic reevaluation of defense organization and management. The CORM report
narrowed its focus from the expansive authorization act language on reassessing the
allocation of “roles, missions, and functions” to more limited reforms that would permit
DoD elements to work together more cohesively.!” However, the commission promoted
a reform with a broader scope than many in Congress anticipated by recommending a
quadrennial strategy review, which it envisioned as a National Security Council-led
interagency project to be conducted at the beginning of each new administration or as
necessary. The commission thought the review should assess

recent and anticipated geopolitical and policy changes, technological
developments, opportunities for shaping the security environment, the
plausible range of DoD budget levels and a robust set of force and
capability options. We also suggest a different force planning concept that
evaluates various force/capability mixes possible at each of several
different funding levels to determine relative value across the spectrum of
possible contingencies.'®

b. Congress Weighs In on Broader Defense Reform Issues

Congress first included a requirement for a quadrennial study in the FY 1997 National
Defense Authorization Act. The act cited the “pace of global change” as requiring a
“new, comprehensive assessment of the defense strategy of the United States and the
force structure of the Armed Forces required to meet the threats to the United States in
the twenty-first century.”™® Although the CORM recommended a quadrennial strategy
review managed at the interagency level, the authorization act mandated a narrower
quadrennial defense review (QDR) to be conducted by the secretary of defense, in
consultation with the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. By this time, after years of
trying to prompt the defense bureaucracy to substantially reform itself without success,
Congress established a parallel assessment, the National Defense Panel, to serve as a
check on the Pentagon effort. It was tasked with providing an analysis that would be
“more comprehensive than prior assessments of the force structure, extend beyond the
quadrennial defense review, and explore innovative and forward-thinking ways of

" Douglas C. Lovelace, Unification of the United States Armed Forces Implementing the 1986
Department of Defense Reorganization Act, (Carlisle Barracks, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army
War College, 1996) <http://purl.access.gpo.gov/GPO/LPS12785> 38.

'8 United States, Directions for Defense, (Arlington, VA: The Commission, 1995), Executive
Summary.

9 United States, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 Conference Report (to
Accompany H.R. 3230), (Washington: U.S. G.P.O., 1996) Section 922.
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meeting such challenges.””® Congress put the emphasis on the need for stark choices,
emphasizing the word “variety” in the authorization act.

The National Defense Panel’s output went further toward satisfying Congress’s intent
than the first QDR report (delivered to Congress in 1997). It argued that defense
planning was seeking to minimize risk to the United States from current threats, while
neglecting to position the country for potential long-term challenges. Unlike previous
post-Cold War studies of defense requirements, the National Defense Panel report
adopted a broadened view of national security and concluded that changes were
necessary across government to leverage all elements of national power against future
challenges. In addition to reshaping the nation’s military forces, a need existed to “look
at the best way to change and integrate alliance structures, the intelligence structure, and
the interagency process to better employ our forces and capabilities to meet the
challenges of the future.”**

Widening the scope of national security—and consequently the institutional targets for
reform—would also become the major theme of the decade’s last major review of post-
Cold War requirements, the Hart-Rudman report. Named after Senators Gary Hart (D-
CO) and Warren Rudman (R-NH), the report predicted that “terrorists, and other
disaffected groups will acquire weapons of mass destruction and mass disruption, and
some will use them. Americans will likely die on American soil, possibly in large
numbers.” As noted above, some recommendations from the Hart-Rudman report were
adopted after 9/11.

Congress scrutinized intelligence as well. The chairmen of the House and Senate
Intelligence Committees, Representative Dave McCurdy (D-OK) and Senator David
Boren (D-OK), separately offered proposals in early 1992 for completely restructuring
the intelligence community.??> Their common themes included the creation of a director
for national intelligence with the authority to transfer personnel, reprogram funds, and
task agencies across existing bureaucratic lines. Although the most significant of the
McCurdy and Boren proposals did not make it into law, there remained in Congress
substantial concern that the intelligence community was not properly organized for new
challenges. The FY 1995 Intelligence Authorization bill established a Commission on
the Roles and Capabilities of the U.S. Intelligence Community to review the
appropriateness of the intelligence structure for the post-Cold War environment. The
staff of the House Intelligence Committee concurrently conducted the Intelligence
Community in the 21st Century (1C21) study, which also produced proposals for major
restructuring and realignment of authorities.?

2 Ipid.

21 United States, Transforming Defense, 61.

“?Richard A. Best, Proposals for Intelligence Reorganization, 1949-2004, (Washington:
Congressional Information Service, Library of Congress, 2004) 29.

% Ibid. 30.
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4. Post-9/11 Reforms (2001—-Present)

The terrorist attacks of 9/11 ushered in additional reform studies. On July 22, 2004, the
National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States released its report,
better known as the “9/11 Commission Report.” The report noted that the “attacks
showed, emphatically, that ways of doing business rooted in a different era are just not
good enough. Americans should not settle for incremental, ad hoc adjustments to a
system designed generations ago for a world that no longer exists.”**

President George W. Bush oversaw additional national security system reforms following
the 9/11 attacks. The Office of Homeland Security and the Homeland Security Council
were established in October 2001.% A vear later, the Homeland Security Act of 2002
codified the HSC and created the Department of Homeland Security. The war on terror
and concern about its progress led to other reform studies and initiatives. Congress
requested an “Advisory Group on Public Diplomacy in the Arab and Muslim World” to
study the Department of State’s public diplomacy efforts in those regions and recommend
improvements. The group operated as a subcommittee of the U.S. Advisory Commission
on Public Diplomacy, a bipartisan panel created by Congress and appointed by the
president to provide oversight of U.S. government public diplomacy activities. The
group’s report®® was released in October 2003. It outlined problems with the United
States’s public diplomacy efforts and offered solutions to fix them.

Congress’s interest in national security reform following 9/11 differed in several ways
from the reform concerns of the 1990s. First, the imperative to find savings from a
defense budget perceived to be bloated was muted. Concerns still abound that U.S.
military forces are excessively structured for major traditional war, but calls to reshape
those forces to deal better with stability operations, homeland defense, and combating
terrorism are predominantly strategy, not budget, driven. Second, the segment of
Congress engaged on national security issues is much larger than during the 1990s, when
domestic policy was ascendant. Congressional interest now focuses on how to make the
various pieces of government work better together, rather than just how to restructure the
military. Major development over the past several years—including 9/11, the Iraq war
and its aftermath, prolonged conflict in Afghanistan, and the response to Hurricane
Katrina—underlined for many members of Congress the importance of integrating all
aspects of national power.

Among the structural changes to the national security system enacted by Congress was
the creation of a Cabinet level Department of Homeland Security in spite of an initially

2 National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States, The 9/11 Commission
Report: Final Report of the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States. (New York:
Norton, 2004) 399.

% George W. Bush, Establishing Office of Homeland Security, Executive Order 13228, 8 October
2008, 30 September 2008 < http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011008-2.html>.

% Edward P. Djerejian, Changing Minds, Winning Peace: A New Strategic Direction for U.S.
Public Diplomacy in the Arab & Muslim World, (Washington: Report of the Advisory Group on Public
Diplomacy for the Arab and Muslim World) 1 October 2003, 30 September 2008
<http://www.ford.utexas.edu/LIBRARY /speeches/760110e.htm>.
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reluctant administration. Congress also played the principal role in creating the National
Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States and then in enacting many of its
recommendations. It overcame a resistant Pentagon to establish a director of national
intelligence with greater authority over all the agencies of the intelligence community.
Congressional support also is generating some of the recent expert community analysis of
the national security system. For instance, Congress funded three phases of the Center
for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) Beyond Goldwater-Nichols project.

In advance of the 2008 elections Congress increased its efforts to force rethinking about
security and defense requirements and how the U.S. government is organized for those
purposes. The FY 2008 Defense Authorization Act directed the Pentagon to revisit the
distribution of roles and missions among the services and defense agencies every four
years, with the first review to take place in 2008, positioning its findings to influence the
next QDR.?" A temporary Roles and Missions Panel of the House Armed Services
Committee examined similar issues at both the department and interagency levels.?®
Congress also mandated that the next administration carry out the third fundamental
review of the nation’s nuclear posture since the end of the Cold War, establishing and
directing the Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States to provide
independent analysis and recommendations.

Also reflecting experience from the war on terror, in July 2004, the Office of the
Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization was created within the State Department
with the intent that it would “lead, coordinate and institutionalize U.S. Government
civilian capacity to prevent or prepare for post-conflict situations” like those encountered
following the wars in Afghanistan and Irag. The following year, Bush further
strengthened the attempt to improve postconflict interagency activities by issuing
National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD)-44, which officially superseded
Clinton’s PDD 56. Among other things, the directive designated the secretary of state as
the coordinator for all interagency efforts focused on reconstruction and stabilization.
Also, in the summer of 2004, Bush signed four executive orders designed to strengthen
the intelligence community. Many of the provisions of these orders were later codified or
superseded by the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004, which also
created the Office of the Director of National Intelligence.

Building on the theme of a new era, other studies explored the dynamics of the new
environment and offered additional reform proposals. The Princeton Project on National
Security published its final report in the fall of 2006, recommending a new national
security strategy that would cover the new, more diverse range of security challenges.
The CSIS Beyond Goldwater Nichols project, mentioned above, is a four-phase study on
“reforms for organizing both the U.S. military and national security apparatus to meet
21st century challenges.”” The Phase Il report includes numerous recommendations
with the unifying theme of addressing how to “get the many disparate parts of the U.S.

2" United States, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008: Conference Report to
Accompany H.R. 1585, (Washington: U.S. G.P.O., 2007) Section 941.

%8 United States Congress, House Committee on Armed Services, Panel on Roles and Missions,
Initial Perspectives, (Washington: U.S. G.P.O., 2008) 5.

9 CSIS Website, 30 September 2008 <http://www.csis.org/isp/bgn>.
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national security structure to work together, in both planning and execution.”®® Inside the
U.S. government, Project Horizon began in 2005 with the purpose of developing
“realistic interagency strategies” and identifying “capabilities...to prepare for the
unforeseen threats and opportunities that will face the nation over the next 20 years.
Although the project concluded most of its work by mid-May 2006, other more narrowly
focused studies benefited from some of its insights, such as CSIS’s Embassy of the
Future project, which released its report in 2007.

931

Finally, the ongoing operations in Afghanistan and Irag have generated numerous studies,
many of which conclude that the U.S. government is not able to get its various national
security organizations to work together well enough. For example, the 2006 Irag Study
Group report included recommended organizational changes to the U.S. national security
system, such as the creation of a position to oversee economic reconstruction, enhanced
chief-of-mission budget authority, flexibility for security assistance programs and for
mixing U.S. and international donor funds, and personnel education and training matters.
The Iraq Study Group report also included a sweeping recommendation that went well
beyond the subject of Iraq:

For the longer term, the United States government needs to improve how
its constituent agencies—Defense, State, Agency for International
Development, Treasury, Justice, the intelligence community, and others—
respond to a complex stability operation like that represented by this
decade’s Iraq and Afghanistan wars and the previous decade’s operations
in the Balkans. They need to train for, and conduct, joint operations across
agency boundaries, following the Goldwater-Nichols model that has
proved so successful in the U.S. armed services.*

Expert opinion in Congress, the Executive Branch and the national security community
more broadly, as well as recent experience, point to the same conclusion; that the United
States needs broader national security reform, and that it should improve the ability of
diverse national security organizations to collaborate.

5. Emerging Consensus on the Need for Systemic Reform

National security experts in Congress, the federal government, and academia generally
agree that the United States has failed to sufficiently integrate diplomatic, military,
economic, and other elements of national power, primarily because its various national
security organizations are not well incentivized to collaborate. Senator John Warner (R-
VA) voiced this sentiment in a letter to White House Chief of Staff Andrew Card when
he wrote that “our mission in Iraq and Afghanistan requires coordinated and integrated

% Clark A. Murdock, Michele A. Flournoy, and Mac Bollman, Beyond Goldwater-Nichols: U.S.
Government and Defense Reform for a New Strategic Era, Phase 2 Report, (Washington: Center for
Strategic and International Studies, 2005) 6.

%1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental Futures | Office of Science Policy | US
EPA, 30 September 2008 < http://www.epa.gov/OSP/efuture.htm>.

%2 Iraq Study Group (U.S.), James Addison Baker, Lee Hamilton, and Lawrence S. Eagleburger,
The Iraq Study Group Report, (New York: Vintage Books, 2006) 61.
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action among all federal departments and agencies of our government. This mission has
revealed that our government is not adequately organized to conduct interagency
operations.”® Other congressional leaders, including Representatives Ike Skelton (D-
MO), Jim Marshall (D-GA), and Geoff Davis (R-KY) have expressed similar views.3*

Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has been a major proponent of reform: “America’s
national security apparatus, military and civilian, needs to be more adept in operating
along a continuum involving military, political, and economic skills... Bureaucratic
barriers that hamper effective action should be rethought and reformed. The disparate
strands of our national security apparatus, civilian and military, should be prepared ahead
of time to deploy and operate together.”® General Wayne Downing, USA (Ret.)
similarly called attention to the inadequacy of the current system:

Over the years, the interagency system has become so lethargic and
dysfunctional that it inhibits the ability to apply the vast power of the U.S.
government on problems. You see this inability to synchronize in our
operations in Iraq and in Afghanistan, across our foreign policy, and in our
response to Katrina.*®

Former ambassadors James Dobbins, now with RAND, and David Abshire of the Center
for the Study of the Presidency, and many other national security scholars and
practitioners concur in this estimation.*’

Frequently, those calling for reform advocate legislation similar to the Goldwater-Nichols
Act of 1986, which required the different military services to cooperate more effectively.
The current interest is focused on improving integration of major national security
institutions like the Departments of State, Defense, Homeland Security, and others.

Many current and former senior military officers are especially inclined toward the
Goldwater-Nichols analogy. Admiral Edmund Giambastiani, recent vice chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, summarized this view:

%3 John Warner, letter to White House Chief of Staff Andrew Card, 15 March 2006

% Geoff Davis, National Security Inter-Agency Reform, Youtube.com, United States House of
Representatives, 7 February 2007, 30 September 2008 <
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MGC27Z1jQuo>; Jim Marshall, The Way Forward in Iraq,
(Washington: CSIS) 8 January 2007, 30 September 2008
<http://www.csis.org/media/csis/events/070108_iraq_forward.pdf>; Ike Skelton, Chairman Skelton on
Interagency Reform and National Security,US Army Combined Arms Center Guest Blog, 8 August 2008,
30 September 2008 < http://usacac.army.mil/BLOG/blogs/guestblog/archive/2008/08/18/chairman-skelton-
on-interagency-reform-and-national-security.aspx>.

* Robert Gates, Speech, Remarks as Delivered by Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates,
Manhattan, Kansas: Landon Lecture (Kansas State University), 26 November 2007, 30 September 2008 <
http://www.defenselink.mil/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=1199>.

% \Wayne Downing as quoted by Joseph Nye in “Leaders and Managers,” Project Syndicate, 1
May 2008, 30 September 2008 < http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/nye56>.

37 Center for the Study of the Presidency, Comprehensive Strategic Reform: A Panel Report for
the President and Congress, (Washington: Center for the Study of the Presidency, 2001). See also David
M. Abshire, A Call to Greatness: Challenging Our Next President, (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers, 2008); James Dobbins, "Who Lost Iraq?" Foreign Affairs 86.5 (September/October 2007): 61—
74.
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Goldwater-Nichols...proves its value as a model for improving integration
among disparate but related organizations that share a common goal.
DoD’s experience in implementing Goldwater-Nichols provides us with
particular insights into the challenges ahead, as we seek to expand that
success throughout the federal government.®

A variety of others, including Special Inspector General for Irag Reconstruction Stuart
Bowen, presidential candidates in 2008, and former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
General Peter Pace have made similar statements that support Goldwater-Nichols-like
legislation for national security reform.*

At the same time, some national security leaders question the necessity and adequacy of a
Goldwater-Nichols type of national security reform. Some suggest incremental reforms
may be sufficient. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice told the House Armed Services
Committee that she is

very much of the view that it is fine to think of trying to plan for the
reconstruction of the...interagency process. But really, we have gone a
long way to creating new tools of interagency coordination. They may
well have been born of necessity. They may well have been ad hoc in
character at first. But...it is often the case that that which is invented in
response to new and real on-the-ground contingencies turn out to be the
best institutions for the future.*

Others caution that internal U.S. reform efforts may fail to secure their desired effect if
they do not adequately address the challenge of working with other countries and
multilateral and non-governmental organizations.** Although experts may differ as to the

38 Admiral Edmund Giambastiani, Testimony, Admiral Edmund Giambastiani’s Testimony Before
House Armed Services Committee, Washington: testimony before the House Armed Services Committee, 4
April 2006.

% United States, Iraq Reconstruction: Lessons in Program and Project Management, (Arlington,
Va: Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction, 2007); John McCain, Speech, John McCain’s
Address to the Hudson Institute, Washington: Hudson Institute, 27 September 2007, 30 September 2008
<http://www.johnmccain.com/informing/news/speeches/e59e471a-5¢46-4682-9f28-e6e40e6dc1c0.htm>;
Peter Pace as quoted in Jim Garamone, “Pace Proposes Interagency Goldwater-Nichols Act,” American
Forces Press Service, 7 September 2004, 30 September 2008
<http://www.defenselink.mil/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=25384>; Mitt Romney, Speech, Rising to a New
Generation of Global Challenges, College Station, TX: George Bush Presidential Library Center, 10 April
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September 2008 < http://www.america.gov/st/texttrans-
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* Luigi Einaudi, Speech, U.S. Smart Power in the Americas: 2009 and Beyond, (Washington:
Center for Strategic and International Studies) 11 February 2008, 30 September 2008
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feasibility, scope, and appropriate method of ensuring this change, nearly all practitioners
agree—reform is imperative.

6. Building toward Systemic Reform

All reform studies and efforts since 1947, whether stimulated by Congress or undertaken
by the executive branch, express the common theme that change must be responsive to
the strategic environment. Initial post-Cold War emphasis on economic vitality, and the
hopeful assessment that the United States would enjoy a period of relative security, has
given way to deeper concerns that the national security system is increasingly unable to
keep pace with changes in the security environment. Particularly in the last decade,
reform studies and senior leader recommendations have consistently cited the need for
system-wide reform. Many experts in academia, the executive branch, and Congress
believe the nation has crossed a historical threshold where incremental and ad hoc
adjustments are no longer sufficient to defend and advance U.S. national security
interests. Before explaining why these experts are right, it is first necessary to describe
the current national security system and how it developed over the past sixty years.



PART Il: DESCRIPTION AND HISTORICAL
BACKGROUND OF THE SYSTEM

Components of the National Security System

The U.S. national security system is an enormous aggregate of interacting and
interdependent institutions with structural and functional relationships which must
function in a complex and dynamic environment. This environment includes a variety of
actors: other nation states, international organizations, and nonstate actors ranging from
nongovernmental organizations (NGOSs) to transnational terrorist networks.

The president is the key figure in the national security system. His ability to shape and
respond to a complex, rapidly changing security environment hinges on the effectiveness
of the national security system he oversees and directs. At the national level, the primary
purpose of the national security system is policymaking and execution. Component
functions include intelligence and warning, issue management, decision support,
capability building, and system management. The intelligence and warning function is
the foundation of presidential decision support, but the president must draw upon many
other institutions to manage national security issues. Once the president—or the
national or homeland security advisor acting on his behalf—identifies priority issues they
assign them to a person, group, or agency. The system must then oversee the progress of
those issues, from assessing relevant factors involved, to formulating policy and
following it through to its implementation.

Issue management occurs through a hierarchical system of interagency committees
(working groups, Deputies Committees, and Principals Committees, from lowest to
highest) and lead agencies or individuals, sometimes referred to as czars, or some
combination of these elements. Agencies, interagency committees, and czars are grouped
under or participate in three overarching councils, the National Security Council, the
Homeland Security Council, and the National Economic Council. Coordination with
state and local governments takes place through the homeland security council.

Since national-level structures cannot exercise sufficient day-to-day control over all
subordinate activities, regional-level structures (e.g., regional combatant commands)
manage interrelated and overlapping national security issues that extend beyond U.S.
boundaries. At the country level, the U.S. ambassador oversees the embassy and its
associated interagency missions. Effective issue management requires good decision
support. This type of support comes from two overlapping national security
communities: the intelligence community and the analytic community.

National security departments and agencies build the expertise and capabilities required
to conduct national security missions. Capability building may be defined as using
organizational authorities to generate capabilities sufficient to successfully execute
national security roles and missions. In addition to issue management (e.g., intelligence
and warning and decision support) and capability building, the president and his security
advisors are also responsible for national security system management. This requires
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ensuring that all elements of the system work well together to achieve desired outcomes.
The demands of issue management often displace system management.

The performance of the U.S. national security system is independently assessed by
Congress. Assessments range from reviews of component performance to scrutinizing the
outcomes of missions. In addition to Congress, other agencies act as external auditors of
mission efficiency and effectiveness, such as the Government Accountability Office and
the Office of Management and Budget.

History of the National Security System

Even before World War | some people understood the extent to which the government
found it difficult to integrate the elements of national power. This awareness increased
as the twentieth century progressed, as did efforts to improve coordination and
integration. All of these efforts aimed to improve integration either within one functional
area (e.g., defense, with the establishment of the Department of Defense) or among the
departments involved in a specific mission (e.g., complex contingency operations, with
the creation of the Clinton administration’s Executive Committee).

Failures of coordination have led presidents to draw authority into the White House and
created a burdensome span of control for the president. Presidents are able, at best, to
integrate or coordinate responses to only a few problems. New administrations often
vow to delegate national security responsibilities back to departments and agencies or to
give integration authority to various councils and committees, but then find that these
options fail to produce the required level of cooperation. History demonstrates that
presidents have no effective way to delegate authority for integration of department and
agency efforts, and that responsibility ends up back on White House shoulders.

Along with this dramatic oscillation between centralization and dispersion of authority,
the constant but superficial adjustments administrations make to accommodate
differences in decision-making styles give the impression that the national security system
is flexible. Actually it is rigid. The basic system has not changed since 1947, and it
cannot generate new levels of performance in response to new demands. Instead, the
system is only capable of innumerable minor adjustments that, once tried, are found
wanting. Both the changes in the security environment and the history of attempts to
respond to those changes indicate that the limits of the current system have been reached,
and that something different is now necessary.

7 7 7
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We came to the conclusion—soon confirmed by experience—that any
extended military effort required over-all coordinated control in order to get
the most out of the three armed forces....but we never had comparable
unified direction or command in Washington. And even in the field our
unity of operations was greatly impaired by the differences in training, in
doctrine, in communication systems, and in supply and distribution systems
that stemmed from the division of leadership in Washington.

-- Harry S. Truman
President of the United States

A. Components of the National Security System
1. Introduction

The U.S. national security system is an enormous aggregate of interacting, interrelated,
and interdependent institutions with structural and functional relationships that form a
complex whole. For example, during the first year of the George W. Bush
administration, the National Security Council (NSC) included six regional committees
and eleven policy committees covering diverse topics from counterterrorism to the global
environment. The diplomatic community includes 305 embassies, consulates, and
diplomatic missions around the globe;** the defense community includes seventeen
defense agencies, nine unified combatant commands, and seven “field activities”—
complete with news service and healthcare establishment; the intelligence community
includes sixteen separate government agencies; and the department of homeland security
encompasses twenty-two formerly separate government agencies and cooperates with
tens of thousands of state and local authorities across the country. Overall, the federal
government portion of the system includes approximately 4 million personnel—not
counting those from the private sector who support the system—and continues to grow in
size and complexity.*®

To fully describe how all of the people and organizations interact is beyond the scope of
this report. However, it is possible to describe the essential components of the system, its
institutions and functions, and the way it responds to presidential direction. The place to
begin is by describing how new administrations interact with the security environment.
They enter office with worldviews and national security agendas reinforced by election
success. They attempt to implement their agendas with the assistance of departments and

“2U.S. Department of State, 30 September 2008 <http://www.usembassy.gov>.

43 Approximately 1.4 million active-duty uniformed military personnel, another 1.4 million
military reserves, and the civilian and uniformed staff of other agencies like the Coast Guard, CIA, NSA,
etc. Edward F. Bruner, "Military Forces: What Is the Appropriate Size for the United States?" CRS Report
for Congress, 24 January 2006, 21August 2008 <http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/crs/rs21754.pdf>.
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agencies already at work on problems carried over from previous administrations. As
presidents confront the reality that the security environment is difficult to shape and
capable of rapid changes, they sometimes must adjust their plans, preconceptions, and
preferred policies. They do so through the national security system, which they direct
and shape over the course of their term of office.

For example, when William J. Clinton became president, his administration intended to
better support and use the United Nations’ (UN) role as an international peacekeeper and
humanitarian aid provider. As Clinton’s senior officials took their new positions, they
reviewed the policy process and created working groups to which all of the relevant
departments and agencies sent representatives. The purpose of these working groups was
to codify new presidential direction on peacekeeping and humanitarian operations.

During the U.S.-backed UN intervention in Somalia, the Clinton administration used the
policy mechanisms it inherited from President George H. W. Bush. Officials in the State
Department and the Department of Defense provided their recommendations through
interagency working groups and, ultimately, to the president. The president’s direction
came down through these committees and went out to the field. Throughout, U.S.
government officials discussed Somalia with officials at the UN and in other
governments. Informal contact occurred among officials in Washington, Somalia, and
the UN headquarters as well.

As the national security system worked on policy, events on the ground in Somalia
followed their own course. A humanitarian relief effort became mired in a political
struggle between the UN and rival armed factions in Somalia. Violence ensued,
culminating in an attack on UN peacekeepers. UN requests for additional U.S. forces
came through the regional combatant commander and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Both the
secretary of defense and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved the request to
deploy additional U.S. forces. A series of small engagements eventually culminated in a
prolonged, bloody gunfight during which eighteen Americans and hundreds of Somalis
died. The event forced the Clinton administration to substantially modify its nascent
policy on the United Nations and peacekeeping operations.

As events in Somalia unfolded, the Clinton administration was dealt another
peacekeeping problem: ethnic strife in the Balkans. Attention fixed initially on Bosnia
and the fighting there between Serbs and Bosnians and Croats. As this conflict unfolded,
U.S. officials realized that a province of Serbia, Kosovo, populated largely by ethnic
Albanians, loomed as another probable flashpoint. Before leaving office in December
1992, President Bush had warned the Serbian leader, Slobodan Milosevic, that the United
States was prepared to use military force against Serbs in Kosovo and Serbia if they
instigated conflict in Kosovo.

The Clinton administration reiterated these warnings; however, internal pressure for
Kosovar independence led to increasing problems. Intelligence reports tracked the
growing conflict. After several years of conflict, the interagency working group
responsible for the Balkans noted the pending escalation and prepared options for senior
leaders. The White House, in turn, adjusted policy and increased both contact with and
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pressure on Milosevic. Despite this, beginning in early 1998, the Serbs escalated their
violence in Kosovo. Finally, U.S.-led allied bombing and the threat of invasion
convinced Milosevic to call off his forces.

George W. Bush took office in 2001 promising changes in national security, including a
reduction in U.S. support to “nation building” efforts. In the midst of internal policy
reviews—and withdrawal from various international peacekeeping efforts—the 9/11
terrorist attacks occurred. From that moment, the preeminent focus of the president and
his Cabinet was on national security. The National Security Council developed policies
that would guide America’s response to the ruling Taliban authority in Afghanistan,
where al-Qaeda was based.

What followed was a combination of diplomacy, consultation with other countries, and a
presidential ultimatum to Afghanistan to turn over the terrorists they harbored “or share
their fate.”** When the Taliban refused the U.S. demands to surrender al-Qaeda leader
Osama bin Laden, U.S. forces entered Afghanistan and, supporting Afghan tribes who
had been resisting Taliban dominance, drove the Taliban from power.

The Bush administration then turned to Irag, promoting the removal of Saddam Hussein
from power. After debate within the national security establishment, the president
decided to make the Department of Defense the lead agency for Irag. In planning for the
aftermath of the war, the Pentagon did not anticipate the level of post-conflict civil
disorder. It also was slow to acknowledge the insurgency that developed amidst the
escalating violence. In both Afghanistan and Iraq, the early policy to reduce support for
nation-building ad-hoc efforts gave way to efforts to do just that—and the following
years were marked by long-term post-conflict stabilization and reconstruction efforts.

These recent examples illustrate a foundational truth about the national security system—
that it must function in a complex, ever-changing environment. This environment
includes a variety of actors: other nation states, international organizations, and nonstate
actors, ranging from nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) to transnational terrorist
networks.* The NGOs alone have increased from approximately 1,000 to more than
20,000 since 1956 and their influence is growing. Also, in this more dynamic
environment, “micropowers” (e.g., individuals hacking into national computers) can
threaten “megaplayers” (e.g., nation states),47 who have access to technology and “how-
to” instructions on everything from improvised explosive devices (IEDs) to nuclear
weapons.*® The increase in the number and type of actors, and in the means at their

“ «Bush Delivers Ultimatum,” CNN, 21 September 2001, 21 August 2008
<http://archives.cnn.com/2001/WORL D/asiapcf/central/09/20/ret.afghan.bush/index.html>.

*® Eric D. Werker and Faisal Z. Ahmed, “What Do Non-Governmental Organizations Do?"
Journal of Economic Perspectives May 2007, 17 July 2008 < http://www.hbs.edu/research/pdf/08-
041.pdf>. Also included in this is the environment in a literal sense: the potential for natural catastrophes
like typhoons, earthquakes, floods, etc.

“® Ibid.

*"Moisés Naim, “Megaplayers vs. Micropowers,” Foreign Policy July/August 2006, 17 July 2008
<http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story id=3476>.

“ Munir Ahmad, “Scientist Says Pakistan Knew of Korea Nuke Deal,” The Washington Post
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disposal, increases the complexity of the environment and broadens the range of possible
national security concerns. As the 9/11 Commission observed in their final report,
“terrorism against American interests ‘over there’ should be regarded just as we regard
terroris% against America ‘over here.’ In this same sense, the American homeland is the
planet.”

2. The President

System
Management

President
Intelligence/Warning

T ODNI CIA INR DIA Etc.
N e

Environment

The president’s ability to shape and respond to a complex, rapidly changing security
environment hinges on the effectiveness of the national security system he oversees and
directs. Some trends are beyond the ability of the United States to control so the nation
must simply accommodate itself as best it can. Yet every resolved crisis, seized
opportunity, ignored threat, accumulated success, and failed effort affects the evolution of
that security environment. As shown in the above chart, the president largely depends on
the intelligence institutions to identify issues in the security environment and provide
warnings. The president then uses this information to manage the system’s components
and coordination with other, cooperating actors in the security environment.

05 July 2008, 17 July 2008
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/content/article/2008/07/04/AR2008070401119.htmI>.

“* National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States, The 9/11 Commission
Report: Final Report of the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States, (New York:
Norton, 2004) 362.
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a. Intelligence and Warning

The first and most important function of the system is to help the president identify
national security issues that demand his attention. The national security system has a
diverse set of institutions and functions designed to help the president understand and
interpret the environment so that he can develop and execute national security policy. In
particular, the president and his advisors require intelligence and timely warning about
developments in the security environment.

When President John F. Kennedy’s advisors first brought to his attention threatening
developments in Cuba, the briefing included high-altitude-reconnaissance photos of areas
where missile delivery structures appeared to stand. President Kennedy questioned the
photos, wondering aloud whether they also indicated that the missile sites were being
manned. His advisors then showed him additional images taken from the same plane.
The resolution was so clear that the president could see not only men but, in one photo,
the headlines of a newspaper that a man was reading.” That kind of intelligence and
warning capability supports the president and his advisors in their efforts to identify
emerging issues and evaluate their progress in resolving them.

President Harry S. Truman believed that, as the commander-in-chief, “A President has to
know what is going on all around the world in order to be ready to act when action is
needed. The President must have all the facts that may affect the foreign policy or the
military policy of the United States.” Commenting on the Pearl Harbor attacks,
President Truman noted that it had become increasingly clear through Senate
investigations of the event, that different agencies were offering conflicting findings and
that the roots of the differences lay in the scattered and uncoordinated methods of
obtaining information:

| have often thought that if there had been something like coordination of
information in the government it would have been more difficult, if not
impossible, for the Japanese to succeed in the sneak attack at Pearl Harbor.
In those days the military did not know everything the State Department
knew, and the diplomats did not have access to all the Army and Navy
knew. The Army and the Navy, in fact, had only a very informal
arrangement to keep each other informed as to their plans.>

To meet President Truman’s needs for integrated intelligence, Congress created the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). Then, largely in response to the 9/11 attacks,
Congress established the Office of the Director of National Intelligence (ODNI) in 2004.
The ODNI became the chief coordinating body for the nation’s intelligence gathering and
assessment organizations, superseding the CIA as the primary coordinator of the
intelligence agencies within the federal government. The ODNI coordinates an array of

*% Ben Rich and Leo Janos, Skunk Works, (Boston: Little, Brown, 1994) 186.
> Central Intelligence Agency, “Harry S. Truman, 1945-53,” 07 July 2008, 16 July 2008
< https://www.cia.gov/library/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/books-and-
monoqragzhs/our-first-line—of-defense-presidentiaI-reflections-on-us-intelIiqence/truman.html>.
Ibid.
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intelligence institutions, including the Department of State’s Bureau of Intelligence and
Research, the Defense Intelligence Agency, and even the more functionally specialized
institutions such as Marine Corps Intelligence Activity.

Among other intelligence and warning responsibilities, the director of national
intelligence oversees the production of a wide range of products designed to inform the
entire national security system, especially the president. Thousands of analysts vie for
the honor of making a contribution to either the Senior Executive Intelligence Brief, the
intelligence community’s classified daily “newspaper” that goes to senior national
security officials, or the President’s Daily Brief (PDB), a short daily list of the overnight
outputs of the intelligence community that the director of national intelligence presents to
the president each morning.>® The PDB alerts the president to the most important
pending developments in the security environment and allows him to take appropriate
action.

Still, busy presidents and their advisors can miss important signals, even when presented
in the condensed form of a PDB. For example, Larry Johnson, a former CIA officer and
the deputy director of the Department of State’s Office of Counterterrorism from 1989 to
1993, recalled an important August 6, 2001, PDB prior to the 9/11 attacks:

The PDB...should have compelled everyone to rush back to Washington.
In his CIA days, Johnson wrote ‘about 40’ PDBs. They're usually
dispassionate in tone, a mere paragraph or two. The PDB of Aug. 6 was a
page and a half. ‘That's the intelligence-community equivalent of writing
War and Peace,” Johnson said. And the title—Bin Laden Determined To
Strike in US—was clearly designed to set off alarm bells.**

Yet the president and his advisors missed the importance of the warning. President
George W. Bush later noted that he already knew what the article told him—that al-
Qaeda was dangerous—since the organization’s leader, Osama bin Laden, had long been
talking about his desire to attack America.”®

The incident underscores the difficulty that any president faces in identifying issues and
making decisions on the basis of summaries that have been highly condensed to allow
him the time to read. The intelligence and warning function of the national security
system serves as the foundation of decision support to the president, but the president
must draw upon many other institutions to manage national security issues.

b. Issue Management

To effectively manage the many national security issues and the institutions involved in
their resolution, the president must ensure that the national security system performs a set

>3 National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States 90.

* Fred Kaplan, “The Out-of-Towner: While Bush vacationed, 9/11 warnings went unheard,”
Slate 15 April 2004, 30 September 2008 <http://www.slate.com/id/2098861/>.

%% National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States 260.
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of core activities well, including issue management.>® After the president—or the
national or homeland security advisor acting on his behalf—identifies priority issues,
those issues must be assigned to a person, group, or agency. The system must then
oversee the progress of those issues, from assessing the relevant factors involved, to
formulating policy and following it all the way through its implementation.®’

Issue management happens at multiple levels in the national security system as national
security leaders are required to make many consequential decisions on a daily basis. At
the national level, the Department of State manages the counterproliferation®® of weapons
of mass destruction, at times using diplomatic tools to move international institutions
such as the United Nations to adopt counterproliferation policies that the United States
favors. However, management of that same issue may occur differently at the regional
level, since counterproliferation concerns vary in the Middle East, Latin America, and
elsewhere. Finally, at the level of a specific country, it is the U.S. ambassador and his or
her country team, comprised of representatives from many departments and agencies,
who manage the counterproliferation efforts.

This illustrates that national security issue management requires a range of decision-
makers, from the president and Cabinet officials to ambassadors and military
commanders. A variety of organizations, including national-level councils and
committees, support the president at each level.

% There is no agreed-on definition for national security system terms like “issue management.”
To help ensure consistent usage, PNSR uses a standard lexicon. See Appendix 2: Glossary of Terms.

> Policy is the articulation of the national interest in matters of national security, which sets
strategic direction for each issue. Strategy is the idea or set of ideas for employing the instruments of
national power in a synchronized and integrated fashion to achieve policy objectives. Planning is the
formation of a program for accomplishing a given strategic goal to further broad national policy.
Implementation is the actual execution of planned actions. Finally, evaluation is the process of reviewing
and reforming the policy-to-implementation chain as needed to achieve the outcome. For more on these
topics, see the section on Process in Part V.

% According to the International Institute for Strategic Studies, nonproliferation stops the spread
of dangerous weapons while counterproliferation is applied in situations where prevention fails. This
report refers more often to counterproliferation than nonproliferation because the counterproliferation
mission requires more cooperation among departments and agencies. Nonproliferation focuses primarily
on diplomatic efforts while counterproliferation typically draws upon diplomatic, military and other
elements of national power. However, the organizational distinctions between the two missions and terms
are often slight. For example, the State Department has a Bureau of International Security and
Nonproliferation (ISN) that includes an Office of Counterproliferation Initiatives (ISN/CPI). Both entities
use the same organizations and mechanisms to focus on decreasing the spread of WMDs.
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3. National-Level Councils and Committees

System Policy Strategy  Planning Implement ©

Al il ASSESSMENT

Committees Lead Agencies Czars

|

Organizations at the national level have two essential purposes: policymaking and policy
execution. Washington-based organizations such as the Executive Office of the
President, the Vice President’s Office, the National Security Council, the Homeland
Security Council (HSC), the National Economic Council (NEC), the Office of
Management and Budget, the departments (including State, Defense, Homeland Security,
Treasury, Justice, etc.), and other agencies with national security responsibilities—all
pursue policymaking. Often the role national organizations’ play in policy execution is to
provide oversight, but they also may have direct execution responsibilities.

A long-time participant in White House operations provides a glimpse into how multiple
national-level organizations interact in national security policymaking and execution:

Assume that the president is going to travel to Moscow to try to persuade
the Russian president to collaborate on a missile defense arrangement.
Military options and background must be elicited from Defense;
diplomatic repercussions evaluated by State; assessments on Russian
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capabilities will come from the intelligence community; the White House
National Security Council staff will assemble the material.*®

a. National Security Council

The National Security Council is the most prominent formal interagency council. By
law, the NSC’s role is to “advise the President with respect to the integration of domestic,
foreign, and military policies relating to the national security” in order to “enable the
military services and the other departments and agencies of the Government to cooperate
more effectively in matters involving national security.”® The NSC also may perform
“such other functions as the President may direct, for the purpose of more effectively
coordinating the policies and functions of the departments and agencies....”61

The NSC acts as the president’s tool to coordinate action and reconcile disputes within
the national security establishment. The president calls the NSC into meeting at his
discretion, and usually only on the most pressing national security matters. The
frequency of NSC meetings can vary greatly. In 1989, under President George H. W.
Bush, the NSC held thirty-eight meetings, but by 1992 that number had fallen to four.®?
The national security advisor and his or her staff support the president and the NSC,
tracking the progress of issues and alerting the president when those issues require his
intervention.

b. Homeland Security Council

Following the terror attacks on 9/11, the president created the Homeland Security
Council and appointed a homeland security advisor, the staff for which is approximately
one-quarter the size of the NSC staff. The HSC’s membership differs from that of the
NSC (see table below) but often works with the NSC on national security issues, as in
2003 when biodefense issues galvanized an end-to-end assessment of the country’s
biodefense posture—bringing the NSC and HSC into a joint effort to create a biodefense
strategy. That NSC-HSC effort informed the Homeland Security Presidential Directive-
10, Biodefense for the 21st Century, released in 2004.%

The legally designated purpose of the HSC reflects the same concerns about coordination
that led to the creation of the NSC:

The HSC’s purpose is to ensure coordination of all homeland security-
related activities among executive departments and agencies, and to

> Bradley H. Patterson, To Serve the President: Continuity and Innovation in the White House
Staff, (Washington: Brookings Institution Press, 2008) 38.

% National Security Act of 1947, P.L. 80-253, § 101(a), 61 Stat. 496 (1947).

®! National Security Act of 1947, P.L. 80-253, § 101(a), 61 Stat. 496 (1947).

82 White House Historical List of NSC Meetings, National Archives and Records Administration,
30 September 2008 < http://clinton4.nara.gov/WH/EOP/NSC/html/historical/Meetings.html >.

% The White House, “Biodefense for the 21st Century,” 28 April 2004, 22 August 2008
<http://www.whitehouse.gov/homeland/20040430.html>.
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promote the effective development and implementation of all homeland
security policies.®

The NSC and HSC staffs are run, respectively, by an assistant to the president for
national security affairs and an assistant to the president for homeland security and
counterterrorism.®® Neither is confirmed by the Senate, which underscores the fact that
they and their staff play an advisory and not a directive role for the president.

¢. National Economic Council

President Clinton deemed economic matters so important to the nation’s security that he
created the National Economic Council in 1993—though he originally intended to call it
the “Economic Security Council.”® Creating the NEC was a response to an economic
environment that was becoming globally integrated in historically unprecedented ways.
Coordinating the multiple departments and agencies charged with economic issue
management required more White House attention.

President George W. Bush continued to use the NEC. After the 9/11 attacks, his
administration integrated an economic strategy with national security goals:

The [NEC] strategy sought to use America’s economic strength and the
lucrative financial benefits of free trade with the United States as leverage
to push for economic liberalization and democratization in emerging
markets in key strategic regions, such as the Persian Gulf and the wider
Middle East. By opening trade negotiations with individual nations such
as Jordan and Morocco, [Bush’s national economic advisor, Lawrence
Lindsey and U.S. Trade Representative Robert Zoellick] believed they
would set off a competition among other nations in the region to enter into
free trade agreement (FTA) negotiations with the United States. [They]
utilized the joint NSC/NEC organization to identify strategic priorities and
the NEC interagency to coordinate the development of the FTAs.®

The assistant to the president for economic policy and director of NEC leads the NEC’s
staff, which includes two deputy assistants to the president, one for domestic and the
other for international economic issues. The deputy who deals with international

% George W. Bush, Establishing Office of Homeland Security, Executive Order 13228, 8 October
2008, 30 September 2008 < http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011008-2.html>. The
organization and operation of the HSC was further specified by the president in Homeland Security
Presidential Directive-1, which was issued on October 29, 2001. The establishment of the HSC was
subsequently codified in Title IX of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (P.L. 107-296; 116 Stat. 2135; 6
U.S.C 491 et seq.).

% Rather than the current, formal titles, the term “national security advisor” and “homeland
security advisor” are used throughout this report.

% Thomas Friedman, “The Transition; Clinton to Lead Talks on Economy,” New York Times
10 December 1992, 30 September 2008
<http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9EOCE1DE1F38F933A25751C1A964958260. See also:
The White House, “National Economic Council,” 30 September 2008 <http://www.whitehouse.gov/nec/>.

®7 Brian Katz, “International Trade and Economic Policy, Planning and Strategy in the USG: The
National Economic Council,” Project on National Security Reform.
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economic issues also reports to the national security advisor. Currently, the NEC has
four principal functions: to coordinate policymaking for domestic and international
economic issues, to coordinate economic policy advice for the president, to ensure that
policy decisions and programs are consistent with the president’s economic goals, and to
monitor implementation of the president’s economic policy agenda.

d. Council Membership and Attendance

Under the current Bush administration, attendees of NSC meetings may be divided into
five categories, including 1) statutory members, 2) regular attendees, 3) statutory
advisors, 4) standing invitees, and 5) select invitees. Statutory members are generally
limited to officials prescribed in statute who are subject to Senate confirmation. Because
the national security advisor is not subject to Senate confirmation, he could not
technically be a member of the NSC. This is likely the primary contributor to the current
president's creation of a new category of NSC attendees entitled “regular attendees.” As
the name suggests—these officials are expected to regularly attend NSC meetings, like
NSC members. Statutory advisors are officials who are prescribed in statute as the
principal advisors to the NSC for a particular subject area, like the military and
intelligence. These officials attend most NSC meetings. Standing invitees are officials
who, by presidential directive, are authorized to attend any NSC meeting. Select invitees,
on the other hand, are officials who, by presidential directive, may only attend particular
NSC meetings, often depending on the subject matter of deliberations.

The general categories of attendees for the HSC largely mirror those for the NSC, with
one major exception. In the case of the HSC, the term “member” (distinct from statutory
member) is used as opposed to “regular attendee.” This is likely attributable to the
statutory language that governs HSC membership. Unlike the NSC statute, the HSC
statute does not require members of the HSC to be confirmed by the Senate. Instead, it
prescribes certain members and vests the president with the authority to designate any
other individual as a member, regardless of Senate confirmation. Consequently, the
president probably saw no need to use a different term, such as “regular attendee”, to
avoid contradicting a statute. In the case of the NEC, a non-statutory body, only one
category of attendees exist—namely “members.” This category is prescribed in an
Executive Order.

Table 1. Attendance at NSC, HSC, and NEC Meetings

OFFICIALS NSC HSC NEC
President Statutory Member® Statutory Member® Member™
Vice President Statutory Member Statutory Member Member
Secretary of State Statutory Member Invitee (Select) Member
Secretary of the Treasury Regular Attendee Member Member

% See 50 U.S.C. § 402(a) (listing the statutory membership of the NSC).

% gee 6 U.S.C. § 493 (listing the statutory membership of the HSC).

"0 See Executive Order 12835, Establishment of the National Economic Council (Clinton, Jan. 25,
1993); see also Executive Order 13286, Amendment of Executive Orders, and Other Actions, in
Connection With the Transfer of Certain Functions to the Secretary of Homeland Security (George W.
Bush, Feb. 28, 2003) (amending E.O. 12835 to add the Secretary as a member of the NEC).
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OFFICIALS NSC HSC NEC

Secretary of Defense Statutory Member Statutory Member
Attorney General Invitee (Select) Statutory Member
Secretary of the Interior Invitee (Select)
Secretary of Agriculture Invitee (Select) Member
Secretary of Commerce Invitee (Select) Member
Secretary of Labor Invitee (Select) Member
Secretary of Health and Human Member
Services
Secretary of HUD Member
Secretary of Transportation Member Member
Secretary of Energy Statutory Member Invitee (Select) Member
Secretary of Veterans Affairs Invitee (Select)
Secretary of Homeland Security Statutory Member Member
Assistant to the President for Invitee (Select) Member
Domestic Policy
Assistant to the President for Member
Science and Technology Policy
Chair of the Council of Member
Economic Advisors
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff Statutory Advisor + Statutory Advisor +

Regular Attendee’ Invitee (Standing)
Counsel to the President Invitee (Standing) Invitee (Standing)
Director of FBI Member
Director of National Statutory Advisor’ + Statutory Advisor +
Intelligence Regular Attendee Member
Director of OMB Invitee (Select) Invitee (Standing) Member
EPA Administrator Invitee (Select) Member
FEMA Administrator Statutory Advisor™ +

Member

Homeland Security Advisor Member
National Economic Advisor Invitee (Standing) Invitee (Select) Member
National Security Advisor Regular Attendee” Invitee™ (Standing) Member
President’s Chief of Staff Invitee (Standing) Invitee (Standing)
USTR Member
Vice President’s Chief of Staff Invitee (Standing)

™ See 10 U.S.C § 151(b); the Chairman is “the principal military adviser to the President, the

National Security Council, the Homeland Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense.”.

"2 See 50 U.S.C. § 403(b)(2), which states the DNI shall “act as the principal adviser to the
President, to the National Security Council, and the Homeland Security Council” for intelligence matters.

" See 6 U.S.C. § 313 (c)(4)(A) (“The Administrator [of FEMA] is the principal advisor to the
President, the Homeland Security Council, and the Secretary for all matters relating to emergency
management in the United States.”).

™ See NSPD-1, Organization of the National Security Council System (George W. Bush, Feb. 13,
2001) (listing the regular attendees and invitees of meetings of the NSC).

" See Executive Order 13228, Establishing the Office of Homeland Security and the HSC (George
W. Bush, Oct. 8, 2001) (listing the non-statutory members and invitees of the HSC).
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e. Joint Intelligence Community Council

The Joint Intelligence Community Council was formed in January of 2006 as a result of
the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004. The council provides
executive intelligence oversight and assistance to the director of national intelligence,
reviewing intelligence budgets, financial management, and the intelligence community’s
performance. In addition, it is the council’s responsibility to ensure the timely execution
of any of the director’s policies, programs, or directives.

The body consists of the secretaries of state, defense, homeland security, energy, and the
treasury, as well as the attorney general, with the director of national intelligence serving
as the chair of the council. Members of the council are encouraged to present advice and
opinions contrary to those offered by the director of national intelligence to the president
or National Security Council. The director is then required, by law, to ensure that this
information is delivered at the same time as his or her own recommendations. Members
of the council are also permitted to present their advice or opinions on intelligence
matters, at any time, to Congress.”

f. National Intelligence Council

The intelligence community’s “center for mid-term and long-term strategic thinking”—
was formed in 1979 by drawing on the best-available expertise, both inside and outside
the U.S. government, to produce estimative intelligence. Under the Office of the Director
of National Intelligence, the council stands as the bridge between the intelligence and
policy communities, providing a source of deep substantive expertise on intelligence
matters and acting as the chief driver and facilitator of analytic collaboration in the
intelligence community.

Each of the council’s 13 National Intelligence Officers are responsible for either a
geographic area (e.g., East Asia ) or a functional or overarching issue (e.g., Science and
Technology). They publish products designed for specific customers and purposes,
including intelligence community assessments, intelligence community briefs, desktop
reports, watch lists, conference reports, and sense of the community memoranda. The
core missions of the National Intelligence Council include generating new knowledge
and insight on a range of national security issues; providing substantive counsel to the IC
and senior policymakers; reaching out to nongovernmental experts in academia and the
private sector to broaden the IC’s perspective; articulating substantive intelligence
priorities and procedures to guide intelligence collection and analysis; and producing the
national intelligence estimate.

g. Interagency Committees

Some presidents have managed crises directly through their security councils, as
President Gerald Ford did during the last official battle of the Vietnam War, when Khmer
Rouge forces in Cambodia captured the Mayaguez, a U.S. merchant vessel.”” Other

®50 USC § 402-1
"7 John L. Frisbee, "The Mayaguez Incident," Air Force Magazine, 74.9 (September 1991).
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presidents have created ad hoc interagency groups to manage important security issues.
President John F. Kennedy used this approach when he formed an “executive committee”
of his most senior advisors during the Cuban Missile Crisis. Despite the availability of
senior councils of Cabinet level officials and other committees, presidents seldom
manage issues directly through such organizations. More often than not, presidents
delegate the responsibility of issue management to interagency committees.

There are three types of interagency committees: the Principals Committee, the Deputies
Committee, and Policy Coordination Committees. The Principals Committee is “the
senior interagency forum for consideration of policy issues affecting national
security...since 1989.” Membership of the Principals Committee changes by
administration and topic, but presumed regular attendees include the secretary of state;
the secretary of the treasury; the secretary of defense; the chief of staff to the president;
and the assistant to the president for national security affairs, who chairs the committee.
The chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff usually attends the Principals Committee meetings as
an advisor if not a member.

The Principals Committee meets much more frequently than the formal National Security
Council, and many expect it to vet all major national security decision. For example,
CIA Director George Tenet remarked about the absence of a Principals Committee
meeting to consider the “de-Baathification of Iraqi society” following the defeat of
Saddam Hussein’s military forces in May 2003: “Clearly this was a critical policy
decision...yet there was no NSC principals meeting to debate the move.” Tenet
complained that senior U.S. officials in Baghdad announced the orders on de-
Baathification “to Iraq and the world” but that the decision “hadn’t been touched by the
formal interagency process.”78

The Deputies Committee, consisting of officials who are second in command in their
departments and agencies, pursues the same function as the Principals Committee, but at
the sub-Cabinet level.” Below the Deputies Committee are the Policy Coordination
Committees (PCCs), whose members are usually of assistant secretary rank and include a
member of the NSC staff, as well as representatives from other, often diverse
organizations that are relevant to the functional or geographic orientation of the PCC.

Generally, briefing papers and issue papers from the PCCs fuel the work of the deputies
and Principals Committees.’ These papers may originate in a department or agency or
they may be assigned to lower level ad hoc working groups. During the first thirty-three
months of Richard Nixon’s administration, national security advisor Henry Kissinger
ordered 138 study assignments, sixty-seven of which were assigned to ad hoc groups.®

'8 patterson 60—61.

" George W. Bush, “National Security Presidential Directive - 1: Organization of the National
Security Council System,” 13 February 2001, 30 September 2008
<http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/nspd/nspd-1.htm>.

% John Norton Moore and Robert F. Turner, National Security Law (2nd edition) (Durham, North
Carolina: Carolina Academic Press, 2005) 921.

8 John P. Leacacos, “The Nixon NSC: Kissinger’s Apparat,” Foreign Policy 5 (1971): 22-4;
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Once a policy decision is made, the national security system may be notified through
presidential policy directives. These directives “are no less binding on the executive
branch than executive orders, although they are often less formal and may offer more in
policy framework than declaratory direction.”® Many remain in effect from one
administration to the next, as do executive orders. Another function of the PCCs is to
monitor policy implementation to ensure compliance.

The Homeland Security Council and National Economic Council are also supported by
interagency committees. When the HSC was first created, it had eleven different PCCs,
including Detection, Surveillance, and Intelligence; Plans, Training, Exercises, and
Evaluation; and Law Enforcement and Investigation.?® Before the HSC was created, the
domestic consequences of the 9/11 attacks had to be worked through the NSC: “There
were so many domestic issues related to the [attacks from two days before] crowding the
agenda of the constantly meeting National Security Council that...Joshua Bolten, a
deputy chief of staff, was made the chair of a rump Domestic Consequences Principals
Committee, which would include roughly a dozen senior staffers and key cabinet
members.”®*

h. Lead Agency (and Multilateral Relations)

If an issue falls clearly into the domain of a department or agency, the interagency
committees may assign the issue to that institution alone or they may authorize one
department or agency as the “lead” to coordinate the activities of all other interested
institutions. The Department of State, for example, is generally the lead agency for
multilateral relations. The Department of State maintains a number of multilateral
missions (e.g., at the United Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO],
and the European Union) whose success necessitates interagency cooperation. The
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA\) is a lead agency that coordinates
nationaIB%ssistance to support state and local responses to natural disasters like Hurricane
Katrina.

The lead agency approach is the most common means of attempting to secure
interagency coordination when jurisdiction over an issue is not clear. The lead agency
approach is often used to clarify authority relationships and coordination responsibilities

See also: Richard G. Head and Ervin J. Rokke, eds. American Defense Policy (3rd edition), (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975) 380.

8 John Norton Moore and Robert F. Turner, National Security Law (2nd edition) (Durham, North
Carolina: Carolina Academic Press, 2005), 921.

8 U.S. Department of Defense, “Concept Briefing for the Secretary of Defense,” Office of the
Secretary of Defense, 23 January 2002.

8 Steven Brill, After: How America Confronted the September 12 Era, (New York: Simon &
Schuster, 2003) 50.

8 The primary intent behind the creation of FEMA in 1979 through Executive Order 12148 was to
transfer “All functions vested in the President that have been delegated or assigned to the Defense Civil
Preparedness Agency, [and] Department of Defense.” This gave FEMA jurisdiction over coordinating the
nation’s civil emergency response to nuclear attack or any other large-scale disaster affecting the civilian
population.
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for potential crises. In the event of a flu pandemic, for example, the division of labor has
been explained as follows:

“DHS is going to turn to Health and Human Services [HHS] to work with
the states and the locals on the actual health and medical response to
what’s going on,” said Mark Wolfson, an HHS spokesman. “In the
meantime, if we’re dealing with a pandemic situation, where we’ve got
people getting sick all over the country and all over the world, then what
Homeland Security is going to be doing is coordinating the overall federal
response to implications of the pandemic.”®®

i. Lead Individual

The president may appoint an individual with special authority to coordinate the activities
of multiple departments and agencies. These individuals are often referred to as “czars.”
President Bush’s appointment of Lt. Gen. Douglas Lute to a rank equal to that of the
national security advisor, with a portfolio to manage the entire national security system’s
efforts in the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, is the most recent notable example.

In theory, the NSC should have had the prime responsibility for overseeing White House
policy during a war; however, the NSC members’ responsibilities were already
overwhelming. Therefore, President Bush appointed Lt. Gen. Lute to provide greater
focus on a unified effort and to ensure that the one person responsible would have direct
access to the president.?” A press account relates the chain of events that led to the
decision:

Mr. Bush ordered the formation of an Iraq Stabilization Group to run things from
the White House. That action reflected the first recognition by the White House
that Donald H. Rumsfeld’s Pentagon was more interested in deposing dictators
than nation-building. When that group was formed, Mr. Rumsfeld snapped that it
was about time that the National Security Council performed its traditional job
unifying the actions of a government whose agencies often spent much of their
day battling one another. That approach worked, for a while. But then...the State
and Defense Departments reverted to bureaucratic spats....At a news conference,
Mr. Gates offered a public endorsement for the idea of empowering someone at
the White House to better carry out the president’s priorities. “This person is not
‘running the war,” ” Mr. Gates said. “This ‘czar’ term is, I think, kind of silly.”
Instead, he said, “this is what [National Security Advisor] Steve Hadley would do
if Steve Hadley had the time, but he doesn’t have the time to do it full time.”%

% Brock N. Meeks, “Homeland Security to be lead in flu crisis,” MSNBC, 11 October 2005, 16
July 2008 <http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/9654456/>.

8 peter Baker and Robin Wright, “Bush Taps Skeptic of Buildup as ‘War Czar,”” The Washington
Post 16 May 2007: AO01.

® David Sanger, “4 Years On, the Gap between Iraq Policy and Practice Is Wide,”
The New York Times 12 April 2007, 30 September 2008
<http://www.nytimes.com/2007/04/12/world/middleeast/12policy.html>.
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Other presidents have used similar methods when they felt an issue required special
attention and coordination. For example, Ronald Reagan’s administration began the
practice of using a czar to coordinate the “War on Drugs.”

4. Overseas: Regional and Country Levels

National-level structures cannot exercise sufficient day-to-day control over all
subordinate activities; therefore, regional-level structures are required to manage the
interrelated and overlapping national security issues that extend beyond U.S. boundaries.
The Department of State, for example, chairs the regional Policy Coordination
Committees that oversee policy integration. In contrast, the Department of Defense
maintains regional combatant commands (e.g., Pacific Command) and functional
combatant commands (e.g., U.S. Transportation Command) that focus on operations and
relations in a region. All of the Department of Defense regional commands now have
Joint Interagency Coordination Groups to support their information sharing with diverse
departments and agencies involved in national security matters.

At the country level, the U.S. ambassador oversees the embassy and its associated
interagency missions. The ambassador coordinates activities through the “country team,’
a council of interagency representatives that typically includes such U.S. government
departments as Defense, Agriculture, Treasury, and Commerce. The departments send
personnel to oversee their own department’s efforts, and that diverse representation has
been growing:

b

The scope and scale of representation from other federal agencies at
embassies have been growing steadily, with 27 agencies (and numerous
subagencies) represented overseas. In some large embassies, the
proportion of State Department representation relative to other federal
agencies can be less than one-third of full-time U.S. personnel. From
2004 to 2006, Defense Department personnel grew by 40 percent over
previous periods, Department of Justice by 18 percent, and Department of
Homeland Security by 14 percent, respectively.®

In addition to overseeing the embassy and its primary functions, ambassadors may have
to oversee other interagency field activities. For example, in post-conflict reconstruction
and stabilization environments, ambassadors may use field teams (called “advance
civilian teams”) to provide field management, logistics capabilities, and planning and
implementation expertise. Despite the number of departments and agencies and their
diverse activities, on occasion they work well together toward unified goals:

South Africa is a case in point. During the transition period from
Apartheid (1992-1994), the U.S. Ambassador successfully built a cross-
agency working group, which the political counselor chaired. USAID
transferred $1 million each year to the U.S. Information Agency to fund
more short-term visitor training programs; the Defense Attachés went

% George L. Argyros, et al., The Embassy of the Future, (Washington: CSIS Press, 2007) 47.
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beyond their normal roles to liaison (with Washington’s permission) with
the African National Congress “armed forces” leadership to facilitate
integration into a national Army; and the Agricultural Attache provided
invaluable feedback on the farming communities’ attitudes toward the
political transition. In sum, the entire team focused on the primary U.S.
objective: to help see a successful, relatively peaceful transition out of
Apartheid.*

However, representatives from different agencies often pursue their organizational
interests at the expense of a broader, integrated approach, especially when the
ambassador tries to lead “in anything other than a laissez-faire manner.” As Secretary of
State Condoleezza Rice recently admitted to Congress, it has “become an almost
impossible task of coordinating massive numbers of agencies on the ground.”91

5. Domestic: Regional, State, and Local Levels

Interagency coordinating bodies also collaborate on homeland security for domestic
regions. For example, the FBI leads “Joint Terrorism Task Forces” in more than 100
cities, 65 of which were created after 9/11. These task forces use as many as “2,196
Special Agents, 838 state/local law enforcement officers, and 689 professionals from
other government agencies [such as] the Department of Homeland Security, the CIA, and
the Transportation Security Administration.”® Officials from the Department of
Homeland Security, in cooperation with the Department of Justice, Department of Labor,
Department of State, and other agencies, have also created task forces in major U.S. cities
to combat immigration fraud.*

In addition to federal government national security institutions, homeland security
requires collaboration with state and local authorities. Although the National Security
Act of 1947 does not define the appropriate roles of the state and local governments in
formulating and executing national security policy, those governments share security
responsibilities with the federal government, particularly when threats to the homeland
arise. State and local authorities are often in the best position to respond to a crisis first—
providing state National Guard troops and local police, fire, emergency medical,
hazardous material, and other emergency capabilities. Major city police forces perhaps
best illustrate the point with the special role they play in the counterterrorism mission in
support of homeland security.

The Council on Foreign Relations notes that since the September 2001 attacks, “local
governments play a distinct role in preventing terrorism and responding to disasters as

% Robert B. Oakley and Michael Casey, Jr., “The Country Team: Restructuring America’s First
Line of Engagement,” Joint Force Quarterly Issue 47, 4th quarter (2007): 149.

% Nicholas Kralev, “Rice Urges More Ambassador Powers,” The Washington Times 18 April
2008, 30 September 2008 <http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2008/apr/18/rice-urges-more-
ambassador-powers>.

%2 «A Closer Look at the FBI's Joint Terrorism Task Forces,” 01 December 2004, 30 September
2008 <http://www.fbi.gov/page2/dec04/jttf120114.htm>.

% DHS press release, 5 April 2006, 30 September 2008
<http://www.dhs.gov/xnews/releases/press_release_0884.shtm>.
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they often have more intimate knowledge of the communities under their care.”® The
street-level knowledge of state and local authorities often provides that key piece of
“actionable intelligence” (exact times, places, names, etc.) that allows the government to
respond to possible threats. State and local governments also know which aspects of
their local systems need additional funding and preparation in the event of either a
national security event or a natural disaster.

Coordinating domestic emergency responses by federal, state, and local governments,
which number “more than 87,000 different and overlapping jurisdictions,”9 isa
monumental task. And there also is a lot to protect. The United States has “more than
2,800 power plants, 190,000 miles of natural-gas pipelines, nearly 600,000 bridges, 463
sky scrapers, 20,000 miles of border and 285,000,000 people.”

6. Decision Support

Effective issue management requires good decision support. Intelligence and warning is
the foundation of decision support, but decision-makers also require analysis that helps
identify issues, priorities, and the advantages and disadvantages of courses of action for
managing a particular issue (or overlapping issues). This type of support comes from two
overlapping national security communities: the intelligence community and the analytic
community. The intelligence community provides decision support in the form of
strategic warning, as discussed above, but also a wide range of analytic products designed
to support decision-making. National security leaders also routinely reach out to a
broader analytic community for decision support. The national security analytic
community includes organizations resident within the major departments and agencies, as
well as private sector think tanks, Federally Funded Research and Development Centers
and nongovernmental organizations such as foreign policy institutes and interest groups.

a. Formal Decision Support

Decision support can serve both formal and informal issue management structures and
processes. Formal interagency committees from the National Security Council down to
the PCCs can commission analytic support, and typically do. Some presidents, like
Dwight Eisenhower, routinely used formal structures like the National Security Council
to organize decision support. Other presidents, like John F. Kennedy “disliked
meetings, especially large ones,” and convened their Cabinets rarely.”’ Similarly, some
national security advisors differ in their approach to the use of formal decision support

% Eben Kaplan, “New York Spurs Counterterrorism Efforts,” CFR Backgrounder, 28 December
2006, 16 July 2008
<http://www.cfr.org/publication/12312/new_york_spurs_counterterrorism_efforts.html>.

% U.S. Department of Homeland Security, National Strategy for Homeland Security, July 2002, 1
October 2008 < http://www.whitehouse.gov/homeland/book/nat_strat_hls.pd> 11; Stephen M. Duncan,
War of a Different Kind (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2004) 105.

% Ann Gerhart, “Tom Ridge on High Alert,” The Washington Post 12 November 2001: C1;
quoted in Stephen M. Duncan, War of A Different Kind, (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2004) 86.

%7 Arthur M. Schlesinger, A Thousand Days; John F. Kennedy in the White House, (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1965) 688.
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structures. Henry Kissinger became famous for using the formal decision structures and
processes to preoccupy the bureaucracy:

There are twenty thousand people in the State Department and fifty
thousand in Defense. They all need each other’s clearances in order to
move...and they all want to do what I’'m doing. So the problem becomes:
how do you get them to push papers around, spin their wheels, so that you
can get your work done?®®

Ad hoc structures can become formal processes that also demand decision support, such
as the 2007 White House oversight regime for assessing the status of events in Irag.
One observer notes that

Every Monday there [was] a secure video teleconference between the
president and both the commander of U.S. forces in Iraq and the U.S.
ambassador in Baghdad. That teleconference also [included] the vice
president, the secretaries of state and defense, the chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the director of the CIA, the director of national
intelligence, and the national security advisor.”

b. Informal Decision Support

The president does not always use the formal decision-making structures and process.
Often, presidents use informal groups of their most trusted advisors and confidantes. A
tight-knit group of the president’s closest aides may take formal-structure intelligence
and analysis and digest the information in informal settings—where they believe they
can receive unfettered advice from those they most trust. For example, besides the
formal teleconferences on Irag, the White House also managed a set of informal
meetings to discuss Irag:

...[TThe network of informal communication arrangements that [Deputy
National Security Advisor Stephen] Hadley.....erected [supplied] the
strongest yarn for “knitting up” the national security community. Every
Monday, Wednesday, and Friday, Hadley [had] an informal 6:45 a.m.
secure telephone call with the secretaries of state and defense. These three
plus the vice president often [met] for lunch—just the four of them. That
foursome also [met] informally at the White House residence.'®

Even a single individual could constitute an informal structure and process, as Harry
Hopkins did for Franklin D. Roosevelt. A close friend of the president’s, Hopkins held
no official position yet was part of President Roosevelt’s inner circle of advisors. He

% William Shawcross, Sideshow: Kissinger, Nixon and the Destruction of Cambodia, (New York:
Simon and Schuster, 1979) 80-84.

% patterson 60—61.

1% Ibid.
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took part in “national emergency” and other national security-related discussions, and
was considered to be the president’s “alter ego.”101

There are several reasons presidents look to informal groups or individual relationships
for decision support. First, they may do so because they fear leaks in the formal decision
process—a premature disclosure of plans or even discussions of possible plans—which
might result in an unwelcome controversy that jeopardizes a policy’s success. Second,
they may use informal meetings to bypass the formal national security apparatus,
especially the department and agency heads who might obstruct a president’s policy
decision. Deputy National Security Advisor John Poindexter noted just how far this went
when President Reagan purposefully announced a new missile defense initiative at the
end of a speech on the defense budget:

“We didn’t tell anyone else what we were doing. The chiefs didn’t know.
Defense didn’t know. State didn’t know.” Weinberger and Shultz were
only informed about the speech finale at the last minute, a deliberate ploy
by [National Security Advisor] Clark to ensure that the powerful
secretaries wouldn’t have time to voice their objections as well as to
prevent the possibility of a leak.'%?

1% Doris Kearns Goodwin, No Ordinary Time, (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1994) 9, 235, 460,
545,

2 David Rothkopf, Running the World: The Inside Story of the National Security
Council and the Architects of American Power, (New York: Public Affairs, 2006) 238.
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7. Capability Building

Capability Building

Homeland NSA

Defense State Security

A primary purpose of national security departments and agencies is to build the expertise
and capabilities required for conducting national security missions. Decision-makers
cannot manage issues, much less resolve them, without having the full range of requisite
means. Many national security issues require multiple elements of national power
(diplomatic, military, economic, informational, etc.) for successful resolution. As the
American World War Il General Omar N. Bradley once noted, battles are won by the
military, but “wars are won by the great strength of the nation—the soldier and the
civilian working together.”® The same point could be made about many other national
security issues. The national security system must therefore ensure that a full range of
civilian and military capabilities are effective and available in sufficient capacity.

Capability building may be defined as using organizational authorities to generate
capabilities in a capacity sufficient for successfully executing national security roles and
missions. When properly integrated, these authorities, capabilities, and capacities
produce new competencies for the system—that is, sets of integrated capabilities useful
for resolving a particular issue or fulfilling a particular mission.

103 Gregory L. Cantwell, “Nation Building: A Joint Enterprise,” Parameters, Autumn 2007, 30
September 2008 < http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_mOIBR/is_/ai_n24325407>.
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In the current national security system, the departments and agencies responsible for
building the capabilities required for missions also employ them. The Department of
Defense, for example, both builds military capability and employs it when directed by the
president and secretary of defense to do so. Similarly, the Department of State builds
expertise in diplomacy and employs it; the CIA builds covert operational capability and
employs it; and so on. One result is that, while policy may be centrally developed, it is
executed in a largely decentralized fashion through the disparate national security
organizations.

8. System Management

Issue management and capability building are the primary set of activities that the
president and the national security system undertake, but not the only ones. The
president and his security advisors are also responsible for national security system
management. This requires ensuring that all elements of the system work well together
to achieve desired outcomes. In theory, the president’s security advisors are supposed to
provide decision support to manage the national security system as a whole, yet issue
management frequently consumes them.'® Many national security advisors have
lamented their inability to find the time and resources to conduct the systems analysis and
long-range planning that managing the system requires.

System management also requires other, more routine support activities, such as
selecting, assigning, and rewarding key leaders and personnel working on multiagency
issues and controlling how individuals and institutions collect and share information.
Each department and agency has its own human capital and knowledge management
systems, but the president’s interagency councils and committees also require this type of
support.

The 1994 U.S. intervention in Haiti illustrates how inadequate information sharing
among U.S. decision-makers can result in contradictory signals. From the Haitian
perspective, the U.S. vice president and secretary of state were not in sync on a key
milestone for returning democracy to Haiti. Exiled Haitian President Jean-Bertrand
Aristide told Haitian Prime Minister Robert Malval that Vice President Al Gore had
promised him that a key Haitian strongman would be removed from power by a particular
date. “I don’t know if there are two U.S. governments,” Malval replied, “but I just had a
conversation with Secretary of State Warren Christopher and that’s not what he told
me.”*® On other occasions, the lack of communication within the U.S. national security
establishment surprises U.S. officials rather than their foreign counterparts. During the
Somalia intervention in 1993, both the president and secretary of state were surprised to

104 See the next section (“Historical Background”) for more on how presidents have used the
national security system and their advisors.

105 Ralph Pezzullo, Plunging into Haiti: Clinton, Aristide, and the Defeat of Diplomacy, (Jackson,
Mississippi: University Press of Mississippi, 2006) 186—189.
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discover that U.S. military operations against a warlord in Mogadishu continued despite
their decision to pursue political solutions to the conflict.'*

9. Oversight Mechanisms

Congress independently assesses how the U.S. national security system performs. Those
assessments range from reviews of how components of the national security system are
performing, to scrutinizing the outcomes of specific missions. In addition to Congress,
other agencies act as external auditors of mission efficiency and effectiveness, such as the
Government Accountability Office (GAQ) and the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB). Sometimes these audits complicate rather than elucidate. In one four-year
period, the GAO produced nearly 400 reports on energy policy, totaling over 20,000
pages—“far in excess of what any elected functionary, administrator, or ordinary citizen
has time to read.”*®" Further, most executive branch departments and agencies contain
their own internal oversight mechanisms (e.g., inspector general offices), and must report
to both executive and congressional bodies.*®

Congress also provides oversight through its control over appropriations. Congress
evaluates and adjusts the president’s budget priorities for funding long- or short-term
national security capabilities. Ultimately, resource allocation drives the development of
new capacities, generally following four phases:

1. Agencies, with OMB guidance, prepare budgets during the summer before
submitting the requests to OMB in the fall. (The Department of Defense and
intelligence budgets follow a modified path and schedule.)

2. The Executive Office of the President and the OMB aggregate the agency
requests and the projected income and revenue. Chiefly with input from his staff,
the president prioritizes funding. The president makes final decisions before
submitting the budget to Congress for the following fiscal year.

3. Congress appropriates funds, with the option of adding accompanying legislation.
4. The executive branch executes the functions for which the funds were allocated.

Congress also enacts supplemental appropriations bills to cover unforeseen emergencies,
a process that bypasses the regular authorizing committees. The budget process rules
exempt such emergency funds from spending caps and other restrictions that the rules
impose on regular appropriations measures. Since the 9/11 attacks, Congress has

106 Christopher J. Lamb with Nicholas Moon, “Somalia: Did Leaders or the System Fail?”” Project
on National Security Reform Case Study (2008).

197 Charles E. Lindblom and Edward J. Woodhouse, The Policy-Making Process (3rd edition),
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1993) 16.

198 Jane Mayer, “The Hidden Power,” The New Yorker 03 July 2006, 30 September 2008
< http://www.newyorker.com/archive/2006/07/03/060703fa_factl>; Ahmad Chehab, “The Unitary
Executive and the Jurisprudence of Carl Schmitt: Theoretical Implications for the ‘War on Terrorism,’”
Wayne State University, 18 August 2008, 01 October 2008
<http://www.dominican.edu/query/ncur/display ncur.php?id=46>.
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appropriated several hundred billions of dollars in emergency supplementals for military
and related operations that have not been subject to programmatic review by the usual
authorizing committees.

As of 2007, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimated that these emergency
supplemental measures—rather than the regular defense appropriations bill—are funding
40 percent of all military procurement. Some of the procurement is to replace combat
losses—helicopters, tanks, and armored vehicles that have been destroyed—and some is
to purchase new equipment like mine-resistant vehicles. Legislators have demanded that
war funding be included in the regular defense budget in order to allow for more
oversight, but there has been no significant change in this pattern yet.'%°

10. Conclusion

Congress & State & Local

: Authority
L Collaboration

System
Management

President
Intelligence/Warning

R —

ODNI ~ CIA INR DIA

1\ |

System Policy Strategy Planning Implement

New
Competencies

New
Competencies

Mo ASSESSMENT Outcomes )

4 Committees Lead Agencies Czars 4
New I New

Missions Missions

Capability Building

Homeland

E” Vi"a”me”t Defense = State Sectirity NSA

This overview of the national security system emphasizes the role of the president and
briefly explains the basic system functions, structures, and processes. In reality, the
entire national security system is far more varied and complex. Elements of the system
existed prior to the National Security Act of 1947, and the act itself created new
organizations that are still among the national security system’s most notable structures,

199 U.S. Congressional Budget Office, “Analysis of the Growth in Funding for Operations in Irag,
Afghanistan, and Elsewhere in the War on Terrorism,” Letter to Chairman Kent Conrad, 11 February 2008,
01 October 2008 <http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/89xx/doc8971/Letter.2.1.shtml>.
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and decades of development since then have added to the complexity of the system. To
better understand how and why presidents and Congress have continually modified the
system requires an historical overview of the system’s evolution in response to changes
in the security environment. In the next section of this report, both continuities and
discontinuities in the national security system are highlighted to better explain why the
system currently performs the way it does, and why in particular it proves increasingly
difficult for presidents to successfully manage.

B. History of the National Security System

1. Introduction

Today’s large and complex national security system arose in response to the burgeoning
national security challenges and international responsibilities during and following World
War 1l. Before the passage of the 1947 National Security Act, there was a widespread
recognition that the agencies responsible for national security needed to be better
coordinated. After the passage of the act, there was an almost immediate recognition that
many problems remained unresolved, and, unintentionally, new ones were developing.
Through the years, presidents and their chief security advisors have tried to make the
system work—none have been satisfied with the result.

The history of the national security system reveals something else as well: Its core
problems have many symptoms that permeate every level of government, from the
Executive Office of the President in Washington to our ambassadors overseas. New
administrations focused on reform of this system have tried to delegate national security
responsibilities to various councils and committees, only to find that for many reasons
this doesn’t work, and responsibility ends up back on White House shoulders.

This history section presents an overview of the national security system from the early
1900s to today.™® The collective experience reveals that Congress and presidents pay
more attention to adjusting the functional capabilities of the separate departments and
agencies than to improving how those capabilities are integrated. The problem of
interagency coordination is well recognized, and has been for at least the better part of a
century, but it has not been resolved. The roles and responsibilities for national security
among agencies, advisors, secretaries, committees, and the White House are persistently
characterized by conflicts of authority, disagreement, and a lack of coordination.

2. Pre-1947 Developments

a. National Security Reform in the Early 1900s

The history of national security begins in the early 1900s when painful lessons from the
Spanish-American War led to the perception that the various instruments of national
security needed to be better organized. A few steps were taken to encourage greater

19 This section was written with major contributions from Richard Best, Congressional Research
Service, Jim Lacey, on loan to PNSR from the Institute for Defense Analyses, John F. Morton and Matt
Shabat.
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Army-Navy cooperation with some thought given to the State Department’s role, but no
substantial changes were made beyond the creation of a Joint Army-Navy Board in 1903
with a very limited planning role.

In 1911, Congressman Richmond Pearson proposed a Council of National Defense to
identify requirements for the military and naval forces that were to include the secretaries
of state, war, and Navy; the chairmen of relevant congressional committees; and the
presidents of the war colleges.**! However, the State Department opposed the idea and
Congress did not take action. Yet the idea did not die. The New York Times observed in
March 1916 that

Years have passed during which we have drifted without policy or
preparedness, various departments of the Government presenting or
formulating bills from time to time and working at cross purposes. There
is no head, no coherency, no common sense; it is a shameful muddle with
no solution in sight. . . . The appointment of a council of national defense
would serve to coordinate all the agencies . . . and to outline clearly and
intelligently measures that are necessary to put the policy in force with
such a beginning that the committees of Congress could proceed with less
delay in preparing appropriation bills, without which nothing will be done
unless a sudden emergency or a brigand like Villa forces the adoption of
hurried measures at once inadequate and un-economical.**?

Several months later, under the Army Appropriation Act of 1916, Congress created the
Council of National Defense because, in the words of President Woodrow Wilson, “The
Congress has realized that the country is best prepared for war when thoroughly prepared
for peace.” Consisting of the secretaries of war, Navy, interior, agriculture, commerce,
and labor (but not state), as well as several prominent civilians, the council was not
concerned with military or diplomatic matters but rather with the coordination of
resources and for national defense and the stimulation of civilian morale.**?

Two years later, the need to manage industrial mobilization, such as setting production
quotas and allocating raw materials, led President Wilson to turn to Bernard Baruch to set
up a War Industries Board under the Council of National Defense. However, at the end
of World War I, President Wilson shut down the board and council as he was not inclined
to let senior military and naval leaders participate in foreign policy. Instead, he

1 Marcus G. Raskin and A. Carl LeVan, In Democracy's Shadow: The Secret World of National
Security, (New York: Nation Books, 2005) 8.

12 «A Council of National Defense,” The New York Times 23 March 1916, 30 September 2008
<http://query.nytimes.com/gst/abstract.html?res=9E02E3DB1231E733A05750C2A9659C946796 D6CF>.

13 Maurice Matloff, ed. American Military History, Volume 2: 1902-1996, (Conshohocken,
Pennsylvania: Combined Books, 1996) 25; Richard W. Stewart, American Military History, Volume 1: The
United States Army and the Forging of a Nation, 1775-1917, (Washington: Center of Military History
United States Army, 2004) 382-383; “President Names Defense Advisors; Board of Seven to Act with
National Council Is Headed by Daniel Willard. Samuel Gompers a Member Bernard Baruch and Julius
Rosenwald among Others Appointed -Executive Explains Their Duties,” The New York Times 12 October
1916, 10.
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assembled a group of academic specialists, collectively known as the Inquiry, to assist
him in defining U.S. post-war policies.

In 1915, Secretary of State Robert Lansing established a Joint State-Navy Neutrality
Board*** as an advisory body on diplomacy and international law, but the State
Department objected to military involvement in foreign policy and refused to join the
board’s Joint Planning Committee. Undeterred, then-Secretary of the Navy Franklin
Roosevelt recommended creating a Joint Plan Making Body of State, War, and Navy to
define U.S. war objectives. This plan was never considered and may never have even
been read in the State Department.*

In 1919, the Army Chief of Staff, General Peyton Conway March, proposed the creation
of a single executive department for the U.S. military establishment*®—the first of
approximately 50 military reorganization bills considered by Congress between 1921 and
1945. This proposal was opposed by the Navy and war departments because they feared
losing authority when combined into a single department.**’

The Army proposed another national defense council in 1926 as part of an effort to agree
upon a common national policy that would provide the basis for naval and military
planning. Again, no action was taken by Congress. Although the legislation included a
role for the State Department, one representative concluded that inclusion in the council

might compromise the State Department in conducting matters of
diplomacy by giving the impression to the minds of our sister nations that
though the Secretary of State might be talking peace and disarmament and
cooperation with one side of his mouth, he is over here...engaged in
cooperating and planning with the war-making establishment to make

war. 118

This comment reflected the Department of State argument during this period that war and
peace were distinct conditions with different institutional requirements. During
peacetime, the predominant condition in American experience, the State Department was
in charge. In wartime, the military departments were. Thus, the State Department
discouraged efforts to include the military in the conduct of peacetime foreign affairs and
declined to involve itself in military affairs. This explains the department’s opposition to

14 Daniel Malloy Smith, Robert Lansing and American Neutrality, 1914-1917, (Berkeley,
California: University of California Press, 1958) 20.

5 Ernest R. May, “The Development of Political-Military Consultation in the United States,”
Political Science Quarterly 70.2 (1955): 168.

118 James E. Hewes, Jr., From Root to McNamara: Army Organization and Administration,
Special Studies Series, (Washington: Government Printing Office, Reprinted 1983) 48.

17U.S. Congress, Defense Organization: the Need for Change, U.S. Senate, 99th Congress, 1st
session, Committee on Armed Services, Staff Report 99-86: (Washington: U.S. Senate, 1985) 16 October
1985.

'8 Marcus G Raskin and Carl A. LeVan, In Democracy's Shadow: The Secret World of National
Security, (New York: Nation Books, 2005) 8; Representative John J. McSwain, Testimony, 69th Congress,
1st session, House of Representatives, Committee on Military Affairs, Hearings (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1926) 15.
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various pre-World War 11 efforts to better coordinate the efforts of all agencies involved
in ensuring America’s security.119 It also explains why during this period “as a rule . . .
diplomatic and military recommendations reached the White House separately, and the
relationship between political aims and military capabilities had to be gauged, if at all, by
the President.”*?

Although some military advocates did support integrating America’s security capabilities,
it was not always for the sake of better coordination. For example, the Navy League
supported proposals for national defense councils in order to secure larger Navy
budgets."* Others thought a national defense council would minimize congressional
influences on military and naval spending. As it turned out, both the Army and the Navy
developed plans during the inter-war years for operations against potential enemies, such
as Japan, but neither coordinated with the other or with the State Department.*?* These
failures of cooperation highlighted the need for better interagency structures at the
national level. Although many senior leaders in both the executive branch and Congress
understood this, they preferred to limit military expenditures and avoid foreign
entanglements.

On the eve of World War 11, the Department of State reconsidered its insistence on the
sharp distinction between war and peace. In 1938, Secretary of State Cordell Hull
suggested establishing a Standing Liaison Committee with the War and Navy
departments. Consisting of the undersecretary of state, the Army chief of staff, and the
chief of naval operations, the committee was “the first American agency for regular
political-military consultation on foreign policy.”*? In practice, the Standing Liaison
Committee did not regularly address important issues of policy; however, it did provide
an opportunity for sharing information, especially in regard to Latin America. Perhaps
the limited scope of the committee was due to the State Department’s limited
commitment: “When Secretary of War Stimson asked Hull about the committee in 1940,
Secretary Hull had forgotten that it existed.”***

A year after Hull’s proposal for the Standing Liaison Committee, President Franklin D.
Roosevelt issued an executive order that transferred the Joint Board of the Army and
Navy into the Executive Office of the President. This permitted him to oversee and direct
war planning and conduct. The board provided a staff for what was to become the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. In 1940, as the international situation continued to deteriorate, weekly
meetings among the secretaries of war, state, and Navy were inaugurated; in 1941, the

9 Douglas T. Stuart, Creating the National Security State: A History of the Law that
Transformed America, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2008) 35.

120 May 164.

12L “The Advocate of Peace,” American Peace Society, 75.2 (1913), 30 September 2008
<http://books.google.com/books?id=v94BAAAAY AAI&Pg=RA1-PA25&Ipg=RA1-
PA25&dg=The+Advocate+of+Peace,+American+Peace+Society,+Vol.+LXXV,+no.+2,+February+1913&
source=web&ots=R1IFN8QKMeV&sig=jVYcYYHjFXhLKT2AQfUChr-
5mMA&hI=en&sa=X&oi=book_result&resnum=1&ct=result>.

122 Brian McAllister Linn, Guardians of Empire: The U.S. Army and the Pacific, 1902-1940,
(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1997) 88-91.

12 May 172.

124 Stuart 35.
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meetings expanded to include senior military leaders and were chaired by President
Roosevelt as a war council. When war broke out in December 1941, however, the
president worked directly with his White House staff and senior military leaders,
excluding civilian secretaries (including Secretary of State Hull) from war-related
policymaking.

Despite the existence of interagency councils, President Roosevelt “kept the main strands
of national policy in his own hands, and his Cabinet assistants advised him as individuals
rather than as a body.”*® In 1940, using the authority granted by the Army
Appropriations Act of 1916, he formed the National Defense Advisory Council, which
consisted of private citizens with economic expertise. The council’s function was similar
to the earlier Council of National Defense: economic mobilization in anticipation of
impending war. In response to Pearl Harbor, a Joint Intelligence Committee was created
in 1941. Later its membership expanded to include other agencies when it was
reconfigured as a coordinating mechanism for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It consisted of
representatives from the intelligence functions of the Army, Navy, State Department,
Board of Economic Welfare, and the coordinator of information, which was a position
Roosevelt created shortly before the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. In 1942, he
redesignated it the Office of Strategic Services.

Prior to World War 11, a number of those involved in security matters, as well as
members of Congress, editorial writers, and outside observers, realized that modern
industrial warfare and America’s changing role in world affairs required the U.S.
government to develop better means of coordinating the activities of its diplomats and
various military forces. World War 1l broadened and deepened this realization.

b. World War Il and the Need for Interagency Cooperation

Efforts to enhance interagency coordination before, during, and after World War | were
desultory, but the necessity of an organized staff to coordinate the State Department
efforts with those of the military services became starkly apparent during World War II.
The enormous demands that World War Il placed on American policymaking machinery
and on the nation’s economy clearly revealed the inadequacy of federal policymaking
structures. A few weeks after Pearl Harbor, President Roosevelt, British Prime Minister
Winston Churchill, and the senior military leadership of both countries met in
Washington. The Americans found themselves outclassed by the British, who had been
at war for over two years and who had developed a complex machinery of interagency
committees to support the British War Cabinet. The U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff system
emerged in early 1942 as:

An organization to co-ordinate [American] views for presentation to the
British military leaders. This organization sprang up almost accidentally to
answer the practical need for a joint committee system that would fit the

125 Ray S. Cline, United States Army in World War 11: the War Department: Washington
Command Post: the Operations Division, (Washington: Center of Military History, 2003) 41.
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pattern of the well-established British arrangements for interservice
collaboration.'?®

However, when Admiral William Leahy, who served as President Roosevelt’s liaison to
the military, pressed the president to formally document the establishment of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff structure, Roosevelt resisted and claimed that it “would provide no
benefits and might in some ways impair flexibility of operations.”127

The Joint Chiefs of Staff structure was built around the needs of the military services,
with little input from a State Department, which had long been disinclined to address
issues of military strategy. As the war progressed, however, Secretary of State Cordell
Hull complained of being excluded from many of the wartime conferences with the
British, where decisions were made that had vast geopolitical ramifications.**® U.S.
military leaders also felt they were often left in the dark about political issues that would
affect military plans. Army Chief of Staff George Marshall acknowledged the
difficulties:

Superficially, at least, the great advantage on the British side has been the
fact that they are connected up with other branches of their Government
through an elaborate but most closely knit Secretariat. On our side there is
no such animal and we suffer accordingly. The British therefore present a
solid front of all officials and committees. We cannot muster such
strength.*?°

The problem caused by an absence of structure was exacerbated by Roosevelt’s
management style. President Roosevelt depended on a wide range of informal contacts
and on his ability to hold multitudinous threads of policy in his own hands. However, his
approach was limited by the lack of a formal system for sharing his decisions with the
military and diplomatic officials who would be in charge of their implementation. This
flaw drove even his friends to distraction; one loyal Cabinet officer, Secretary of War
Henry Stimson, wrote in his diary: “The President is the worst administrator I have ever
worked under. . . .”** In dealing with industrial mobilization issues, Roosevelt set up
competing bureaucracies that lacked clearly defined roles and missions—fortunately, due
to a strong U.S. economy, war production was not crippled as a result.

The net effect of inconsistent politico-military coordination during World War 11 was that
the nation found itself:

Confronting a power vacuum created by the lack of a high-level
agency...to establish the government’s policy on the conduct of the war.

12 1bid. 98.

127 Ray S. Cline, Washington Command Post: the Operations Division, (Washington: Center of
Military History, 1951) 99, n. 28.

128 Cordell Hull, Memoirs Vol. 11, (New York: Macmillan, 1948) 1110.

129 Cline, United States Army in World War 11, 106.

3% Henry L. Stimson and McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War, (New York:
Harper Brothers, 1948) 495.

53



DESCRIPTION AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE SYSTEM

The lack of such an agency was due to President Roosevelt’s own
particular style of administration.... [T]he consequence was an almost
complete loss of civilian control below the presidential level during the
war and in the formulation of U.S. policy in the immediate post-war
period.... As a result, during the course of the war, the military became
involved in diplomacy and negotiations as well as international politics
and economics.™"

The Standing Liaison Committee disbanded in 1943, and the State-War-Navy
Coordinating Committee, which emerged from weekly, informal State-War-Navy
lunches,*** was established in early 1945 at the suggestion of Secretary of War Henry
Stimson. Stimson proposed this committee because military officers looking to the end
of the war and post-war problems were already making informal contacts with State
Department officials.**® The State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee was made up of
civilian officials at the assistant secretary level but did not include senior military leaders
as it concentrated on post-war political issues.

Although Roosevelt’s management limitations can be considered in the context of
considerable accomplishments (e.g., his White House-centric process guided a successful
war effort through the use of “patchwork administration™),*** by the end of the war,
senior military leaders, their civilian counterparts, and influential members of Congress
concluded that Roosevelt’s informal policymaking style had fundamental drawbacks and
could not easily serve as a precedent for his successors in peacetime.

c. The Origins of the National Security Council

Dissatisfaction with Roosevelt’s decision-making processes did not immediately lead to
the current National Security Council structure. Rather, the current system’s structure
was a side effect of a key initiative of President Harry S. Truman, who assumed office in
April 1945. Truman, and others, had long sought to unify the armed forces into one
Cabinet department and create an independent air force. However, the Navy feared that
its roles and missions (and appropriations) would suffer at the hands of a department
dominated by Army concerns. In the midst of prolonged debate over the issue, Senator
David I. Walsh, chairman of the Senate Naval Affairs Committee, proposed instead a
committee of national defense that would include both the Army and Navy.™** Navy

31 United States, Defense Organization: The Need for Change: Staff Report to the Committee on
Armed Services, United States Senate, Staff Report, 99-86 (Washington: U.S. G.P.O., 1985) 37.

132 Richard A. Best Jr., “The National Security Council: An Organizational Assessment,”
Congressional Research Service 21 April 2008, 30 September 2008
<http://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL30840.pdf>.

133 Stuart 69; See also: Amy Zegart, Flawed by Design: The Evolution of the CIA, JCS, and NSC,
(Stanford, Calif: Stanford University Press, 1999).

34 Stuart 71.

135 Walsh wrote to Forrestal, then Secretary of the Navy, in May 1945, “It seems to me, that those
of us who feel such a consolidation [of the Army and Navy] would not be effective should attempt to
formulate a plan which would be more effective in accomplishing the objective sought. . . . Several nations
have established planning and coordinating agencies which seem to be very satisfactory. For example, the
British have had a Council on Imperial Defense for a considerable number of years. It seems, from the
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Secretary James V. Forrestal asked a former business colleague who had served as vice
chairman of the War Production Board, Ferdinand Eberstadt, to study the effects of
unification on national security and to recommend a government organization that would
be most effective in protecting the country.**

Eberstadt accepted Walsh’s general approach of a council that would exercise a degree of
collective responsibility for national security policymaking, in some ways similar to the
role of the British War Cabinet. The Eberstadt report envisioned a National Security
Council chaired by the president (or, in his absence, the vice president), which would
include the four service secretaries, the secretary of state, and the chairman of a board to
coordinate allocation of resources.**” However, this approach drew criticism as being
inconsistent with the concept of the president as chief executive under the Constitution.
According to one scholar, Eberstadt had “an inclination to modify the Presidency as an
institution.”™*® The final Eberstadt report proposed joining the Navy, the Army, and a
newly independent air force under a “National Military Establishment,” but without
unifying the services.

Despite the recommendations in Eberstadt’s report, President Truman sent a special
message to Congress, in December 1945, requesting a statute to establish a single
department of national defense and a single chief of staff, without mention of a national
security council. Congress, however, was more sympathetic to the Navy’s concerns and
to the Eberstadt recommendations. Therefore, the May 1946 bill from the Senate
Military Affairs Committee proposed a secretary of common defense and provided for a
“Council of Common Defense,” similar to Eberstadt’s proposal. The council was to be
headed by the secretary of state (not the president) and included the secretary of common
defense as a member, but did not include the service secretaries. Since a Department of
Defense had not yet been created, the position of secretary of common defense was
referred to as “the civilian head of the military establishment.”

The Navy did not initially accept the Senate bill as it opposed establishing a single,
overall secretary of the armed forces. Forrestal and the Navy were willing to accept the
council, without the secretary, if it included the civilian heads of the military services
along with the secretary of state and the resource allocation board chairman. These

information now available, it would be desirable to enact legislation creating a Council on National
Defense, or a Council on National Welfare. Such a Council would have no executive authority whatsoever
and should be extremely flexible so as to permit the appointment of as many subcommittees as deemed
necessary, from time to time.” David I. Walsh, Letter to James V. Forrestal, 15 May 1945 in Ferdinand
Eberstadt, Unification of the War and Navy Departments and Postwar Organization for National Security,
U.S. Congress, 79th Congress, 1st session, Senate, Committee on Naval Affairs, Senate Committee Print
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1945) iii—iv.

138 Demetrios Caraley, The Politics of Military Unification: A Study of Conflict and the
Policy Process, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1966).

137 See Charles A. Stevenson, “Underlying Assumptions of the National Security Act of 1947, in
Joint Force Quarterly, Issue 48, 1st Quarter 2008: 130.

138 paul Y. Hammond, “The National Security Council as a Device for Interdepartmental
Coordination: An Interpretation and Appraisal,” American Political Science Review, December 1960, 899.

9Alfred D. Sander, “Truman and the National Security Council: 1945-1947,” The Journal of
American History 58.2 (1972): 376.
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compromises**® made the legislation possible. With Navy support, the administration
then submitted a second plan to Congress that proposed a single civilian head of the
armed services, but no single chief of staff, and a council of common defense whose
membership would include the service secretaries.

Although much of the impetus for a national security council derived from the need to
finesse controversies over unification of the armed services, national security reform
touched the authority of several institutions and players. Truman’s Budget Bureau
recommended a significant defense of presidential prerogative, persuading the White
House to revise the draft legislation so that the council’s role would be “to advise the
President with respect to the integration of...policies,” rather than “to

integrate. ..policies.”**" Any sense that the president would be bound by the council
consensus was viewed by Truman as infringing on his constitutional powers. In addition,
the State Department objected to an early draft of the National Security Act because it
provided that the function of the council would be “to integrate our foreign and military
policies”™—a provision that it felt might compromise its preeminence in foreign policy.

The Bureau of the Budget insisted on its own independence from the council, anticipating
that it could be dominated by military officers or civilians working with them who would
attempt to determine annual budgets largely based on military and diplomatic
considerations.'*? Reflecting these various concerns and with the agreement of his
secretaries, President Truman submitted his second unification plan in the form of a letter
to theg?airmen of both the military and naval affairs committees in Congress in June
1946.

Truman and his staff also gave extensive consideration to the question of whether the
president should be a member of the Council of Common Defense. Although Truman
expressed concern that including the president might weaken the presidential office,
ultimately this provision was left intact with the understanding that the president could
not be forced to attend council meetings. A key goal of President Truman was to ensure
that the council was advisory in nature and would not infringe on the president’s
constitutional responsibilities to determine policy and command the military services.***
The council would not, in and of itself, have the authority to integrate foreign and
military policies.

140 Other compromises included the creation of a weak secretary of defense position, separately
administered service departments, and no single chief of staff over the armed forces. For additional details
of the compromises, see Stevenson, “Underlying Assumptions of the National Security Act of 1947.”

41 Matthew A. Shabat, Unpublished Paper, citing language quoted by Douglas T. Stuart,
“Ministry of Fear: The 1947 National Security Act in Historical and Institutional Context,” International
Studies Perspectives (2003): 4.

142 Alfred D. Sander, “Truman and the National Security Council, 1945-1947,” Journal of
American History (September 1972).

' |bid. 376.

' Ibid. 314-315.
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d. The National Security Act of 1947

The reorganization of Congress was an important preliminary step for the passage of the
National Security Act. The Legislative Reorganization Act'* of 1946 reduced the total
number of standing committees from thirty-three to fifteen in the Senate and from forty-
eight to nineteen in the House of Representatives. Congress consolidated the long-
separate military affairs and naval affairs committees into the House and Senate Armed
Services Committees, which were given jurisdiction over the armed forces. Foreign
policy matters remained under the purview of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
and the House Foreign Affairs Committee (the latter has had some name changes). The
defense committees focused on the military aspects of national security issues, while the
foreign policy committees concentrated on international relations.

The committee realignment facilitated national security reform. With congressional
committees reconfigured for more integrated oversight, and after several months of
negotiations, the new national security legislation was enacted in July as the National
Security Act of 1947. In addition to establishing a separate Air Force and CIA, it created
the NSC, which included the president, the secretary of state, the new secretary of
defense, the secretaries of the three military departments, and the chairman of the new
National Security Resources Board (NSRB).** Other officials who had been confirmed
by the Senate could be added as NSC members by the president from time to time.
According to the act, the responsibility of the NSC was:

To advise the President with respect to the integration of domestic,
foreign, and military policies relating to the national security so as to
enable the military services and the other departments and agencies of the
Government to cooperate more effectively in matters involving the
national security.*’

Based on the difficulties of mobilizing for World War 11, officials saw atomic-age
mobilization as a continuous requirement, even in peacetime. The NSRB was the civilian
peacetime successor of the Army-Navy Munitions Board—but with the authority of an
independent agency. Drawing upon insights from Bernard Baruch, who had extensive
experience in managing mobilization, Eberstadt “considered [the NSRB] as the key
mechanism to connect unification to a larger corporate political-economic organization
by coordinating military, industry, labor, and business in a national security program.”148

Eberstadt’s vision was resource-driven. The NSC was to serve as an interagency vehicle
to weigh options and advise the president. With the CIA providing information on
foreign matters and the NSRB on domestic ones, the authors of the 1947 act hoped that

145 | egislative Reorganization Act of 1946, P.L. 79-601, 17 May 1946.

148 The service secretaries would be removed as members and the vice president added pursuant to
the National Security Act Amendments of 1949 (Public Law 81-216).

7 National Security Act of 1947, P.L. 80-253, § 101(a), 61 Stat. 496 (1947).

18 Jeffrey M. Dorwart, Eberstadt and Forrestal: A National Security Partnership, 1909-1949,
(College Station, Texas: Texas A&M University Press, 1991) 155.
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the “basic mechanism to balance the nation’s supply of resources with its military
demands™**° was in place.

The NSRB, which was an integral part of the NSC’s original structure, was based on the
examples of the War Industries Board of World War | and the War Production Board of
World War Il. It was vested with the responsibility for post-war emergency preparedness
planning (similar to the National Response Framework that now guides homeland
security planning). The NSRB chairman was to be a civilian presidential appointee
requiring Senate confirmation. As for the military side of mobilization, the National
Security Act of 1947 also established the Munitions Board, housed in the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, as a successor agency to the Army-Navy Munitions Board.

Two bureaucracies, the NSRB on one side and the Munitions Board on the other, now
competed for control of post-war resource management, which raised questions about
their respective roles and missions. It was not clear whether the NSRB was just a
planning body or if it was also responsible for operations, or whether it or the Munitions
Board was the primary contact point for industry. The president would not go so far as to
make NSRB into a War Production Board as intended by its architects. Truman wanted it
to be merely a body to coordinate mobilization plans across government.

New national security institutions also had to deal with issues of intelligence. Having
disbanded the Office of Strategic Services at the close of the war, President Truman
created the National Intelligence Authority in January 1946, with its staff arm, the
Central Intelligence Group (CIG), established to coordinate, plan, evaluate, and
disseminate intelligence. The National Intelligence Authority’s budget and staff were
drawn from the military and State Department, and a director of central intelligence
position was established to head the organization. The CIG had an Office of Reports and
Estimates that continued to exist even after the formation of the CIA in 1947; this office
eventually evolved into the National Intelligence Council. The operational capabilities of
the Office of Strategic Services ended up in the new CIA, after a brief stay in the new
Defense Department. Defense was glad to transfer these capabilities, deeming them
incompatible with the military ethos.™™® Over the next few years, CIA took charge of and
further developed covert operations capabilities. In the area of what was then called
psychological warfare, this led to coordination problems with both the State and Defense
departments.*™*

The National Security Act of 1947 was referred to the Senate Armed Services Committee
because the main purpose of the bill was deemed to be the integration of the armed
forces, and to the House Committee on Expenditures in the executive departments,
because that committee was deemed more sympathetic to the legislation than the former
members of the Naval Affairs Committee now serving on the Armed Services

9 Ipid. 106.

%% David Tucker, Confronting the Unconventional: Innovation and Transformation in Military
Affairs, (Carlisle, Pennsylvania: U.S. Army War College, 2006) 41.

! Tucker, Confronting the Unconventional; Gregory Mitrovich, Undermining the Kremlin:
America's Strategy to Subvert the Soviet Bloc, 1947-1956, (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press,
2000).
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Committee.” This restructuring put Congress in a better position following the 1947 act
to oversee the individual departments of the executive branch involved in national
security; however, it did not provide any institutional means for overseeing whether those
departments cooperated to achieve national security.

Two years after the National Security Act, Congress passed the Classification Act of
1949. This act set the personnel rules under which the national security system was to
operate for the next fifty years. The act divided personnel into grades with associated pay
that rewarded longevity rather than performance. George W. Bush’s administration
worked with Congress to make changes to the rules governing civilian personnel in the
national security system. (See the section on human capital in Part IV of this report for a
discussion on these changes and their implications.)

3. Evolution of the National Security System since 1947

The practical effect of the 1947 act was to create the basis for a new national security
system. As Richard E. Neustadt and Graham T. Allison have observed:

The change in our own weaponry, combined with our wide-ranging
economic and political endeavors overseas, was mixing up the
jurisdictions of all agencies with roles to play, or claim, in national
security: mingling operations along programmatic lines, cutting across
vertical lines of authority, breaching the neat boxes on organizational
charts. Defense, State, CIA, AID, Treasury, together with the President’s
Executive Office Staffs, came to form a single complex—a national
security complex, tied together by an intricate network of program and
staff interrelationships in Washington and in the field.**®

Managing and coordinating this new national security complex is an enduring challenge.
In trying to direct and manage the system, presidents and their key advisors have tailored
national security structure and processes to their particular leadership style or to
accommaodate personal relationships. The remainder of this historical overview proceeds
chronologically through administrations—beginning with Harry S. Truman and ending
with George W. Bush—highlighting each administration’s trials and tribulations with
national security reform.

A preliminary matter of terminology should be clarified to reduce confusion for the
reader. Administrations use different names for their national security decision and
review directives, as well as different labels for their committees that support the
National Security Council. Over the past twenty years, the uniformity of the terminology
increased but variation still creates some lingering confusion. The tables below (see
Tables 2 and 3) clarify the terminology. When not referring to a specific historical event,
the rest of the report will refer to the document and committee names used over the last
eight years by the Bush administration.

152 Committee jurisdictions are set forth in Senate Rule XXV and House Rule X.
153 Richard E. Neustadt and Graham T. Allison, “Afterword,” in Robert F. Kennedy, Thirteen
Days: A Memoir of the Cuban Missile Crisis, (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1971) 126-127.
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Table 2. National Security Decision & Review Directive Titles by Administration

Administration

National Security Document Titles™

Review Directive

Decision Directive

Truman National Security Council Intelligence
Directive (NSCID)
Eisenhower National Security Council Intelligence
Directive (NSCID)
Kennedy National Security Action Memoranda
(NSAM)
Johnson National Security Action Memoranda
(NSAM)
Nixon National Security Study Memoranda National Security Decision Memoranda
(NSSM) (NSDM)
Ford National Security Study Memoranda National Security Decision Memoranda
(NSSM) (NSDM)
Carter Presidential Review Memoranda (PRM) | Presidential Directives (PD)
Reagan National Security Study Directive National Security Decision Directives
(NSSD) (NSDD)
George H.W. National Security Review (NSR) National Security Directives (NSD)
Bush
Clinton Presidential Review Directive (PRD) Presidential Decision Directives (PDD)

George W. Bush

National Security Presidential Directive
(NSPD)

Homeland Security Presidential
Directive (HSPD)

National Security Presidential Directives
(NSPD)

Table 3. National Security Committee Names by Administration

Administration

Committees™

Truman

Eisenhower Operations Coordinating Board ‘ Planning Board
Kennedy Ad-hoc bodies: example of Executive Committee (ExComm)
Johnson Senior Interdepartmental Groups (SIGs) Interdepartmental Regional

Groups (IRGs)

154 ¢

2008 <http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/direct.htm>.
5 Richard A. Best, Jr., “The National Security Council: An Organizational Assessment,” CRS
Report for Congress, 21 Apr 2008, 29 Oct 2008 <http://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL30840.pdf>.
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Administration Committees™
Nixon™® Operational Groups™’ Review Groups™® Interdepartmental Groups
(1Gs)
Ford™’ Operational Groups™° Intermediate Groups'®* Interdepartmental Groups
(1Gs)
Carter Special Coordination Policy Review Committee Interdegartmental Groups
Committee (SCC) (PRC) (1Gs)*®
Reagan™® Senior Review Group Policy Review Group Senior Interagency Groups
(SRG)™ (PRG)™® (SIGs)
George H.W. Principals Committee Deputies Committee (DC) | Policy Coordinating
Bush (PC) Committees (PCCs)
Clinton Principals Committee Deputies Committee (DC) | Interagency Working
(PC) Groups (IWGs)

158 The Operational Groups under Nixon were the Washington Special Action Group (WSAG) and
the Undersecretaries Committee. The Review Groups were the Senior Review Group, the Defense Program
Review Committee, the Verification Panel, and the Intelligence Committee. See “National Security
Memoranda,” Nixon Presidential Library and Museum, National Archives and Records Administration, 31
Oct 2008 <http://nixon.archives.gov/virtuallibrary/documents/nationalsecuritymemoranda.php>.

157 “National Security Memoranda,” Nixon Presidential Library and Museum, National Archives
and Records Administration, 31 Oct 2008
<http://nixon.archives.gov/virtuallibrary/documents/nationalsecurity memoranda.php>.

158 «“National Security Memoranda,” Nixon Presidential Library and Museum, National Archives
and Records Administration, 31 Oct 2008
<http://nixon.archives.gov/virtuallibrary/documents/nationalsecurity memoranda.php>.

159 The Operational Groups under Ford were the Washington Special Actions Group (WSAG) and
the Under Secretaries Committee. The senior-level Intermediate Groups were the Senior Review Group, the
Verification Panel, the Defense Review Panel, the Committee on Foreign Intelligence, and the Operations
Advisory Group. See U.S. National Security Council: Institutional Files, 1974-77,” Gerald R. Ford Library,
(Ann Arbor), 31 Oct 2008
<http://www.ford.utexas.edu/LIBRARY/guides/Finding%20Aids/US_National_Security _Council_
Insitutional_Files.htm>.

160«J.S. National Security Council: Institutional Files, 1974-77,” Gerald R. Ford Library, (Ann
Arbor), 31 Oct 2008
<http://www.ford.utexas.edu/LIBRARY/guides/Finding%20Aids/US_National_Security_Council _
Insitutional_Files.htm>.

181 U.S. National Security Council: Institutional Files, 1974-77,” Gerald R. Ford Library, (Ann
Arbor), 31 Oct 2008
<http://www.ford.utexas.edu/LIBRARY/guides/Finding%20Aids/US_National_Security
Council_Insitutional_Files.htm>.

162 Karl F. Inderfurth and Loch K. Johnson, “Transformations,” Fateful Decisions: Inside the
National Security Council, Eds. Karl F. Inderfurth and Loch K. Johnson, (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2004) 95.

163 Reagan used other NSC interagency groups as well, such as the Special Situation Group and
the National Security Planning Group. See Part 11, page 60 of the report.

164 Karl F. Inderfurth and Loch K. Johnson, “Transformations,” Fateful Decisions: Inside the
National Security Council, Eds. Karl F. Inderfurth and Loch K. Johnson, (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2004) 77.

165 Karl F. Inderfurth and Loch K. Johnson, “Transformations,” Fateful Decisions: Inside the
National Security Council, Eds. Karl F. Inderfurth and Loch K. Johnson, (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2004) 77.
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Administration Committees™

George W. Bush | Principals Committee Deputies Committee (DC) | Policy Coordination
(PC) Committees (PCCs)*®

a. Truman’s Defense of Presidential Authority

President Truman's use of the National Security Council before the outbreak of the
Korean War reflected his sensitivity to the protection of presidential authority. As a
means of emphasizing the advisory role of the NSC, Truman did not regularly attend its
meetings. After the first meeting on September 26, 1947, he did not attend again for over
ten months.*®” President Truman recalled in his memoirs:

There were times during the early days of the National Security Council
when one or two of its members tried to change it into an operating super-
cabinet on the British model. Secretary Forrestal and Secretary [Louis]
Johnson [the second Secretary of Defense], for instance, would at times
put pressure on the [NSC’s] Executive Secretary. What they wanted him
to do was to assume the authority of supervising other agencies of the
government and see that the approved decisions of the Council were
carried out. The Executive Secretary very properly declined to do this,
stating that if it had been the intention of the Congress for him to have that
power it would have been specified in the act.'®®

In large measure, President Truman’s approach to the NSC reflected a test of wills with
Forrestal—the former Navy secretary and first secretary of defense. Truman was aware
of the administrative chaos that often resulted from President Roosevelt’s decision-
making processes, but at the same time he was determined not to be constrained by an
NSC created by statute at the expense of his presidential authorities. Instead, he preferred
to use the State Department as a lead agency™®® for national security policies and
programs. In addition to support from the Department of State, the president’s views
were strongly encouraged by Budget Bureau officials who guarded the bureau’s

1% George W. Bush, “Organization of the National Security Council System — NSPD-1,” 13
February 2001 7 October 2008 <http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/nspd/nspd-1.htm>.

187 In the 57 NSC meetings prior to the Korean War, Truman presided over only 11. Only
those officials specified by the National Security Act attended initially, with others invited to
participate in discussions of particular interest to their agencies. The director of the CIA also sat in as
an advisor and observer during most sessions. In January 1949, Truman directed that the secretary of
the treasury attend all meetings, while amendments to the National Security Act eliminated the service
secretaries from council membership, added the vice president, and, by designating the Joint Chiefs of
Staff as the "principal military advisors" to the president, the National Security Council, and the
secretary of defense, opened the way for regular attendance by the chairman of the joint chiefs of
staff, beginning in 1950. See also: Stanley L. Falk, “The National Security Council under Truman,
Eisenhower, and Kennedy,” Political Science Quarterly (September 1964): 408.

1% Harry S. Truman, Years of Trial and Hope: 1946-1952 - Vol. II, (New York: Signet
Books, 1956) 78.

189 A “lead agency” determines the agenda, ensures cohesion among the agencies, and is
responsible for implementing decisions.
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traditional roles. The question of budgetary and military priorities became especially
acute in the late 1940s when military leaders first pressed for expanded capabilities to
confront the Soviet Union, proposals which conflicted sharply with the Budget Bureau’s
determination to restrict annual defense spending to $15 billion.

The National Security Act Amendments of 19497 placed both the NSRB and the NSC
in the Executive Office of the President. In 1950, as war erupted in Korea, the NSRB’s
responsibilities transferred to the Office of Defense Mobilization. These two events
meant that the NSRB never functioned as intended.'”* With the advent of the Korean
War, Truman directed that the NSC meet each week and that all major national security
initiatives be coordinated through it. From this point forward, Truman attended virtually
every meeting.

In 1950, “[i]n an effort to make the NSC more effective,” President Truman reorganized
the NSC system to include a senior staff that was to be comprised of department and
agency personnel of undersecretary level.”> However, in practice, members tended to be
more junior in rank and, since the president continued to look to individuals other than
the senior staff or to other agencies for advice and recommendations, the NSC was not a
dominant force in shaping national security policy. Although the Truman NSC “provided
a convenient mechanism” for staffing and coordinating interdepartmental views, “it had
not yet attained the rigidity of organization and performance which the Eisenhower
Administration was to give it.”"’

Thus, even though there was a widely shared understanding of the need for coordinated
national security policies in the aftermath of World War Il and the emerging Cold War,
there was considerable resistance within the Truman administration to changing
traditional means of national security policymaking and implementation. The
compromise result was an NSC that became a useful tool for presenting information to
the president and, especially after the outbreak of the Korean War, a locus for presidential
decision-making. The NSC did not, however, take on any independent role in either
policymaking or execution processes, nor did it determine the size or scope of the defense
budget.

0 This move toward White House centralization was reminiscent of Roosevelt’s 1939 decision to
transfer the Joint Board of the Army and Navy into the Executive Office of the President.

171 By the mid-1950s, there were over 40,000 defense contractors working for the federal
government. Mobilization may have failed conclusively in the post-war era as something managed by
civilians at the federal level in the Executive Office of the President or in some independent agency, but the
concept did not go away. Ironically, it survived under another structure and under another name: Pentagon
acquisition. The Eisenhower reorganization plan of 1953 abolished both the Munitions Board and the
NSRB. “[TThis vital corporatist agency [the NSRB] had seemingly been removed from the national security
system. In fact, industrial mobilization planning, stockpiling, contracting, and research and development
functions shifted to the defense establishment. Assistant defense secretaries and a collection of functional
defense agencies replaced the NSRB, Munitions Board, and Research and Development Board nexus.”

See also: Dorwart 178-179.

172 Alfred Dick Sander, Eisenhower ’s Executive Office, (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press,
1999) 74-75.

13 Walter Millis, with Harvey Mansfield and Harold Stein, Arms and the State: Civil-Military
Elements in National Policy, (New York: Twentieth Century Fund, 1958) 255.
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b. Eisenhower’s System and the Development of the Country Team

During the 1952 election campaign, candidate General Dwight Eisenhower criticized
Truman’s use of the NSC. He promised, if elected, to elevate the NSC to the role he
believed Congress originally envisioned, and to use it as his principal arm in formulating
military and security policy. Based on his long Army career culminating in service as
chief of staff, Eisenhower was familiar with the functions of military staffs and no one in
his Cabinet would challenge his national security policymaking approaches. He had a
free hand to formulate mutually reinforcing NSC system structures and processes.

Eisenhower appointed Robert Cutler, a banker who had served on active duty in the War
Department during World War I1, as special assistant for national security affairs. This
position was separate and distinct from the executive secretary of the NSC, which had
chiefly been concerned with administrative and housekeeping functions. In effect, Cutler
became the first national security advisor. His detailed 1953 report to President
Eisenhower became the basis for their restructuring of the NSC. By 1960, the NSC had
developed into a highly complicated but relatively smoothly operating machine.*”
Undergirding his restructured system was Eisenhower’s philosophy that the
organization’s purpose was to

simplify, clarify, expedite and coordinate; it is a bulwark against chaos,
confusion, delay and failure . . . . Organization cannot make a successful
leader out of a dunce, any more than it should make a decision for its
chief. But it is effective in minimizing the chances of failure and in
insuring that the right hand does, indeed, know what the left is doing.*”

The NSC served as a central policymaking forum in the Eisenhower administration.
Weekly meetings were chaired by the president himself. There were two primary
structural components of Eisenhower’s national security system: the NSC Planning
Board and the Operations Coordinating Board. Analysis and recommendations generated
at multiple levels were reviewed by the Planning Board and elevated, where appropriate,
to the NSC itself. A staff for the NSC Planning Board prepared the papers that served as
the basis of discussions at the weekly meeting of NSC members. Presidential decisions
were then conveyed to the departments and agencies via the Operations Coordinating
Board,'”® which monitored the implementation of presidential decisions. The Eisenhower
administration’s national security system was characterized as a “policy hill,” with issues
flowing upward to the president and NSC for decision and then downward for
implementation.

" Falk 418.

> Dwight D. Eisenhower, The White House Years: Mandate for Change, 1953-1956, (Garden
City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1963) 121.

176 The Operations Coordinating Board, established by Executive Order (EO) 10483 and later
modified by EO 10700, was not technically part of the NSC, but it did function under the direction of
Cutler and his successors. Although some of Eisenhower’s advisors recommended that he situate it within
the NSC system, the Bureau of the Budget recommended that it remain outside of the NSC as a voluntary,
independent agency. It was not brought within the formal NSC apparatus until July 1, 1957.
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Much like Truman’s senior staff, the Operations Coordinating Board was designed to
include members at undersecretary level or higher, depending on the department or
agency represented. Interestingly, the board, which was proposed by the president’s
Committee on International Information Activities (also known as the William Jackson
Committee), was actually the committee’s third choice for a mechanism to monitor
implementation. The first two choices were to have the NSC staff support both the policy
planning and implementation coordination functions, or alternatively, to develop

a “Department of Foreign Affairs” to oversee all aspects of national
security policy implementation. This [latter option] was not proposed
because the committee recognized the reluctance and probably the
inability of the state department to assume this larger role.’”

Nowhere was Eisenhower’s national security system more important than in planning the
overall defense policies regarding the Soviet Union. As the Korean War began, some in
the Truman administration were inclined toward a policy that would have greatly
expanded conventional military capabilities both for the United States and its European
allies. Much of this policy was expressed in NSC-68 (1950). Prepared in the State
Department with the participation of a Defense Department representative, NSC-68 did
not fully consider the economic costs and political effects of greatly expanding
conventional military power. Concerned with these effects, President Eisenhower
directed a comprehensive analysis (hamed the Solarium Project), which included a
detailed, two-month study by three teams at the National War College, one headed by
George Kennan, one by Major General Jim McCormick, and another headed by Admiral
Connally, the president of the Navy War College.'”® The teams reported their alternative
positions to the NSC, Joint Chiefs of Staff, service secretaries, and NSC Planning Board.
After careful consideration, Eisenhower adopted a revised containment policy coupled
with capabilities for massive retaliation using nuclear weapons, which would avoid the
need for creating large armies and enormous budgets.

Eisenhower’s interagency system revolved around a chief executive with a keen
understanding of and interest in national security policy. The system focused on the
process to support his decision-making. His three national security advisors—Cutler,
Dillon Anderson, and Gordon Gray—were not policy advocates but process managers.
In 1960, the national security advisor became the chair of the Operations Coordinating
Board in order to ensure impartial direction.

Under Eisenhower, the NSC staff framed debates in three ways. First, it presented
participants with draft statements of administration policy, highlighting disagreement
among the various agencies. Second, it supported regular NSC meetings in which the
policy proposals were vigorously debated in the presence of the president, who then
personally established the administration’s policies. Finally, it provided NSC members
with written reports of Eisenhower’s conclusions. The Operations Coordinating Board

"7 Sander, Eisenhower ’s Executive Office, 125.
178 Notes from a February 2000 presentation by General Andrew J. Goodpaster, a participant in
Project Solarium, provided by Jim Kurtz, Institute for Defense Analyses.

65



DESCRIPTION AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE SYSTEM

ensured implementation of the policies thus established. According to two admiring
observers:

The great value of the system lay in the vigorous and informed debate
regarding national security policy that it generated among the key officials
and the president, as well as among officials at lower levels of the
agencies.... By design the NSC papers and discussions normally
concentrated on setting the basic guidelines necessary for coherent policy
and planning. Eisenhower never intended the official statements of policy
the Council produced to serve as blueprints for operations. They were
intentionally general and strategic in that they were driven by longer term
premises and objectives.'”

The NSC meetings, Eisenhower believed, were the most effective means to school his
subordinates about the guidelines he expected them to follow. The dissemination of NSC
records of action from these meeting provided insurance against misinterpretation. %

Eisenhower’s administration also oversaw several major adjustments to the larger
interagency system. Reorganization Plan No. 8 of 1953 created the United States
Information Agency as a mechanism for advancing public diplomacy that was
independent of the State Department. In addition, an executive order established a Board
of Consultants on Foreign Intelligence Activities,'®* which was designed to provide the
president with independent analysis of U.S. foreign intelligence programs. The board
focused on the quality of training and personnel, security, progress in research,
effectiveness of specific projects, and general competence in carrying out assigned
tasks.'®? Although this board ended with the Eisenhower administration, President John
F. Kennedy created an organization with a similar function. Separately, a congressional
study recommended that the director of central intelligence empower a deputy to oversee
the CIA so that the director could focus on the intelligence community at large—a
recommendation that would echo periodically over the subsequent fifty years.

In 1957, the Civilian Political Advisor (POLAD) program, in which military commanders
added political advisors with their staffs, became an official institution. As a former
military commander, Eisenhower understood the benefit of political advisors and
encouraged the formal use of such resources by the military. Eisenhower also oversaw
the formalization of the “country team” concept (see sidebar) to bring consistency to U.S.
activities overseas through centralized control (although U.S. military operations were
not included in this concept). In developing the country team, he acted upon
recommendations from a 1959 report by Harlan Cleveland, dean of Syracuse University’s

¥ Robert R. Bowie and Richard H. Immerman, Waging Peace: How Eisenhower Shaped an

Enduring1 chold War Strategy, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998) 89.
Ibid.

181 Dwight D. Eisenhower, Establishment of the President's Board of Consultants on Foreign
Intelligence Activities, Executive Order 10656 06 February 1956, 01 October 2008 <
http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-orders/1956.html>.

182 30 September 2008 <http://www.espionageinfo.com/Pa-Po/PFIAB-President-s-Foreign-
Intelligence-Advisory-Board.html>.
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Maxwell Graduate School for Citizenship and Public Affairs, which recommended
further strengthening the role of U.S. ambassadors at foreign posts.'®®

THE COUNTRY TEAM

Overseas embassies conduct much of the day-to-day management of foreign relations at
the country level. Since 1947, the struggle to gain control over unwieldy interagency
activities at the country level has intensified. As the United States emerged from World
War |1, massive nation-building and foreign assistance efforts began to rebuild European
states and to counter Soviet influence. U.S. government agencies, such as the
Departments of Defense, Agriculture, and Treasury, and the Economic Cooperation
Administration, dispatched personnel overseas to accomplish U.S. objectives. With the
proliferation of agencies and personnel overseas, the execution of U.S. foreign policy—
led by the Department of State—became more complex, and problems coordinating
agencies in the field—more widespread.

Among the first instances of this can be found in President Harry S. Truman’s declaration
of economic and military assistance to Greece and Turkey in 1947. The State
Department administered the program differently for each country. In Turkey, the U.S.
ambassador also served as the chief of the American mission for aid to Turkey. In
Greece, however, “Dwight P. Griswold was appointed...to be Chief of the American
Mission for aid to Greece, and his mission was outside and independent of the embassy at
Athens and of Ambassador Lincoln MacVeagh.”'®* Inevitably, the Greeks observed that
Griswold controlled the resources, so they bypassed the ambassador and dealt directly
with him. The ambassador’s authority diminished and a conflict within the embassy
emerged. Rather than reconfirming the ambassador’s authority in the matter, the State
Department recalled both Griswold and Ambassador MacVeagh, and then deployed a
new ambassador who also served as chief of the aid mission. This course of action
revealed two long-standing Department of State tendencies: 1) the assumption that
effective diplomats can avoid such contretemps and 2) the default position that the
ambassador is ultimately responsible for all embassy activities.

By 1951, with the Department of Defense and economic aid programs expanding
overseas, Truman saw the need to specify mechanisms for coordination at the country
and regional levels. General Lucius Clay, who served as military governor in post-war
Germany, negotiated with government agencies to identify the best means to achieve
coordination overseas. Along with establishing the concept of the “country team,” the
“Clay Paper” argued that

To insure the full coordination of the U.S. effort, U.S. representatives at
the country level shall constitute a team under the leadership of the
Ambassador. The Ambassador’s responsibility for coordination, general

183 Dean Harlan Cleveland, Maxwell Graduate School of Citizenship and Public Affairs,
Operational Aspects of U.S. Foreign Policy, (Washington: U.S. G.P.O., 1959).

184 The Ambassador and the Problem of Coordination, U.S. Senate Subcommittee on National
Security Staffing and Operations, 88th Congress, September 13, 1963, 8.

67




DESCRIPTION AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE SYSTEM

direction, and leadership shall be given renewed emphasis, and all United
States elements shall be reindoctrinated with respect to the Ambassador’s
role as senior representative for the United States in the country.'®
(Emphasis added)

The country team concept, mentioned first in the Clay Paper, is both executive measure
and codified law, granting the ambassador the means to coordinate all U.S. government
activities to maximize the effectiveness of U.S. foreign policy in the country to which she
or he is assigned.®

Despite the efforts of Presidents Truman and Eisenhower through Executive Orders and
memoranda such as the Clay Paper, interagency coordination at the country level
remained elusive. Shortly after arriving in the White House, President John F. Kennedy
decided to solve the problem decisively by dispatching a letter to all ambassadors in
which he outlined his expectations for the country team, as well as the authorities at the
ambassadors’ disposal. President Kennedy wrote:

You are in charge of the entire United States Diplomatic Mission, and |
shall expect you to supervise all of its operations. The Mission includes
not only the personnel of the Department of State and the Foreign Service,
but also the representatives of all other United States agencies which have
programs or activities in [name of country]. I shall give you full support
and backing in carrying out your assignment.*®’

Kennedy also granted ambassadors complete authority over the composition of the
country team, with the proviso that employees of every agency had the right to appeal to
Washington if they found themselves in disagreement with the ambassador.

Additionally, President Kennedy addressed the issue of military forces engaged in
military operations. In such instances, Kennedy declared that the ambassador “should
work closely with the appropriate area military commander to assure the full exchange of
information.” If the ambassador felt “that activities by the United States military forces
may adversely affect our overall relations with the people or government of [country],”
Kennedy instructed that the ambassador “should promptly discuss the matter with the
military commander and, if necessary, request a decision by higher authority.”188 In
contrast, to this day, the military, with the exception of Special Forces, is not routinely
enjoined to work with ambassadors or to elevate differences of opinion to higher levels.
For example, the current Unified Command Plan, signed by President Bush in 2006,
makes no mention of the combatant commander’s responsibilities to work in concert with
the local U.S. ambassador(s).

18 Extract of the “Clay Paper,” found in The Ambassador and the Problem of Coordination, U.S.
Senate Subcommittee on National Security Staffing and Operations, 88th Congress (September 13, 1963)
60-61.

186 22 USC § 3927

187 A copy of President Kennedy’s letter to Chiefs of Mission, dated May 29, 1961, may be found
in The Ambassador and the Problem of Coordination, U.S. Senate Subcommittee on National Security
Staffing ?di Operations, 88th Congress (September 13, 1963) 155-156.
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The Eisenhower approach did not go unchallenged. After the shock of Sputnik, the
Soviet satellite launched in 1957, and reports of a perceived “missile gap” between the
United States and the Soviet Union, the Eisenhower administration was criticized for an
alleged failure to keep pace with Soviet developments in intercontinental missiles. One
of the principal charges was that the institutional machinery used to systematize national
security deliberations had resulted in a “papermill” out of which emerged “least-
common-denominator” policies. The Bureau of the Budget had in 1952 made the same
charge of least-common-denominator policymaking against the less formal national
security system used by the Truman administration, suggesting that perhaps the problem
did not originate in the system’s degree of formality.*®

The Senate Government Operations Subcommittee, chaired by Senator Henry Jackson
(D-WA), undertook wide-ranging hearings on Eisenhower’s NSC. After hearing
witnesses from Eisenhower’s administration and outside experts, the Jackson
Subcommittee issued a series of reports that specifically criticized Eisenhower’s
organizational structure:

The root causes of difficulty are found in over-crowded agendas, overly
elaborate and stylized procedures, excessive reliance on subordinate
interdepartmental mechanisms, and the use of the NSC system for
comprehensive coordinating and follow-through responsibilities it is ill
suited to discharge.'®

Those reports particularly criticized the fact that much of the NSC’s work addressed
foreign policy issues rather than national security problems, especially “country papers,”
which appeared to be a logical responsibility of the State Department. According to the
critique, the NSC had not dealt with the larger issues: the size and composition of the
national security budget, the strength and makeup of the armed services, foreign
economic policy, and the translation of policy goals into concrete plans and programs.**
According to the report:

[D]epartments and agencies often work actively and successfully to keep
critical policy issues outside the NSC system.... When the policy stakes
are high and departmental differences deep, agency heads are loath to
submit problems to the scrutiny of coordinating committees or councils.
They aim in such cases to bypass the committees while keeping them
occupied with less important matters. They try to settle important
questions in dispute through “out of court” informal interagency
negotiations, when they are doubtful of the President’s position. Or else
they try “end runs” to the President himself when they think this might be
advantageous.*

189 Sander, Eisenhower ’s Executive Office, 73.

190 Senator Henry M. Jackson, ed. The National Security Council: Jackson Subcommittee Papers
on Policy-Making at the Presidential Level, (New York: Praeger, 1965) 39.

% bid. 33.

92 |pid.
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The subcommittee’s recommendations emphasized the need for an NSC that would
provide “an accustomed forum where [the president] and a small number of his top
advisors can gain that intellectual intimacy and mutual understanding on which true
coordination depends.”193 Senator Jackson himself argued that the NSC should provide “a
means of bringing the full implications of policy alternatives out on the table, and a
vehicle through which the president can inform his lieutenants of his decisions and of the
chain of reasoning behind them.” He added, “the pitfalls to be avoided are clearly
marked: at one extreme, over-institutionalization of the NSC system—with overly
elaborate procedures and over-production of routine papers; at the other extreme,
excessive 1igl4formality—with Council meetings tending in the direction of official bull
sessions.”

The criticisms leveled against the Eisenhower NSC by Senator Jackson and his
committee were based on a view that there was a need for “an intimate forum” that could
address a limited number of critical problems and devise appropriate policies. According
to this view—strongly advanced by the influential political scientist Richard Neustadt—
interdepartmental coordination was less important for success in national security affairs
than the president’s expertise, political skills, and the vigor with which he deployed
them.'*® A small team of close-knit advisors could support this effort; a large and
complex staff would stifle it.

In hindsight, it appears that some of the subcommittee’s accusations were partially
inaccurate. They failed to consider President Eisenhower’s decision-making structures
and processes in their entirety. It is true that the “policy hill” consisted of highly
formalized structures and processes that produced papers and reports in a machine-like
manner. However, this was only one mechanism used by President Eisenhower to make
decisions. In an unpublished manuscript, Eisenhower’s son “said he thought his father
regarded NSC meetings as a ‘debating society’ and that the ‘real decisions were in the
Oval Office with a small select group.”**® Thus, Eisenhower also made extensive use of
less formalized processes, such as permitting Secretary of State Dulles to take full
advantage of direct access to the president in order to bypass formal NSC meetings.
Eisenhower did have “a use for the NSC, but it was not the use that Jackson criticized.”
As the reference to a “small select group” suggests, the “intimate forum” that Jackson
wanted “was already at work in the Oval Office.”*’

Eisenhower’s special assistant, Dillon Anderson, observed that “[w]hile [Eisenhower]
welcomed the use of the NSC mechanism, as an advisory body, or a sort of super-staff for
him in the delineation of our national security policy, he nevertheless felt that the onus of

1% 1bid. 38.
% 1bid. 68.
1% Richard E. Neustadt, Presidential Power: the Politics of Leadership, (New York: John Wiley
& Sons, 1960).
1% Douglas Kinnard (quoting John D. Eisenhower), President Eisenhower and Strategy
Managen;;e?nt: A Study in Defense Politics, (Washington: International Defense Pubishers, 1989) 133-34.
Ibid.
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responsibility for decision lay exclusively with him.”**® Eisenhower’s use of both formal

and informal decision-making processes required the president’s interest, attention, and
purposeful commitment in both processes. Without Eisenhower’s personal involvement
in the NSC’s formal “policy hill” process, it might have been just the “paper mill” that
Senator Jackson claimed it to be.

¢. Kennedy’s “Situation Room.” the Bay of Pigs, and the Cuban Missile Crisis

Agreeing in large measure with the Jackson Subcommittee’s critique, President Kennedy
dismantled the elaborate NSC system of his predecessor shortly after his inauguration and
replaced it with a looser and more flexible set of procedures more suited to his own
methods. The NSC Planning Board, with its formal system for paper development, was
dissolved along with the Operations Coordinating Board.™*® Regularly scheduled
meetings of the NSC were cancelled. In their place was a new method of national
security decision-making based on the concept that, rather than being tied down by
efforts to achieve consensus among the bureaucracies, the president should be in a
position to decide policy issues on his own supported by a small number of experts.

Thus, the NSC staff was significantly reduced and experts were brought in to fill their
places. McGeorge Bundy, former dean of arts and sciences at Harvard, became
Kennedy’s national security advisor. This was a significant change to the NSC. Prior to
the Kennedy administration, the NSC

was staffed by career civil servants who managed interagency policy
planning. Under Kennedy, these men (and few if any women) were
replaced by aides appointed to serve a specific president, whose job was
not planning but day-to-day issue management. Every administration
since has followed the Kennedy model.*®

President Kennedy indicated that he expected most policymaking to devolve to the
Departments of State and Defense under Dean Rusk and Robert McNamara. However,
President Kennedy did bring a large portion of policy planning back to the NSC staff
from the State Department following the Bay of Pigs episode and after observing that he
and Bundy could “get more done in one day in the White House than they do in six
months at the State Depar‘[rnent.”20

The NSC was only one of several tools that Kennedy employed to help him reach
decisions on major issues affecting the security of the nation, and it was used irregularly
at best.?%? In the first six months of Kennedy’s term, it met sixteen times, but most
decisions were made in separate meetings of the president and Secretaries Rusk and

19 Cole C. Kinseed (quoting Dillon Anderson), Eisenhower and the Suez Crisis of 1956, (Baton
Rouge, La: Louisiana State University Press, 1995) 20.

199 E.0. 10920 formally abolished the Operations Coordinating Board.

201 M. Destler, “The Power Brokers,” Foreign Affairs, (September/October 2005) 30 September
2008 < http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20050901fareviewessay84513/i-m-destler/the-power-brokers.html>.

2 Michael O’Brien, John F. Kennedy: A Biography, (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2005) 508.

202 Ealk 433.
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McNamara, or in NSC committees that included only a few of the statutory members.
Many observers at the time believed that a contributing cause of the Bay of Pigs debacle
in April 1961 was the absence of a rigorous review by a fully staffed NSC. The military
noted problems in the CIA’s plans, but no mechanism existed for bringing these problems
to general awareness among civilian decision-makers. During the 1962 Cuban Missile
Crisis, however, Kennedy created the Executive Committee (ExComm) of the NSC,
composed of NSC members in addition to other senior officials, which met often for
many days, provided advice, and served as the sounding board that helped him resolve
the crisis.

President Kennedy also established the “Situation Room” in the White House’s West
Wing basement, a “knowledge management” milestone in the national security system.
The Situation Room allowed the president and his NSC staff to monitor fast-breaking
developments directly by reading copies of Department of Defense, State Department,
and CIA overseas cable traffic. Prior to the advent of the Situation Room, “messengers
from the various agencies would trot across town, hand-carrying into the White House
envelopes that contained paper copies of a few selected cables.”® Since then,
departmental operations centers have implemented technology that permits users to
“almost automatically skim off the most urgent and important national security messages
and relay them immediately and electronically to the [Situation] Room.”?*

An important interagency initiative in the Kennedy administration was the effort to deal
with “people’s war” or insurgency. The administration believed that insurgency resulted
from the discontents, dislocations, and unfulfilled promises of economic development.
According to the administration, political unrest or even violence resulting from these
problems was understandable. According to Kennedy’s intentions, the United States
should not oppose this unrest but rather guide it, if possible. What the United States
should oppose was efforts by Marxists to exploit the unrest. To this end, the
administration promulgated an “Overseas Internal Defense Policy” that aimed to help
developing countries turn into functioning democracies by providing political, military,
social, economic, legal, and police assistance. “As a corollary,” the policy noted, “the
U.S. Government must strengthen organization, and procedures to enable it to apply these
[development] resources in a unified, coordinated, and effective manner.”?%

Highlighting the importance of the counterinsurgency effort, the administration set up
what it called the Special Group (Counterinsurgency) in January 1962. The purpose of
the Special Group was “to assure unity of effort and the use of all available resources
with maximum effectiveness in preventing and resisting subversive insurgency and

203 Bradley H. Patterson, The White House Staff: Inside the West Wing and Beyond, (Washington:
Brookings Institution Press, 2000) 50.
204 |pid.
2% Memorandum from the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Politico-Military Affairs
(Kitchen) to the Counselor and Chairman of the Policy Planning Council (Rostow), Washington, 12 March
1964, “SUBJECT: BNSP Planning Task II (E)—‘U.S. Government Organization for Internal Defense,’”
<http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ho/frus/johnsonlb/x/9016.htm>, accessed 26 May 2008.
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related forms of indirect aggression in friendly countries.”*®® The Special Group
consisted of the military representative of the president (chairman); the attorney general,
deputy under secretary of state for political affairs; deputy secretary of defense;
chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; director of central intelligence; special assistant to the
president for national security affairs; the administrator, Agency for International
Development; and the director, United States Information Agency.

The Kennedy administration did not succeed in integrating U.S. government efforts to
combat insurgency, largely because U.S. agencies focused on their functional specialties.
Counterinsurgency “fell between stools; it was everybody’s business and nobody’s.”?"’
Not until the establishment of the Office of Civil Operations and Revolutionary
Development Support (CORDS) in 1967 did the U.S. government find an effective way
to organize interagency activity for counterinsurgency, and then only in the field. This
effort succeeded only with the support and close involvement of President Lyndon

Johnson (see text box).

CORDS: AN INTERAGENCY SUCCESS

If the Bay of Pigs fiasco represented the failure of the national security system in this
period, the Office of Civil Operations and Revolutionary Development Support
(CORDS) is generally taken to be a success, representing effective interagency
coordination, especially in the field. 2

CORDS was created in 1967. It was an experiment that placed all interagency assets
used in the pacification struggle in Vietnam under one civilian manager. That civilian, a
member of the NSC staff, was then placed within the military hierarchy as a deputy
commander of the Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV). This military-
civilian relationship was replicated down to the individual village level.

Studies suggest that CORDS was an effective counterinsurgency tool, but it was
introduced too late in Vietnam to affect the ultimate outcome. President Johnson was
personally involved in establishing CORDS and remained so in forcing its
implementation. CORDS was an extraordinary example of presidential intervention
down to the tactical level, one that, despite its success, has never been repeated.

By focusing on the attitudes of several agencies, a 1961 memorandum from the Joint
Staff on interdepartmental planning explains why the Kennedy administration had so
much trouble achieving the interagency coordination its policies called for. Although

2% National Security Memorandum 124, “Establishment of the Special Group (Counter-
Insurgency),” 18 January 1962, 01 October 1, 2008
<http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/pentagon2/doc107.htm>.

27T R. W. Komer, Bureaucracy Does Its Thing: Institutional Constraints on U.S —GVN
Performance in Vietnam, (Santa Monica, Calif: RAND, 1972) ix, xi.

208 Richard Stewart, “CORDS and the Vietnam Experience,” Draft PNSR Case Study
(2007).
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written almost fifty years ago, its descriptions are still recognizable, suggesting the
enduring and intractable problems of interagency coordination:

In the past it has been extremely difficult to achieve coordinated
interdepartmental planning. This has been partly due to a lack of
understanding by other departments of systematic planning procedures,
but also due in part to a different basic approach to the solution of
problems. For example, State Department shies away from specific
planning projected too far into the future since it could infringe upon their
flexibility and runs counter to their traditional policy of reacting to daily
changes in the situation. CIA is to some degree reluctant to coordinate
planning due to a possible compromise of security and their basic concept
of compartmented organization and operation. USIA has been somewhat
hesitant to associate themselves with departments such as Defense and the
CIA due to their basic policy of avoiding any taint of transmitting
propaganda. Too close association with the coordinated plan of other
agencies for special operations which involve propaganda requirements
could in their view detract from their desired “truth” image. These
inhibitions of other governmental agencies must in some way be

overcome.?®

d. Johnson’s Further Dismantling of the Formal NSC System

For his part, President Lyndon B. Johnson made few changes in the national security
process. He did, however, like President Kennedy, initiate an effort to empower the
Department of State. In the wake of a study conducted by General Maxwell Taylor,
Johnson gave the State Department a more formal leadership role in policy formation.
Specifically, the secretary of state was to have the “authority and responsibility to the full
extent permitted by law for the overall direction, coordination, and supervision of
interdepartmental activities of the United States Government overseas.”**

To accomplish this, President Johnson created®** a Senior Intergovernmental Group
(SI1G) chaired by the undersecretary of state. The SIG was supposed to oversee foreign
policy implementation, supported by several Interdepartmental Regional Groups (IRGS),
which were chaired by the relevant regional assistant secretaries of state. Members of the
SIG included the undersecretary of state, the deputy secretary of defense, the U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID) administrator, the director of central
intelligence, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the U.S. Information Agency
(USIA) director, and the national security advisor.**?

The accomplishments of the SIG were limited, however, as national security advisor Walt
Rostow continued to overshadow the State Department’s influence. Johnson’s continued

29 Joint Staff Memorandum, “Organizational Aspects of Special Operations” (Draft), 20 March
1961.

219 yndon B. Johnson, “National Security Action Memorandum No. 341” 2 March 1966, 1.

21 pyrsuant to Johnson, National Security Action Memorandum.

212 johnson, National Security Action Memorandum 2.
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use of informal lunches with senior NSC officials also tended to diminish the efficacy of
the SIG and IRGs.

Having abolished the elaborate NSC mechanisms of their predecessor, Presidents
Kennedy and Johnson relied upon close relationships with their secretaries of state. Their
national security advisors, McGeorge Bundy and Walt Rostow, were major policy
advisors, not merely coordinators of NSC decision-making.

There is no general consensus on the effectiveness of NSC decision-making during this
period. While the looser NSC structure was blamed for the ill-fated effort to support a
Cuban exile invasion at the Bay of Pigs in April 1961, the more adroit handling of the
Cuban Missile Crisis over a year later reflected the close coordination of senior policy
officials dealing with a crisis that could have led to a nuclear exchange with the Soviet
Union. Vietnam policymaking, greatly criticized then and now, reflected the influence of
Rostow working with Rusk and the Defense Department. Unstructured Tuesday lunches
hosted by President Johnson for the secretaries of state and defense and a few other
senior officials may have served to reach a shared understanding of the president’s
desired policies, but the sensitivity of the issues limited record-keeping and the
dissemination of decisions to government officials. Owing to the Tuesday lunch group’s
“restricted membership and informal methods, several government officials complained
that they received less than a full account of what had transpired at the meetings,
complicat[ing] their task of implementing the president’s decisions.”**®

Few historians would attribute Vietnam War controversies to the structure, or absence
thereof, of the NSC in the Johnson administration, but it is clear that decision-making had
become centralized in the White House. The NSC system at the time did not lend itself
to more comprehensive consideration of national security issues; rather, it focused
narrowly on military and diplomatic issues directly related to the conduct of the war in
Vietnam.

e. Nixon, Kissinger, and Ford: Efforts to Restore the Power of the NSC

Richard Nixon came to the White House with the intent of returning the NSC system to
one that was more structured than that of the Kennedy-Johnson years—similar to the
Eisenhower model that President Nixon had closely observed during his years as vice
president. As part of his effort to restore and empower the NSC and its staff, Nixon
instituted a process that consisted of one set of papers to study national security priorities
(National Security Study Memoranda) and another set to disseminate presidential
decisions (National Security Decision Memoranda—NSDM), a system which every
subsequent administration has used, albeit using different names for the documents. Both
President Nixon and his national security advisor, Henry Kissinger, preferred the
systematic, written development of policies linked to clear strategic objectives. However,
President Nixon intended to make policy at the White House and not to be constrained by

3 Karl F. Inderfurth and Loch K. Johnson, Fateful Decisions: Inside the National Security
Council, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004) 66.

75



DESCRIPTION AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE SYSTEM

the need to accommodate Cabinet departments, especially the Department of State.
Kissinger assisted President Nixon in this approach.

To an even greater extent than Bundy or Rostow, Kissinger went well beyond being a
coordinator of recommendations from various departments. He was the key advisor on
policy choices, undertaking a large number of important diplomatic initiatives with
limited or no State Department involvement.?* In fact, policymaking centered on
Kissinger—first as the national security advisor and later as the secretary of state. When
Kissinger became secretary of state, his deputy at the NSC, Brent Scowcroft, continued to
coordinate interagency functions.

Prior to Nixon’s inauguration, he began devising with Kissinger ways to organize his
NSC system. Kissinger recalls:

[He] sent [Nixon] a memorandum discussing the strengths and weaknesses
of the previous systems as | saw them: the flexibility and occasional
disarray of the informal Johnson procedure; the formality but also rigidity
of the Eisenhower structure, which faced the President with a bureaucratic
system but no real choices. Our task, | argued, was to combine the best
features of the two systems: the regularity and efficiency of the National
Security Council, coupled with procedures that ensured that the President
and his top advisors considered all the realistic alternatives, the costs and
benefits of each, and the separate views of all interested agencies.?*

In order to develop alternative choices for decision-makers, and to provide greater White
House control, President Nixon’s NSDM 2 created several NSC committees, the most
important of which were chaired by the national security advisor. They included:

e The Washington Special Action Group, to address contingency planning and
crisis management

e The NSC Intelligence Committee, to provide policy guidance on intelligence
issues

e The Defense Program Review Committee, to increase integration of defense and
domestic considerations in natural resource allocation

e The Senior Policy Review Group, to direct and review policy studies while also
acting as a senior-level deliberative body

Since Kissinger chaired each of these groups, the State Department’s influence in the
NSC system was greatly reduced. These groups requested a large number of National
Security Study Memoranda, which involved multiple national security departments. Due
to the extreme political sensitivity of the issues involved—such as negotiations with the

1% |n 1973, Kissinger assumed the position of secretary of state while retaining his position
as national security advisor, a precedent that few observers have found commendable.
5 Henry Kissinger, White House Years, (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1979) 41-42.
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North Vietnamese, the opening to the People’s Republic of China, and the negotiations of
strategic arms control agreements with Moscow—the work was undertaken in the White
House without coordination with the departments. This approach also reflected President
Nixon’s preferences and Kissinger’s negotiating strategies.

The NSC committees chaired by Kissinger allowed the White House to control policy
formation and implementation. This control was part of a long-term trend, the movement

from a council of senior cabinet members deliberating with the president
to a group of White House staff members headed by the assistant to the
president for national security affairs, known as the national security
adviser. Over the years, the NSC has increased the power of the [national
security advisor] and the president but weakened those cabinet members
without strong ties to the man in the Oval Office.?*®

The extent to which Cabinet departments, and especially the State Department, were
excluded from decision-making in the Nixon administration generated intense criticism
and served to generate congressional opposition to administration policies. Subsequently,
the question of who chairs NSC interagency committees has often been a central
structural issue and a reflection of administration priorities for decision-making.

In many ways, historians accept the successes of the Nixon-Kissinger approach without
acknowledging the divisive effects of limiting the involvement of the departments and
failing to share crucial information with the rest of the executive branch and Congress.
The Defense Program Review Committee was perhaps the least effective of the NSC
subcommittees, inasmuch as Defense Secretary Melvin Laird resisted interference with
policies that he developed outside of the NSC system with the support of congressional
defense committees.

Ultimately, in 1973, President Nixon tried to end counterproductive competition between
the NSC and the State Department by “double-hatting” Kissinger as both national
security advisor and secretary of state. One resulting problem was that interagency
participants could no longer be sure whether Kissinger was fairly representing the
agency-neutral perspective of the president or a State Department position.

When Gerald Ford took office in 1974, he largely kept the Nixon-Kissinger system in
place, with a few modifications. He tried to restore balance on his national security team
by assigning military policy to Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and foreign policy
to Kissinger. In addition, President Ford replaced Kissinger with Lt. Gen. Brent
Scowcroft as national security advisor in 1975. Scowcroft subsequently set a pattern for
the national security advisor that would have a defining influence. More of a policy
advisor than Cutler in the Eisenhower administration, Scowcroft was an “honest broker,”
mediating between the agencies and the White House and ensuring implementation of
presidential decisions. Secretary of State Kissinger, however, remained the dominant
influence on policy throughout the Ford administration.

218 Destler, “The Power Brokers.”
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In June 1975, the Commission on the Organization of the Government for the Conduct of
Foreign Policy, headed by veteran diplomat Robert Murphy and also known as the
Murphy Commission, issued its report on the formulation and implementation of foreign
policy. Established by Congress in 1972, the commission criticized Kissinger’s
expansion of the NSC staff role and made a number of recommendations, including the
following:

e Only the president should have line authority in the White House, while the NSC
staff should not issue directives to departmental officials.

e The national security advisor should have no other official responsibilities, a
recommendation made presumably in response to Kissinger’s “double-hatting.”

e The National Security Act of 1947 should be amended to add the secretary of the
treasury as a statutory NSC member.

e The NSC’s scope should broaden to include international economic matters.

Ford did put an end to Secretary Kissinger’s dual role as national security advisor and
secretary of state. Otherwise, no actions were taken to implement these
recommendations. In fact, President Ford vetoed an amendment to the National Security
Act of 1947 that would have added the treasury secretary to the NSC.

An important development in the national security system under President Nixon was the
reorganization of the Bureau of the Budget as the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) in 1970. Roy Ash, President Nixon’s budget director, and Deputy Director
Frederik Malekk implemented the second major OMB reorganization of the Nixon
presidency in 1973.”*" As a result of these reorganizations, three OMB officials now
occupy positions that require Senate confirmation (that is, the director of OMB, the
administrator of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy, and the administrator of the
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs). This sets OMB apart from the rest of the
Executive Office of the President and creates a level of independent interaction between
OMB and Congress that is not present in other entities within the Executive Office.
While OMB has made a number of internal organizational changes since its creation, its
budget process role has been stable.

The massacre in Munich of members of Israel’s Olympic team by Palestinian terrorists
on September 5, 1972, led the Nixon administration to take the first interagency steps to
deal with the emerging problem of terrorism. On September 9, the administration set up
an intelligence committee consisting of representatives from the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI), the CIA, and the State Department. An official from State’s Near
Eastern and South Asia Bureau chaired the committee. On September 25, the
administration established the Cabinet Committee on Terrorism, which consisted of the
secretaries of state (chairman), defense, treasury, and transportation; the directors of the

7 Shelley Lynne Tomkin, Inside OMB: Politics and Process in the President's Budget Office,
(New York: P. M.E. Sharpe, 1998) 51.
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CIA and FBI; the attorney general; the ambassador to the United Nations; and the
assistants to the president for National Security Affairs and Domestic Affairs. The
committee was to coordinate the government’s counterterrorism efforts. To assist in this
task, the Cabinet Committee had a working group composed of lower ranking officials
from various agencies.?’® A final major national security system development in the mid-
1970s was the establishment by both chambers of Congress of select committees to
oversee intelligence matters. These committees continue to function today.

f. Carter, Brzezinski, and Vance: Attempts to Re-strengthen the Cabinet

Upon taking office, President Jimmy Carter began altering Nixon and Ford’s national
security apparatus. The Department of State was once again elevated to the primary
position in policy formation and implementation while focusing the NSC staff on
integration and facilitation of foreign and defense policy decisions. Carter reduced NSC
staff committees from seven to two—the Policy Review Committee (PRC) and the
Special Coordination Committee (SCC). The PRC was to address issues falling within
the primary responsibility of a single department, but which had important implications
for other agencies. PRC members included the vice president, secretary of state,
secretary of defense, national security advisor, director of central intelligence, and
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Other officials could attend as appropriate. PRCs
were to be chaired by whichever member’s agency was the lead on a given matter. NSC
Interdepartmental Groups (IGs), addressing issues as specified by the president, operated
under the PRC.

The SCC addressed individual, cross-cutting matters requiring the development of
options and the implementation of presidential decisions, including Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks (SALT), intelligence policy matters, and crisis management. The
national security advisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski, chaired these meetings. Members of the
SCC included the vice president, secretary of state, secretary of defense, the director of
central intelligence, and the national security advisor. Other officials could attend
meetings depending on the subject matter under discussion. Brzezinski later recalled:

| used the SCC to try to shape our policy toward the Persian Gulf, on
European security issues, on strategic matters, as well as in determining
our response to Soviet aggression. Moreover, right from the very start of
the Carter Administration, the SCC was the central organ for shaping our
SALT policy.?**

Brzezinski notes that the NSC system’s formal processes, which used the PRC, IG, and
SCC structures, was “supplemented” by Friday breakfasts initially attended by the
president, vice president, secretary of state, and the national security advisor. Later, the
number of invitees expanded to include the secretary of defense and other senior officials.
The breakfasts were designed to permit informal freewheeling discussions, but the

218 David Tucker, Skirmishes at the Edge of Empire: The United States and International
Terrorism, (Westport, Conn: Praeger, 1997) 6-7.

219 7bigniew Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Memoirs of the National Security Advisor, 1977 —
1981, (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1983) 66.
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absence of a formal agenda and notes complicated matters. Brzezinski worked to provide
an informal agenda and eventually was authorized to circulate an authoritative summary
of the discussion with the president.??’ In addition to the Friday breakfasts, Brzezinski
organized weekly lunches among himself and the secretaries of state and defense to
consider matters that did not require more formal attention by the SCC or PRC. These
did have formal agendas and a list of agreed-upon decisions was circulated.??

The Carter administration’s goal was to strengthen the Cabinet departments after the
centralizing efforts of the Nixon and Ford administrations. However, the result was
unresolved policy disputes. In particular, the NSC under Brzezinski and the State
Department headed by Secretary of State Cyrus Vance often clashed. Robert Gates, then
an NSC staff member in the Carter administration, later recalled:

Brzezinski’s struggle with Vance was not personal in the sense of
ambition, power, and the perception of influence—their differences were
deep, philosophical, and were centered, in the first instance, on how to
deal with the Soviet Union. They agreed on the desirability of SALT, but
Vance believed that arms control was so overridingly important that no
action should be taken that might jeopardize negotiations or the political
relationship necessary for their ultimate success. On one regional dispute
after another, Vance saw each as a local conflict and feared that
Brzezinski and others would turn it into an East-West issue imperiling his
first priority. For Brzezinski, SALT had to be embedded in the overall
relationship, a relationship that was potentially cooperative but inherently
confrontational—and he was concerned that neither aspect could be
managed in isolation from the other. At a minimum, public opinion would
not allow it.??

These disputes continued through negotiations over arms control agreements with the
Soviet Union and, most noticeably, in planning the U.S. response to the capture of the
American Embassy in Tehran by Iranian revolutionary elements in November 1979. A
rescue mission, planned as a result of White House initiative and over Vance’s
objections, led to his resignation. The rescue failed spectacularly. Critics charged that
the apparent irresolution of disputes between the NSC and the State Department
undermined many of its policy initiatives. Ultimately, despite the initial effort to
emphasize the role of Cabinet departments, Carter presided over what Brzezinski termed
“the most centralized” national security decision-making style of the post-World War Il
era.”? Arguably Brzezinski indulged in a bit of hyperbole considering the Nixon-
Kissinger experience, but his comment underscores the Carter administration’s transition
to tighter White House control over the national security decision-making process.

229 1bid. 68-69.
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222 Robert M. Gates, From the Shadows: the Ultimate Insider’s Story of Five Presidents and How
They Won the Cold War, (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1996) 71-72.
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The Carter administration continued the work of the Nixon administration with regard to
terrorism, even before Iranians took U.S. embassy employees hostage in 1979. Upon
taking office, President Carter initiated a review of U.S. counterterrorism policies and
capabilities. The review led to the disestablishment of the Cabinet Committee on
Terrorism and its working group, which critics considered ineffectual. A particular
complaint was that it had not fostered the sharing of information among the agencies
involved. The administration gave the State Department responsibility for international
incidents, the Justice Department and FBI responsibility for domestic incidents, and the
Federal Aviation Administration responsibility for domestic aircraft hijacking. In the
administration’s plan, the lead agencies operated with oversight from the SCC and a
special Executive Committee of senior agency representatives (the lead agencies, plus
representatives from the Departments of Defense, Energy, and Transportation), which
provided supervision to a working group that had members from approximately twenty
additional agencies.?**

This counterterrorism apparatus did not immediately improve the coordination of the
U.S. government’s response or the flow of information among agencies. For example,
when terrorists took hostages at a foreign consulate in Chicago, both the State
Department and the FBI claimed to be in charge. During the hostage crisis, Secretary of
State Cyrus Vance restricted the flow of information to the Defense Department at levels
below his because of the sensitivity of the situation and the resulting need to maintain
control of the U.S. response.?> At least the first of these difficulties reflected the fact
that the jurisdiction of the lead agencies was a matter of continuing refinement, if not
dispute. One problem with lead agencies was (and still is) that none of them could
compel other agencies to do what those other agencies did not want to do. Nor was it
clear that the SCC and the Executive Committee had that authority.**®

The Carter administration also created a number of new organizations. In 1979,
President Carter established the Federal Emergency Management Agency through an
executive order.??” The order assigned to the director of FEMA the responsibilities and
functions previously under the jurisdiction of: 1) the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency
(a Defense Department agency), 2) the Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (a
Department of Housing and Urban Development organization), 3) the Federal
Preparedness Agency (an agency of the General Services Administration), and 4) the
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977. Carter’s executive order establishing FEMA
centralized control over national mobilization, nuclear attack preparedness, and civil
emergency preparedness in one agency.

224 Tycker, Skirmishes at the Edge of Empire, 13.
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Through a subsequent executive order, President Carter established the International
Development Cooperation Agency (IDCA), placing USAID within it.**® The order
directed USIA to perform all public information functions abroad with respect to U.S.
foreign assistance, aid, and development programs. A Development Coordination
Committee was also created. Its membership included the director of IDCA (as chair),
USAID administrator, director of the Institute for Scientific and Technological
Cooperation, undersecretary of state for economic affairs, undersecretary of the treasury
for monetary affairs, undersecretary of commerce, undersecretary of agriculture, under
(deputy) secretary of labor, undersecretary of energy, a deputy special representative for
trade negotiations, an associate director of OMB, a representative of the national security
advisor, president of the Export-Import Bank of the United States, director of the Peace
Corps, and president of the Overseas Private Investment Corporation. The committee’s
purpose was to advise the president on the coordination of U.S. policy related to
developing countries, including programs of bilateral and multilateral development
assistance. Such advice was subject to the secretary of state’s foreign policy guidance.
Designed to operate on a consensus basis, the Development Coordination Committee met
only sporadically and the program failed.

o. Reagan and the Tower Report’s Call for Reform of the NSC

During the 1980 presidential campaign, Ronald Reagan made a pledge to downgrade the
post of national security advisor in order to end the rivalry between the NSC and the
Department of State. With this in mind, Secretary of State Alexander Haig presented the
president a draft National Security Decision Directive (NSDD) that would have placed
overall responsibility for the direction and implementation of U.S. foreign policy within
the State Department. Senior members of the White House staff were concerned that the
proposed reorganization took too much power out of the president’s hands and that an
activist secretary of state operating with wide powers might eclipse the presidential role
in determining U.S. foreign policy.

President Reagan did not accept Haig’s proposal, but he did lower the status of the NSC
staff by placing it and National Security Advisor Richard Allen under the supervision of
presidential counselor Edwin Meese. For the first time, the national security advisor lost
direct access to the president. Allen attempted to make this system work, but eventually
resigned in frustration. He was replaced by Deputy Secretary of State William Clark.
Clark, who had little experience in national security policy issues, insisted nevertheless
that he report directly to the president and was instrumental in getting the president to
sign NSDD-2 in January 1982, outlining the structure and functions of the National
Security Council system. The directive placed responsibility for developing,
coordinating, and monitoring national security policy with the national security advisor in
consultation with the NSC members. It assigned to the secretary of state “authority and
responsibility” for the “overall direction, coordination and supervision of the
interdepartmental activities incident to foreign policy formulation, and the activities of

%28 James Earl Carter Jr., Administration of foreign assistance and related functions, Executive
Order 12163, 01 October 1979, 01 October 2008 < http://www.archives.gov/federal-
register/codification/executive-order/12163.html>.
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executive departments and agencies overseas,” except for military activities. NSDD-2
provided similar authority to the secretary of defense and director of central intelligence
in their respective areas of endeavor and delineated the functions of three SIGs for
interagency deliberations.

The secretary of state was designated the chairman of the Foreign Policy SIG. To assist
the Foreign Policy SIG, the secretary of state set up an Interagency Group for each
geographic region, for politico-military affairs, and for international economic affairs.
The Interagency Groups, in turn, created full-time working groups. The two other SIGs
followed a similar structure under the leadership of the secretary of defense and the
director of central intelligence. Over the next five years, the Reagan administration
established additional SIGs and regional and functional interagency groups to support
them. Observers criticized the overuse of SIGs and the increasing confusion about the
scope of their overlapping responsibilities.

President Reagan created other interagency committees as well. A Special Situation
Group (SSG), chaired by the vice president, was created to advise the president with
respect to crisis management, including terrorism incidents. Its membership included the
statutory members of the NSC along with the president’s counselor, chief of staff, deputy
chief of staff, the national security advisor, and others designated by the vice president.
The rationale behind the SSG’s creation was that certain national security matters, such
as crisis management, may require “Presidential decisions and implementing
instructions. ..more rapidly than routine interdepartmental NSC staff support
provides.”229

In addition, President Reagan established the National Security Planning Group within
his NSC system. The group, whose members included the president, vice president,
secretaries of state and defense, counselor to the president, director of central
intelligence, chief of staff to the president, deputy chief of staff to the president, national
security advisor, and chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was created as “the
component of the National Security Council authorized to establish, review, evaluate,
provide guidance for and direction to the conduct of covert action and ensure

coordination of covert action with other instruments of US national security policy.”230

Reagan created the group to prevent leaks from his advisors. It was supported by a
deputies-level committee, the Planning and Coordination Group, which was designed to
review covert action proposals and monitor their implementation and integration with
other U.S. efforts.”®* However, it became the “principal forum within the Reagan
Administration for national security decision-making,” and “a more informal forum

*2% Ronald Reagan, “National Security Decision Directive Number 3—Crisis Management” 14
December 1981.

%0 Ronald Reagan, “National Security Decision Directive Number 159—Covert Action Policy
Approval and Coordination Procedures” 18 January 1985.

31 The “Deputies Committee™ consists of the second-ranking official of departments or agencies
involved in national security matters.
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somewhat like President Carter’s ‘Friday breakfast’ and President Johnson’s ‘Tuesday
lunch’ groups.”232

The NSC system under Deputy Secretary of State Clark did not solve ongoing
coordination problems. Friction between the Department of State and the NSC
continued, coming to a head during intense debates over the Lebanon crisis. As Robert
Gates observed in 1996:

Downgraded in 1981, a weak and often incompetent Reagan NSC
removed from the bureaucratic equation a powerful protection for the
President - a potent personal representative who could bring the national
security mandarins together, develop agreements and compromises when
possible, and crystallize disputes into manageable alternatives for
presidential decision.... During the first six years of the Reagan
Administration, there was no one at the NSC whom Cabinet officers
would keep regularly informed of their activities and who could, as
necessary, coordinate those activities and make sure all were adhering to
the policies determined by the President. End runs to the President by
individual Cabinet members bypassing the NSC interagency process were
commonplace and caused endless trouble.?*®

The disputes resulted in Secretary Haig’s resignation on June 25, 1982, and the
appointment of George P. Shultz as the new secretary of state. Shultz and his counterpart
at the Pentagon, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger, found themselves locked in
their own interagency disputes for the duration of Weinberger’s time in office. The
“struggle centered on major policy issues—the direction of U.S.-Soviet relations and
arms control, for example—and, as in past administrations, on who would speak for the
administration.”?*

The Weinberger-Shultz disputes continued until the secretary of defense resigned in
1987. During Secretary of State Shultz’s tenure, the Department of State also continued
to have disagreements with the NSC staff, which involved itself in the day-to-day
management of U.S. foreign relations. When Deputy National Security Advisor Robert
McFarlane replaced Philip C. Habib as the chief U.S. Middle East negotiator in July
1983, the NSC staff again became directly involved in the operations of foreign policy.

During 1985 and 1986, the national security advisor and certain staff members were
deeply involved in the formulation and execution of policy in the Caribbean, Central
America, and the Middle East. In the “Iran-Contra affair,” NSC staff officers negotiated
the release of hostages held in the Middle East despite public policy against negotiations;
they also worked to support the Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance at a time when
Congress had proscribed support by intelligence agencies. These activities, when
revealed, led to severe congressional criticism of the NSC and forced the resignation of
Vice Admiral John Poindexter, the national security advisor.

232 |nderfurth and Johnson 75-76.
2% Gates 154-155.
23 Inderfurth and Johnson 76.
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A Presidential Special Review Board, two congressional select committees, and an
Independent Counsel examined in great detail the activities of the NSC staff, as well as
the actions and responsibilities of the president, the national security advisor, and the
heads of agencies. The Special Review Board, headed by Senator John Tower and
including former Senator and Secretary of State Edmund Muskie and former National
Security Advisor Brent Scowcroft, made several recommendations in its report (known as
“the Tower report”) for the reform of the NSC. The board recommended that the national
security advisor chair the senior-level committees of the NSC system. It also
recommended that NSC staff neither implement policy nor conduct operations. These
recommendations became guidelines followed by subsequent NSC staffs of both parties.

President Reagan’s NSDD-266 (March 31, 1987) adopted the board’s major
recommendations and the reforms were carried out by the new national security advisor,
Frank Carlucci, who replaced more than half of the professional staff of the NSC within
three months. Moreover, Carlucci withdrew the NSC from its operational role while
continuing to coordinate foreign policy activities. In 2004, Carlucci’s successor as
national security advisor, then-Major General Colin Powell, recalled:

[T]he Tower Report became our owner’s manual. We did what it
recommended. Carlucci issued an order that the NSC was not to become
involved in operations. We advised presidents; we did not run wars or
covert strategies.>*®

Based on the Tower report recommendations and a follow-on NSDD (Number 276,
issued on June 9, 1987), Carlucci created a Senior Review Group (SRG) that he chaired,
which was composed of the statutory NSC members (other than the president and vice
president) and a Policy Review Group (PRG) chaired by his deputy and composed of
second-ranking officials of national security agencies. The SRG was designed to address
high-level decisions prior to presentation to the president, while the PRG was designed to
review and coordinate interagency policy positions for the president’s consideration,
taking the place of the earlier SIGs. This structure has been retained through the
subsequent administrations. Although a number of presidents since 1947 have used
deputy-level structures either for initial policy planning or implementation oversight, the
PRG, or what George H. W. Bush and succeeding administrations called the “Deputies
Committee,” would from this point on be an uninterrupted feature of the national security
system.

Congress attempted to mandate a subcomponent of the NSC system in 1987. To
accompany the creation of the assistant secretary of defense for special operations/low-
intensity conflict position in the Defense Department, Congress established a low-
intensity conflict coordinating board to support the NSC and improve interagency
coordination.?®® However, the president never used the board. This effort by Congress

%% David J. Rothkopf, Running the World: the Inside Story of the National Security Council and
the Architects of American Power, (New York: Public Affairs, 2005) 255.

2% The 1987 Nunn-Cohen Amendment to National Defense Authorization Act for FY 1987, P.L.
99-661, 16 April 1987.
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reflected growing concern with terrorism, insurgency, and other forms of conflict now
referred to as “irregular” or “asymmetric” warfare.

In the Reagan administration, this concern manifested itself in heightened attention to
terrorism and a revival of interest in insurgency and ways to both counter and support it.
As terrorist attacks continued during the 1980s, the Reagan administration struggled to
make the lead agency concept work. Eventually, the president’s interest in the issue led
the NSC to take a bigger role. A small working group of officials at the assistant
secretary level and below, coordinated by an NSC staff member, succeeded in improving
cooperation and coordination among the various agencies involved in counterterrorism.
Critical to this accomplishment was the priority given to countering terrorism by the
president, the secretaries of state and defense, and the director of the CIA.?*" This
working group remains a part of the NSC system.

h. George H.W. Bush’s Tri-level NSC Structure

Based on his experience at the CIA and as vice president, President George H.W. Bush
entered office with firm ideas about how the national security system should look and
was determined to enact them. A central role was given to the NSC staff. On his
Inauguration Day, January 20, 1989, President Bush issued National Security Directive
One (NSD-1), which established three sub-groups within the NSC:

e The Principals Committee, composed of the secretary of defense, secretary of
state, director of central intelligence, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, chief
of staff to the president, and the national security advisor, who also chaired the
committee

e The Deputies Committee, composed of second-ranking officials and chaired by
the deputy national security advisor

e Policy Coordinating Committees, chaired by senior officials of the departments
most directly concerned, with NSC staff members serving as executive secretaries

The Principals Committee synthesized knowledge from different agencies and focused on
decision-making, while the Deputies Committee simultaneously passed information up to
the Principals Committee and implemented any decisions made by the latter. This
tripartite NSC structure continued largely intact through the Clinton and George W. Bush
administrations.

President Bush asked Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft to return to the position he had previously
held in the Ford administration and serve as his national security advisor. Under
Scowcroft, who attempted to serve as an honest broker, the NSC had an informal but
close relationship with the president and was able to maintain good relationships with the
other government departments. The personal relationships of the NSC and Cabinet
members facilitated information flows and coordination in policymaking and

27 Tucker, Skirmishes at the Edge of Empire, 125-128.
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implementation.?*® Through the unification of Germany and Operations DESERT
SHIELD and DESERT STORM, which repulsed the Iragi invasion of Kuwait, the NSC
worked effectively to facilitate the implementation of presidential policies. Nevertheless,
interagency coordination challenges were a constant problem for the NSC. Operation
JUST CAUSE, which sent American troops into Panama in December 1989, is often
cited as one case where the Bush NSC failed to effectively integrate the efforts of diverse
agencies.”®

i. Clinton’s System and the Inclusion of Economic Policy

Upon taking office in 1993, President William J. Clinton issued Presidential
Decision Directive 2 (PDD-2). In this directive, President Clinton approved an
NSC decision-making system that enlarged the nonstatutory membership of the
NSC and placed a much heavier emphasis on economic issues in the formulation
of national security policy.?*® In addition to statutory members, President Clinton
added to the NSC the secretary of the treasury, U.S. representative to the United
Nations, assistant to the president for economic policy, and chief of staff to the
president. Although not a member, the attorney general would be invited to
attend meetings pertaining to the jurisdiction of the Justice Department.

The overall approach used in the last years of the Reagan administration and in
the Bush administration was continued. According to James Steinberg, Clinton’s
deputy national security advisor, the incoming administration believed that

the Scowcroft-Baker [NSC] model was just quite successful. They didn’t
agree with the policies, but they thought that this was the way people
ought to do business. They felt that what went on between Vance and
Brzezinski wasn’t helpful. And you had people there who had been on
both sides.?*

The new position of assistant to the president for economic policy, which had been
promised by Clinton during the election campaign, was intended to serve as a senior
economic advisor to coordinate foreign and domestic economic policy through a newly
created National Economic Council established by Executive Order 12835. NEC
membership included the president and vice president; secretary of state; secretaries of
the treasury, agriculture, commerce, labor, housing and urban development,
transportation, and energy; various economic advisors; and national security advisor. In

2%8 Rothkopf chapter 9.

2% Richard H. Schultz, In the Aftermath of War: U.S. Support for Reconstruction and Nation-
Building in Panama Following Just Cause, (Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala.: Air University Press, 1993)
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9 The enhanced focus on economic matters was not new. In 1953, the President’s Advisory
Committee on Government Organization recommended to President Eisenhower that the secretary of the
treasury should be added to the NSC as a statutory member. The Murphy Commission made a similar
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2003, the secretary of homeland security was added to the NEC. The NEC was
established to:

e Coordinate the economic policymaking process with respect to domestic and
international economic issues

e Coordinate economic policy advice to the president

e Ensure that economic policy decisions and programs are consistent with the
president’s stated goals and that those goals are being effectively pursued

e Monitor implementation of the president’s economic policy agenda

The Executive Order noted, however, that the secretary of the treasury would continue to
be the senior economic official in the executive branch and the president’s chief
economic spokesman. Although the NEC effectively coordinated international economic
policy issues early in the Clinton administration, it was less active after Robert Rubin, the
assistant to the president for economic policy, became secretary of the treasury in
1995,%*? and it continues to be used, although less actively, in President Bush’s
administration.

As noted, the NSC framework in the Clinton administration continued the structure of a
Principals Committee and a Deputies Committee. The former discussed and resolved
issues not requiring the president's participation; the latter served as the senior sub-
Cabinet interagency forum for considering policy issues affecting national security and
for reviewing and monitoring the work of the NSC interagency process. Interagency
Working Groups established by the Deputies Committee were to convene on a regular
basis to review and coordinate the implementation of presidential decisions in their
respective policy areas.?*?

Richard Clarke, a member of the NSC staff, chaired the Counterterrorism Security
Group, the successor to the Reagan administration’s small interagency counterterrorism
group. Clarke and his colleagues coordinated the Clinton administration’s efforts as a
clearer picture of the threat from al-Qaeda began to emerge in the 1990s. Assigned the
new position of national coordinator for counterterrorism, Clarke achieved an exceptional
position in that he attended Principals Committee meetings and worked directly with
Cabinet agencies including involvement in budgetary and operational issues spanning the

42 Kenneth I. Jester and Simon Lazarus, Making Economic Policy: An Assessment of the National
Economic Council, (Washington: Brookings Institution Press, 1997).

23 Clinton resisted congressional efforts to establish two NSC committees—a Committee on
Foreign Intelligence and a Committee on Transnational Threats—that were included in the Fiscal Year
1997 Intelligence Authorization Act (P.L. 104-293) on the grounds that “efforts to dictate the President’s
policy procedures unduly intrude upon Executive prerogatives and responsibilities. | would note that under
my Executive authority, I have already asked the NSC to examine these issues.” William J. Clinton,
“Statement on Signing the Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 - 11 October 1996,” Weekly
Compilation of Presidential Documents, 14 October 1996, 2039.
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government.?** Later, his position would be viewed as anomalous by incoming National
Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice, who sought to have some of the issues transferred
out of the NSC staff; Clarke was no longer invited to attend Principals Committee
meetings but met instead with the deputies.?*

Recognizing interagency coordination difficulties in relation to complex contingencies,
Clinton promulgated PDD-56 in May 1997. The directive articulated a standard
approach, including authorities and structures, to managing complex contingency
operations based on lessons learned from Somalia and Haiti.**® The PDD required the
Deputies Committee to establish interagency working groups to help manage complex
contingency operations, including an Executive Committee (ExCom) with representatives
of all agencies who might participate in an operation, including those not normally part of
the NSC structure.?*’

Between 1997 and 2000, the Clinton administration used PDD-56 to guide planning on a
number of complex contingencies, including the punitive bombing of Iraq (December
1998), Kosovo bombing by NATO (April-June 1999), and INTERFET (International
Force for East Timor) intervention in East Timor (September 1999) led by Australia with
support from the United States and other countries.?*® Although a notable improvement
from previous interagency planning efforts, the departments and agencies still resisted
adhering to PDD-56’s approach. A typical Department of State complaint was that the
PDD-56 planning template and process were too laborious and detailed to keep pace with
events on the ground. For many participants, this criticism was borne out by the
experience in applying PDD-56 planning in Bosnia peace operations. The lack of support
from departments and agencies limited the efficacy of PDD-56, which never fully
matured into a standard interagency approach to planning and executing complex
contingencies.

During these years, interest in Congress grew in merging USIA, USAID, and the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) into the State Department. Although initial
attempts failed to effect a merger, the Foreign Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act of
1998 succeeded in establishing USAID as an executive agency and abolishing IDCA (an
executive order implemented these portions of the act). At the same time, USIA and
ACDA were eliminated and their functions transferred to the State Department on
October 1, 1999. USAID avoided complete integration and survives under the direct
authority and foreign policy guidance of the secretary of state. Specifically, USAID now

24 The Office of National Drug Control Policy was an earlier effort established by statute in 1988
to coordinate interagency policies and budget submissions, but it was independent and not part of the NSC
organization.

5 Eventually, Clarke was assigned outside the NSC to a separate White House position for
Critical Infrastructure Protection and Cyber Security. For Clarke’s version of these changes, see: Richard
A. Clarke, Against All Enemies: Inside America’s War on Terror, (New York: Free Press, 2004) 229-238.

8 The White House, National Security Council, “The Clinton Administration’s Policy on
Managing Complex Contingency Operations: Presidential Decision Directive, May 1997 (Washington:
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formulates and executes U.S. foreign economic and development assistance policies and
programs, subject to the foreign policy guidance of the president and the secretary of
state. The USAID administrator serves as a principal advisor to the president and the
secretary of state regarding international development matters, while administering
resources provided under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, and directing
all USAID activities.

i. George W. Bush’s NSC, Homeland Security, and the Intelligence Community

The national security infrastructure in the George W. Bush presidency was modified by
the effort to combat the threat of international terrorism that became the highest concern
in the aftermath of 9/11. In October 2001, President Bush established the Homeland
Security Council, composed of key Cabinet secretaries, within the Executive Office of
the President. The HSC was subsequently given legislative standing in the Homeland
Security Act of 2002, which prescribed the HSC membership as including the president,
vice president, secretary of homeland security, attorney general, secretary of defense, and
such other individuals as may be designated by the president.?*® The Homeland Security
Act provided that the HSC would make recommendations to the president about the
objectives, commitments, and risks in the interest of homeland security and oversee and
review homeland security policies.

In addition to the creation of the HSC, and after resisting the creation of a homeland
security department for nine months, the Bush administration agreed to work with
Congress to create the Department of Homeland Security, which consists of former
subcomponents of other departments and independent agencies. The administration also
was involved in major reforms to the intelligence community, which centered on the
creation of the Office of the Director of National Intelligence and other interagency
coordinative mechanisms, such as the National Counterterrorism Center and the Office of
the National Counterintelligence Executive.

Other than these notable changes, Bush’s national security establishment sustained
continuity with the preceding two administrations. President George W. Bush’s NSC
organizational hierarchy of interagency committees and the role of his national security
advisor were consistent with the model developed for his father by Brent Scowcroft. In
addition to this continuity, President Bush selected a team of senior national security
leaders who were expected to work well together. They all had served previously in the
Ford, Reagan, or Bush administrations, and knew each other well. Nevertheless, disputes

9 According to the White House website accessed on May 5, 2008, the HSC currently
includes, in addition to the president and vice president, the secretary of homeland security, secretary
of the treasury, secretary of defense, attorney general, secretary of health and human services,
secretary of transportation, director of national intelligence, director of the federal bureau of
investigation, and assistant to the president for homeland security and counterterrorism. The secretary
of state is not listed as a member of the HSC. A deputy assistant to the president and a special
assistant to the president in the National Security Council, who also report to the national security
advisor, report to the assistant to the president for homeland security and counterterrorism in the areas
of combating terrorism and intelligence programs and reform.
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emerged between the secretaries of defense and state that the NSC system was unable to
mediate:

Prior to September 11, there was increasing speculation that President
Bush’s national security team “was split among those advocating a
hawkish...unilateralist approach to world affairs (most often associated
with...Secretary Rumsfeld) versus a more cautious, multilateralist
approach (seen to be championed by Secretary of State Powell).”

This speculation disappeared after the al-Qaeda attacks, but resurfaced with respect to
matters such as Irag. In this regard, the Bush administration was not an anomaly. The
history of national security teams over the past three decades is replete with examples of
senior leaders disagreeing over policy and its implementation, including

fierce internecine battles between Kissinger and [Rogers,] Melvin Laird or
James Schlesinger, between Zbigniew Brzezinski and Cyrus Vance,
between George Shultz and Caspar Weinberger, or perhaps worst of all,
within the administration of George W. Bush between Colin Powell and
Donald Rumsfeld.?**

Under the leadership of Secretary of State Rice and Secretary of Defense Gates, the
differences between their respective institutions are less public but still endure.

The war on terrorism has contributed to the rapid growth of interagency planning and
coordination processes, the effects of which are difficult to evaluate without the passage
of time. At the national level, these newly formed planning processes include the
Homeland Security Planning System for homeland security, the Interagency Management
System for stabilization and reconstruction, the “F” process for prioritizing foreign
assistance at the State Department, and the Strategic Operational Planning process at
National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC). At the regional, local, and country-team
level, there has also been a wide range of efforts to improve interagency coordination and
better link ends, ways, and means. These include restructuring combatant commands for
improved interagency coordination, use of military-civilian provincial reconstruction
teams to plan and execute reconstruction in Iraq and Afghanistan, creation of country-
team level Mission Strategic Plans, and revision of national incident management through
a new National Response Framework.

4. Conclusion

a. The Pursuit of a Unified Effort

The history of the national security system reveals a constant awareness of problems in
the system and continuous efforts to correct them. All of these efforts aim to improve
integration either within one functional area or among the departments involved in a
specific mission:

20 Inderfurth and Johnson 105.
1 Rothkopf 14.
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e Functional Integration in One Department or Agency: The Department of
Defense is an example of organizational change to improve integration in a
functional area. The Central Intelligence Agency is another, as are the Federal
Emergency Management Agency and the Department of Homeland Security.

¢ Interagency Mission Integration: The Special Group (Counterinsurgency)
established by the Kennedy administration exemplified an organizational change
to integrate capabilities for a specific mission. The Executive Committee of the
Clinton administration’s PDD-56 process is another, as is CORDS or the
Counterterrorism Subgroup that began to function in the later years of the Reagan
administration.

Of the many reform efforts, the Department of Defense has been the most effective, but it
took more than forty years and congressional intervention before “jointness” was
accepted by the service cultures. The effort to integrate intelligence launched in 1947
never worked. The Office of the Director of National Intelligence represents a new start
toward that elusive goal. The effort to improve integration for specific missions has
generally faired worse than efforts to integrate within a functional area. CORDS and the
Counterterrorism Subgroup worked, but often the various integrating committees and
working groups of the national security system have not achieved even effective
information sharing, let alone effective decision-making.

These enduring difficulties with integration and decision-making across departments and
agencies in particular explain the tendency to draw authority and decision-making into
the White House and the National Security Council staff. As previously noted, President
Kennedy felt he could get more done in a day than the State Department, his lead agency
for foreign affairs, could get done in six months. Yet the change from “integrate” to
“advise” in the language authorizing the NSC left the president as the integrator. Unless
the president can delegate authority for integration, he is left with an impossible span of
control:

¢ Inadequate Models of Delegated Authority for Integration: None of the many
variations on the basic structures and processes of the national security system,
often resulting from the differing management styles of presidents, has been
consistently successful as a model of presidential delegation of authority. Neither
lead agencies nor “czars,” for example, have been notable successes. The
president can delegate his authority, but unless his careful attention follows this
delegation, as it did with the successful CORDS and Counterterrorism Subgroup
examples, the delegation is unlikely to produce the desired outcome. Because the
president can closely follow only a few key issues, his formal span of control
remains impossibly large compared with what he can actually manage.

Problems with integration and delegation have led to the development of various informal
meetings designed for issue management (“Tuesday lunches”) and to the emergence of
entrepreneurs who work around the formal system, either using a personal relationship
with the president or a Cabinet official, or successfully building such a relationship
because of their activities.
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b. A Changing Security Environment

Although attention to terrorism has waxed and waned over the years as the activities of
terrorists increased or decreased, overall terrorism and other forms of conflict-other-than-
war gained increasing prominence in the decades after 1947. In the 1950s, the U.S.
government undertook covert action and psychological warfare. In the 1960s, the
Kennedy administration tried to make the national security system recognize
counterinsurgency as a matter of importance equal to traditional warfare. In the 1980s,
countering terrorism and insurgency were priorities for the Reagan administration. In the
1990s, as the U.S. government and its allies dealt with the collapse of the Soviet Union,
complex contingency operations (often humanitarian endeavors in violent circumstances)
became prominent. Then, arguably, terrorism emerged as the preeminent security issue.

Accompanying the increasing importance of conflicts other than war is a changing
understanding of the relationship between war and peace. Seen before World War 11 as
separate and distinct conditions that required no coordination between the State and
Defense Departments, war and peace or politics and violence are now seen as blended
dimensions of the security environment. The result is a growing recognition that we need
a national security system that integrates functions and capabilities long thought separate
and distinct.

c. A Superficially Flexible National Security System

The growing pressure for better integration of national security efforts induced by the
emergence of conflicts other than war as salient national security issues illustrates another
theme in the history of the national security system. Presidents and Congress have
created new organizations and restructured existing ones to meet emergent needs or
respond to failures, usually through the creation of new hierarchical structures or
interagency committees.” Illustrating both of these causes is the attention paid over the
years to industrial mobilization, cooperation between the Departments of State and
Defense, coordination of intelligence activities, strategic communication organizations,
and aid and development functions. The most recent example of this theme is the
changes made following 9/11.

Along with the less dramatic but never-ending adjustments administrations make, such
changes give the impression that the national security system is flexible. But history
actually reveals a rigid national security system that cannot generate new levels of
performance so much as make innumerable minor adjustments that, once tried, are found
wanting.

d. Improving the System

Both the changes in the security environment and the history of attempts to respond to
those changes indicate that the limits of the current system have been reached, and that

%52 Matt Shabat, “PNSR Chronology of National Security Structures,” 30 September 2008
< http://www.pnsr.org/data/images/structure_chronology_draft.pdf>.
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something different is now necessary. The next section of this report examines why
better performance by the current system is required and why it is not possible.
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PART Ill: ASSESSMENT OF SYSTEM PERFORMANCE

This section of the report raises and answers four basic questions:
1. By what criteria do we judge the performance of the national security system?
2. What can we learn by looking at a set of past cases of system performance?
3. What are the system’s most significant current performance limitations?

4. s there any reason to believe that future security challenges will either
exacerbate or ameliorate system performance?

Performance Criteria

The most important criterion for system performance is the ability to generate desired
outcomes. The principal desired outcome of the 1947 national security system was the
resolution of inter-state conflict on the United States’s terms. Today, that outcome exists
alongside the need to prevail in intra-state conflicts and against nonstate actors. The
rise of nonstate powers as competitors with state powers means that the national security
system must excel at public diplomacy as well as traditional state or private diplomacy.

Efficiency and behavior are important supplementary criteria; even if the system
produces a desired outcome, improved efficiency is always desirable. A system that fails
to integrate its capabilities will be ineffective in some missions and inefficient in all,
prone to duplication of effort and working at cross purposes. System behaviors can
militate against efficiency and effectiveness by undermining cooperation and
collaboration, which evidence suggests is currently the case. Competition and
information hoarding between agencies and their personnel is often standard behavior.

Performance to Date

One hundred six PNSR case studies reveal a trend toward increasingly more frequent
failures. They also indicate that when the system produces strong policy and strategy,
implementation is still problematic. When the system produces weak policy and strategy,
implementation is dreadful. Poor strategy appears to foster interagency competition and
conflict. The case studies also provide a basis for the following hypotheses and findings:

e The U.S. national security apparatus is inconsistent and too rarely achieves
integrated policy and unity of purpose.

¢ Analysis, planning, and implementation are driven by organizational equities,
paradigms, and incentive structures that decrease interagency cooperation.

e The interagency system regularly filibusters policymaking, leading to informal
structures and procedures.
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Resources are often neither timely nor adequate.

Successful policy development, implementation, and outcomes often depend upon
direct and sustained presidential engagement.

There is no consistently effective mechanism to delegate presidential authority.

Overarching Explanation for Current System Performance

The environment for which the system was built—inter-state conflict—is changing faster
than the system can adapt. The evolving security environment requires a system that can
integrate and resource the full range of functional strengths resident in the system. The
current national security system has five core problems that produce increasingly
inadequate performance:

1.

The system is grossly imbalanced, supporting strong departmental capabilities at
the expense of integrating mechanisms.

Departments and agencies use their resources to support the capabilities they
need to carry out their core mandates rather than national missions.

Presidential intervention to compensate for the systemic inability to integrate or
resource missions centralizes issue management and burdens the White House.

A burdened White House cannot manage the national security system as a whole,
so it is not agile, collaborative, or able to perform well.

The legislative branch provides resources and conducts oversight in ways that
reinforce all of these problems and make improving performance difficult.

The system’s institutional and managerial limitations are most apparent when issues
require integrated efforts across multiple agencies and departments. Problems arise all
along the issue management chain—from policy, to strategy, to plans, to implementation
and assessment.

Future Performance

Virtually all analyses of future security environments conclude that issues requiring more
efficient and better integrated responses will become more salient, and good interagency
and cross-jurisdictional (federal-state-local) working relationships will be essential. The
current national security system does not provide this integration often or efficiently
enough. In its current form, the national security system is not subject to strategic
direction and thus is not manageable. Therefore system performance will continue to
decline as the security environment continues to change unless major systemic reform is
undertaken. Any reform of the current system must eliminate impediments to better
integration and do so by encouraging behaviors compatible with greater efficiency and a
level of effectiveness that allows the system to achieve desired outcomes consistently.
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The national security advisor’s chief role today is the day-to-day operation
of the NSC staff—emphasis on the day-to-day. The NSC is so overwhelmed
by day-to-day management issues, it has been noted, that “the chief
functions envisioned for the NSC, integrating and directing the larger
national security community fall to the wayside.”

-- Rep. Lee H. Hamilton
Vice-Chair of the 9/11 Commission

This section of the report raises and answers four basic questions. First, how would we
know whether the national security system is performing well or not? In other words, by
what criteria are we to judge the performance of the current national security system?
Second, since we have over sixty years of experience with the basic system in use today,
what can we learn by looking at a set of past cases of system performance? Comparing
and contrasting even a large set of case studies cannot substitute for an analysis of the
system and its performance. However it can support such analysis by substantiating
trends and possible explanations for them. Third, what is the best overall explanation for
how the current system performs? What are its most important current performance
limitations? Finally, looking to the future, is there any reason to believe that likely future
security challenges will exacerbate or ameliorate system performance?

A. Performance Criteria

This report uses three criteria to assess the performance of the national security system:
1) the system’s ability to generate desired outcomes, 2) how efficiently the system
produces those outcomes, and 3) whether the system manifests the behaviors necessary
for those outcomes. The most important criterion for system performance is the ability to
generate desired outcomes. The report considers the other criteria, however, because the
outcomes produced by the national security system depend on factors external to the
system. Even if the system does everything right, the outcome might be other than the
one desired because of chance or the actions of opponents. Efficiency and behavior
provide relevant supplementary measures of effectiveness. Indeed, even if the security
system produces a desired outcome, improving the efficiency with which it does so is
always desirable as well.

1. Outcomes

Over the past sixty years, the national security system has generated some critically
important outcomes. It deterred nuclear war, negotiated state-to-state agreements, won
major conventional wars, and prevailed in a decades-long competition with the Soviet
Union. Still, as the case studies commissioned by the Project on National Security
Reform (PNSR) illustrate, the system failed or delivered subpar performance on
numerous occasions even during the Cold War. Former Secretary of State Madeline
Albright identifies a fundamental reason for the failure, citing the U.S. response to the
Iranian hostage crisis:
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Years later, in my classes, | was able to cite the next events as an example
of what happens when our government is divided. The key decision-
makers at the White House, the National Security Council, the State
Department, and the U.S. embassy in Tehran all had different sources of
information, different understandings of what was going on, and different
ideas about what to do. Until almost the end, the ambassador was
convinced the shah could hold on to power. The State Department in
Washington was preoccupied with finding a way to ease the monarch out
and install, instead, a coalition of moderates. Brzezinski thought that the
shah should use military force, if necessary, to put down the protests.
Meanwhile, the CIA had little to contribute. At one crucial meeting,
Stansfield Turner, then the agency’s director, was asked for his assessment
of the Iranians protesting against the shah. He replied that he did not have
one: the shah had prohibited the CIA from talking to any political
opponents of the regime. As a result, no overtures sponsored by the
United States were ever made to Khomeini, and efforts by Khomeini’s
aides to contact U.S. officials were rebuffed. To the highest levels of
American government, the Iranian insurgents were virtually anonymous —
a band of religious reactionaries, whose membership and intentions were a
mystery.?>

Even during the Cold War the national security system poorly performed missions that
required integrating multiple disciplines and developing and employing capabilities that
do not fall within the core mandate of a single agency or department.

As the analysis of the case studies also shows, the security system failures have become
more common in recent years. The security system has failed more frequently of late
because it has confronted an increasing number of problems and issues it was not
designed to deal with. In 1947, uppermost in the minds of those who designed the
current security system was the greatest inter-state conflict in human history, which had
just ended, and another inter-state conflict, with the Soviet Union, that was just
emerging.”>* National Security Council Report 68 (NSC 68) (1950), perhaps the
preeminent expression of the understanding of the world that animated the National
Security Act of 1947, speaks of “a system of sovereign and independent states,” of “a
balance of power,” and principally of two states, the United States and the Soviet Union,
as centers of power. It argued that “the cold war is in fact a real war” and emphasized the
role of military power and diplomacy in America’s response to this war. In keeping with
the written and unwritten conventions of inter-state politics, it understood war and peace
as separate conditions, even as it understood the war with the Soviet Union to encompass
both. Thus, diplomacy and military force had separate spheres (diplomacy ruled in peace
and the military in war), even as they needed to cooperate at all times to preserve peace

%3 Madeline Albright, and Bill Woodward. “The Mighty and The Almighty: Reflections on
America, God, and World Affairs.” Harper Collins. 2006 (pp. 39-40).

% Douglas T. Stuart, Creating the National Security State: A History of the Law that Transformed
America, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2008); Melvyn P. Leffler, “The American Conception of
National Security and the Beginnings of the Cold War, 1945-48,” American Historical Review 89 (April
1984) 346-381.
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and prevail in war.”>® Accordingly, the principal purpose of the 1947 system was to
better prepare the United States for conflict with the Soviet Union by providing “for the
establishment of integrated policies and procedures for the departments, agencies, and
functions of the Government relating to the national security.”**® The National Security
Council (NSC) was the mechanism through which integration was to take place.
Emphasizing the centrality of diplomacy and military force in the 1947 act, the statutory
members of the council were the president, the vice president, and the secretaries of
defense and state. By its own standards, the principal desired outcome of the 1947
security system was the resolution of the inter-state conflict with the Soviet Union on
America’s terms.”>’

That outcome was achieved. As the PNSR case studies demonstrate, since then
(approximately 1990) the system has failed to achieve desired outcomes more frequently
than it did before. It is not surprising that a system designed to deal with major inter-state
conflict fails more frequently when confronted by intra-state conflict or conflict involving
nonstate actors; the situation since the Cold War ended. Even before the end of the Cold
War, whenever the security system confronted intra-state conflict or conflict with
nonstate actors, it was more likely to fail. The reason for this increased likelihood of
failure is that intra-state conflict or conflict with nonstate actors requires more than the
coordinated efforts of the State and Defense Departments, which was a principal focus of
the 1947 act:

The past decade of experience in complex contingency operations, from
Somalia to Iraq, has demonstrated that success requires unity of effort not
only from the military but also from across the U.S. government and an
international coalition. In most cases, however, such unity of effort has
proved elusive. Time and time again, the United States and its
international partners have failed to fully integrate the political, military,
economic, humanitarian and other dimensions into a coherent strategy for
a given operation—sometimes with disastrous results.?®

Complex contingencies and other nonstate security challenges require the integration of
multiple disciplines or functions and the development and employment of capabilities not

255 On the relationships between war and peace and diplomacy and the military, see George
Kennan, “Measures Short of War,” in Giles D. Harlow and George C. Maerz, eds. Measures Short of War:
The George F. Kennan Lectures at the National War College, 1946-47 (Washington: National Defense
University Press, 1991) 3—20. Kennan pointed out the American tendency to separate war and peace in
order to criticize it.

26 «“Declaration of Policy,” Section 2, National Security Act of 1947, P.L. 80-253, 2 October 2008
<http://www.intelligence.gov/0-natsecact_1947.shtml>.

7 Those concerned with America’s security in 1947 also recognized that there was conflict
outside the state system. “Nationalist uprisings” or “nationalist turmoil” in imperial dependencies was part
of the world that the United States had to deal with. But they believed this turmoil was subordinate to or
contained within the inter-state security system dominated by the confrontation between the United States
and the Soviet Union. See Melvyn P. Leffler, The American Conception of National Security and the
Beginnings of the Cold War, 1945-48, (Washington: Wilson Center, International Security Studies
Program, 1983) 365, 379.

%58 Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Beyond Goldwater Nichols: Phase 1,” 2004, 60.
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resident in a single agency or department. The 1947 Act aimed to better integrate the
military services and coordinate military and diplomatic efforts. It did not intend to
integrate or coordinate the activities of multiple disparate agencies.**

The increased salience of intra-state conflict and nonstate actors in America’s security
environment was not, of course, caused by the collapse of the Soviet Union. On the
contrary, the collapse of the Soviet Union and the rise of intra-state conflict and nonstate
actors are both better seen as the effects of a common cause: the diffusion of power
outside the traditional European state system. This trend manifested itself in the
increased power and influence of nonstate actors in the system and the saliency of these
actors and intra-state conflict as national security issues. Consider just two illustrative
examples. In 1947, there were a few hundred nongovernmental organizations (NGOs),
but today there are almost fifty thousand.?®® In 1945, after an unprecedented engineering
effort costing 24 billion dollars (in 2008 dollars), the United States was able to detonate a
nuclear device in an inter-state war. Today, experts predict a 30 to50 percent chance that
terrorists will detonate a nuclear device in the United States in the next ten years.”®* The
diffusion of knowledge and modern communications that render borders more permeable
make it possible for small groups to conduct strategic attacks—threats that can be met
effectively only with interagency responses and a fuller range of nonmilitary national
security capabilities.

The diffusion of power outside the state system does not mean that states and conflicts
between states are no longer important. States extract and spend today a greater
percentage of national resources than they did in 1947 and nations have continued to seek
formal acknowledgement of their sovereignty and place in the inter-state system,
indicating that statehood remains valuable. States continue to wield formidable military
power. Yet, at the same time, the resources that states extract depend for their most rapid
increase on the unimpeded flow of goods, services, and people across state borders.
Furthermore, international and NGOs operate both outside and alongside the inter-state
system, as do a variety of violent nonstate actors, such as insurgents, terrorists, and
organized criminals, producing effects inside states. The result of these changes is that
the principal desired outcome of the 1947 National Security Act, the resolution on
America’s terms of inter-state conflict, exists today alongside the need for the United
States to prevail in intra-state conflicts and against nonstate actors. In addition, the rise
of nonstate power as a competitor with state power means that the national security
system of the Unites States must excel at public diplomacy, as well as traditional state or
private diplomacy.

9 Styart, Creating the National Security State.

0 The World Association of Non-Governmental Organizations (WANGO) 2008, 2 October 2008
<http://www.wango.org/about.aspx>.

1 E G. Matthew Bunn, “The Risk of Nuclear Terrorism — And Next Steps to Reduce the Danger,”
Testimony for the Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, United States Senate,
April 2, 2008, 7-8.
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2. Efficiency

In the 1980s, Panama and its leader, Manuel Noriega, were an important security concern
for the United States. The State Department responded by negotiating with Noriega over
his departure from Panama, while Justice Department prosecutors investigated his
involvement in drug trafficking. At the same time, pursuing a U.S. government priority,
the Drug Enforcement Administration used Noriega as a source on drug trafficking. The
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), reportedly, was also in contact with him.?®? The
Department of Defense pursued another security priority, maintaining its bases and
training in Panama. None of this activity was coordinated. All of it together merely
helped persuade Noriega that he could outlast a confused United States. Ultimately, all
these U.S. government efforts failed. For example, once the Justice Department indicted
Noriega, negotiations with him collapsed because he feared that leaving Panama would
result in his arrest. Finally, the United States invaded Panama to remove Noriega, at the
cost of twenty-three American lives, at least several hundred Panamanian lives, and great
damage to the Panamanian economy. In addition to the costs of the invasion, the final
tally must include the waste entailed in the failed U.S. efforts that preceded and
necessitated the intervention, as well as the damage to the Panamanian infrastructure and
economy.

Even if the United States had somehow achieved its objectives without invading Panama,
uncoordinated U.S. government activity would have meant achieving its desired outcome
only with gross inefficiency. In conducting policies in line with their core mandates but
at variance with those of other agencies, each of the agencies in effect countered the
efforts of the other agencies involved—wasting their efforts. The possibility of such
inefficiencies is inherent in complex undertakings, especially when a variety of
autonomous agencies is involved, and always has been. Following the Civil War, the
Bureau of Indian Affairs in the Interior Department and the U.S. military pursued
separate uncoordinated policies with regard to the Indians, which led to cavalry troopers
being shot with weapons supplied by the U.S. government.?®® In this case, as in Panama,
the uncoordinated efforts of the U.S. government wasted lives and resources as well. In
many other instances, the United States government’s inability to work to a common
purpose and with unity of effort have led to gross inefficiencies and squandered
resources.?**

This type of inefficiency persists. Of our efforts in Iraq, the special inspector general for
Irag reconstruction reported recently:

The U.S. government was not efficiently organized to accomplish and
manage its reconstruction programs in lraq. From the beginning of
reconstruction activities to the present, fragmented organizational

%2 Bor this point and other information on this case, see Robert Pear and Neil A. Lewis, “The

Noriega Fiasco: What Went Wrong,” New York Times 30 May 1988: 1.

263 Robert Wooster, The Military and United States Indian Policy, 1865-1903, (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1988) 59, 81, 206-207.

%4 See Appendix 8: An Evaluation of Proposed Reforms on Potential Reconstruction and
Stabilization Operations.
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structures and management information systems have resulted in poor
interagency coordination, management oversight, and program
implementation. These problems contributed to the failure of projects
and/or the failure to meet program goals and therefore, in a number of
cases, have led to wasteful expenditures.?®

A system that fails to integrate its capabilities will be ineffective in some missions but
inefficient in all, prone to capability gaps, duplication of effort, and working at cross
purposes. When such a system fails to produce a desired outcome, it tends to increase its
commitment of resources without a commensurate increase in effectiveness for lack of a
unified effort,®® the very definition of inefficiency.

One might acknowledge that efficiency is not a hallmark of bureaucracy and that an
overriding commitment to the equity and accountability of bureaucratic action leads to
procedures that increase inefficiency.?®” Even so, increasingly the United States must
reduce such inefficiencies as much as possible. The economy of the United States
continues to grow, but its share of global domestic product is projected to decline (see
Figure 1). The U.S. share of world gross domestic product (GDP) declined from 27.3
percent in 1950 to 21.9 percent in 1998.2%

Government program projections also raise questions about the sustainability of current
U.S. spending patterns. The Government Accountability Office (GAO) argues that
without significant changes in spending and/or revenue generation, long-term deficits
“will gradually erode, if not suddenly damage, our economy, our standard of living and
ultimately our national security.”? In a more competitive international economic
environment, it is increasingly important that the national security system be able to
generate desired outcomes efficiently rather than by overwhelming opponents with
resources. Simply put, as the relative resource advantage held by the United States
declines, and current expenditure levels become unsustainable, the inefficient use of
resources will grow increasingly intolerable. The country will no longer be able to rely
on superior resources to overcome poor policy development and implementation.

%5 gpecial Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction, “Key Recurring Management Issues
Identified In Audits of Iraq Reconstruction Efforts,” SIGIR-08-020, 8.

266 pNSR Case Studies, see Panama, Vietnam, and Irag.

7 James Q. Wilson, Bureaucracy, What Government Agencies Do and Why They Do It, (New
York, Basic Books, 1989) 317-320.

> Angus Maddison, The World Economy: Historical Statistic,s (Paris: Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development, 2004) 261.

18U.S. Government Accountability Office, 21st Century Challenges: Reexamining the Base of the
Federal Government, GAO-05-325SP, (Washington: GAO).
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Figure 1. Projected Top Ten States by GDP, 2000-2050
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3. Behaviors

Measuring system efficiency is a challenge because it is difficult to identify causal links
between inputs (like the implementation of a development project) and outputs (like the
stabilization of a country). Given this difficulty, many system theorists also evaluate
system performance by assessing whether the system is producing the types of behaviors
required to obtain desired objectives. A given set of organizational objectives will
require that personnel in the organization behave in a certain way. For example, the
National Security Act of 1947 says of the National Security Council that

The function of the Council shall be to advise the President with respect to the
integration of domestic, foreign, and military policies relating to the national
security so as to enable the military services and the other departments and
agencies of the Government to cooperate more effectively in matters involving
the national security.?”

In order to function as it was supposed to, the National Security Council requires that
personnel who give advice do so with the overall national security of the United States in
mind and that they cooperate with one another to develop and implement this advice.

210 5ec. 101 [U.S.C. 402] (a)
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This implies that they will behave in a certain manner; that they will cooperate with one
another, for example.

While such cooperation is not unknown, the evidence suggests that it does not
predominate in interagency activities. Instead of cooperation, competition between
agencies and their personnel is often standard behavior. Instead of information sharing,
information hoarding is common, hindering assessment and collaboration. Departments
and agencies husband their resources (fiscal, material, and personnel) to better execute
their core mandates, and all too often do so at the expense of the broader national interest.
Even with much at stake, the system does not often reward collaboration across
organizational lines. The problem is not new:

These days few staffs in any agency can do their work alone without
active support or at least passive acquiescence from staffs outside, in other
agencies, often many others. Yet no one agency, no personnel system is
the effective boss of any other; no one staff owes effective loyalty to the
others. By and large, the stakes which move men’s loyalties—whether
purpose, prestige, power, or promotion—run to one’s own program, one’s
own career system, along agency lines, not across them.?"

Incentives in the current system produce competitive, agency-centric behavior that leads
to both ineffectiveness and inefficiency. Personnel in a properly functioning system, on
the other hand, exhibit cooperative behavior, focused on achieving not the objectives of
this or that agency but those truly of service to the national security of the United States.

In summary, the national security system’s ability to generate desired outcomes, how
efficiently it produces those outcomes, and the presence or absence of the behaviors
necessary for effectiveness and efficiency are appropriate criteria by which to assess the
security system. By those criteria, the current system is not functioning well enough. As
the following section makes clear, the national security system does not fail in every case,
but it does not succeed often enough or efficiently enough across the range of issues and
challenges the United States now faces.

B. Performance to Date

1. Introduction

One way to assess the past performance of the national security system is to review
specific cases of its operation. The following findings on past performance derive from

" Richard E. Neustadt and Graham T. Allison, Afterword, in Robert F. Kennedy, Thirteen Days:
A Memoir of the Cuban Missile Crisis, (New York: W. W Norton & Co., 1971). Although this observation
was initially made over 30 years ago, recent studies offer similar thoughts. See, for example, Paul David
Miller, The Interagency Process: Engaging America’s Full National Security Capabilities, National
Security Paper number 11 (Cambridge, MA: Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 1993) and Stephen A.
Cambone, A New Structure for National Security Policy Planning, (Washington: CSIS Press, 1998).
Neustadt and Allison’s observation still holds true today.
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the study of 106 cases.?” All the case studies addressed four questions:

1. Did the U.S. government generally act in an ad hoc manner or did it
develop effective strategies to integrate its national security resources?

2. How well did the agencies/departments work together to implement these
ad hoc or integrated strategies?

What variables explain the strengths and weaknesses of the response?

4. What diplomatic, financial, and other achievements and costs resulted
from these successes and failures?

The incidents and issues addressed in the case studies cross borders, transcend
presidential administrations, and often encompass more than one clearly defined problem.
Nonetheless, if the cases are classified by their primary focus, the following patterns
emerge:

Figure 2. Security Challenge Diversity

[l nformation and Intelligence

[[] other

« International Military Conflict: 4% . Post-Conflict Reconstruction

+ Political Transitions: 5%

- Technology: 4% 5% [l Complex Emergencies

15%

- Organizational: 2% [ small-Scale Military Operations

D Homeland Security/Counterterrorism 6% . Political-Military Crises

. Military-Political Aid

[l coin

[[] WMDs and Arms Control

D Natural Disasters and Epidemics

8% . Economy, Energy, and Environment

. International Crime and Drugs

6%

8%

Note: These percentages
add up to 102%

22 Appendix 3: Case Study Methodology lists the case studies and provides information on the
case study methodology.
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Figure 3. Region Diversity

. North America
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B Africa
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Figure 4. Administration Diversity
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Figure 5. Time Frame
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[l Mid-Cold War
Late Cold War
22% [ Post-Cold War
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on the new Post-Cold War
security environment 23%

All together, the cases represent one of the most extensive collections of U.S. national
security decision-making and policy implementation cases ever compiled. The cases
span the early twentieth century (the U.S. response to the flu pandemic in 1918-1919) to
the present. But, as Figure 5 shows, most of the cases occurred in the past two decades.
More than half took place in the William J. Clinton and George W. Bush administrations.

The cases provide insights into the workings of the national security system and suggest a
set of findings. Although the cases vary by type and date, both their nonrandom selection
and their limited number—compared to the entire set of national security issues handled
over the past sixty years—require caution when generalizing from them. PNSR used the
cases mostly for heuristic purposes, to identify propositions for further inquiry. The
following section summarizes and explains the case study observations that informed
PNSR’s analysis of the national security system.

2. Findings

To develop findings from the case studies, the four guiding questions were subdivided
into subquestions or categories. For example, the second question, which addresses
implementation, gave rise to subquestions on procedures and information management,
among others. These subquestions or categories of analysis allowed for a more
discriminating judgment of whether the U.S. government had succeeded or failed in a
given case and why it may have done so.
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From this analysis, some general trends emerged. The cases were roughly balanced
between successful and unsuccessful government responses, at least in terms of the last
question—costs and benefits—used to evaluate the case studies. Considering costs and
benefits (reputational and monetary, among others) comes closest to providing an overall
standard of success or failure. The term “success” does not mean perfection. None of the
cases obtained all positive scores.

Figure 6 displays the distribution of the cases in terms of their overall scores. Green
indicates those cases that had net positive scores; red portrays those with net negative
scores. The horizontal line runs from the lowest possible negative score to the highest
possible positive scores.

Figure 6. Distribution of Cases by Score
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As the figure suggests, the cases with the negative ratings tend to cluster deeper into the
negative side of the scale. This reflects negative ratings in all of the four questions the
authors used to evaluate their case studies. The cases that made it into the positive side
did so in a more “shallow” way. They tended to have relatively high scores in “strategy
formulation” that offset some of the negative drag of their scores in implementation. In
contrast, the cases that ended up on the negative side of the scale tended to have problems
across the four evaluation questions—when they were “bad” in the strategy phase, their
implementation tended to be “horrid.”

The fact that positive implementation scores tended to follow positive policy/strategy-
making scores suggests a correlation between policy and strategy on the one hand and
implementation on the other. When good policy and strategy-making occurred, good
implementation tended to follow. Conversely, when policy and strategy were “not so
good,” implementation suffered. The link between negative strategy scores and negative
implementation was stronger. Almost without exception, negative strategy scores were
paralleled by negative implementation ratings. Looking at the subcategory scores
suggests why this may be the case.

Negative strategy scores were usually accompanied by negative scores in the
implementation subcategories of “competition-collaboration” and “information
management.” In cases where strategy/policy formulation got negative scores, the
implementation phase tended toward much greater interagency competition, information
hoarding, lack of cross-agency communications, conflicting actions, confusion, and
inefficiency. And in some cases (the Iran-Contra case is an example), the confusion in
implementation appeared to reinforce the fragmentation at the policy levels. It was as if
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an absence of unity, clarity, and agreement at the top energized cross-agency jealousies,
ignorance, and “stove piping” at the middle and lower levels charged with
implementation, which then reinforced the differences, lack of agreement, and
fragmented understanding at the top.

While the cases roughly balanced between successes and failures, it is important to note
that on average the overall scores for the cases that occurred between 1990 and the
present are significantly lower than those for the cases prior to 1990. For example, 71
percent of the cases occurring in and after 1990 ended up with negative evaluations,
reflecting both relatively high levels of interagency competitiveness as opposed to
collaboration and high cost (financial and political) to low benefit ratios.

The case study analysis permits some more specific judgments. The case studies indicate
that the performance of the U.S. national security apparatus is inconsistent. While some
cases illustrate relatively clear, integrated strategy development and unified policy
implementation; others depict flawed, divided, contradictory throughout and sometimes
nonexistent strategy promulgation and execution. European Union (EU) Special Envoy
to the Former Yugoslavia Carl Bildt noted such dysfunction during the Balkan crises of
the 1990s when he stated that, “the so-called inter-agency process in Washington often
took on all the characteristics of a civil war, the chief casualty of which was often the
prospect of coherence and consistency in the policies to be pursued.”*” Similarly, the
system can provide resources efficiently, but it also can do so inadequately and tardily.
Unfortunately, flawed responses recur across issue areas and time. In other words, the
post-Cold War organizational reforms enacted thus far have not consistently resulted in
improved systematic policy outcomes.

Though instances of successful government responses demonstrate that the U.S.
government can, under certain circumstances, generate relatively efficient and effective
policy responses, the mercurial achievement of such outcomes points to underlying flaws
in national security policy development and implementation processes. From the
perspective of addressing immediate, medium, and long-term national security issues, the
cases support the finding that the current system too rarely achieves integrated policy
and unity of purpose.

Although the cases reveal a correlation between good strategy and good implementation,
some cases characterized by generally sound strategies displayed implementation
problems. Cases examining the initially effective U.S. military strategies underlying the
interventions in lrag and Afghanistan clearly point to a strong U.S. capability to manage
(and defeat) state threats, but they also demonstrate the U.S. government’s inability to
follow through and achieve long-term objectives.

The case studies reveal the following answers to the guiding questions that all authors
used:

1. Did the U.S. government generally act in an ad hoc manner or did it develop effective

273 Carl Bildt, Peace Journey: The Struggle for Peace in Bosnia, (London: Weidenfeld and
Nicholson, 1998) 387.
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strategies to integrate its national security resources?

In evaluating various government responses in terms of policy development, the case
studies demonstrate that ad hoc, unintegrated strategies are not rare products of the
national security apparatus. Studies of the Iran-Contra affair, the U.S. government’s
response to the Rwanda genocide, and the planning for post-war operations in Iraq reveal
the tremendous costs of ineffective strategy development processes. As Dilip Hiro
observes, the disclosure of the Iran-Contra affair “demonstrated acute schizophrenia in
the American government with the state, defense, justice and customs departments
actively pursuing anti-Iran policies, and the White House, National Security Council, and
the CIA trying to woo the Khomeini govemmen‘t.”274

American policy before and during the Iranian revolution and subsequent U.S. embassy
hostage crisis revealed similar problems. In his discussion of the U.S. approach towards
Iran prior to the 1979 revolution, Taheri concludes that there was “... no sign that the
United States was pursuing a coherent policy aimed at well-defined objectives.”®’> More
recently, the U.S. Army’s official history of the Iraq war determined that Phase IV
planning in particular was “poorly conceived and poorly coordinated.”®® The planning
for the Bay of Pigs also illustrates the consequences of failing to develop effective
strategies as does the recent U.S. government approach to counterterrorism intelligence
and financing. Yet again, a senior Pentagon official described the China policy in the
1990s as “wholly reactive in its approach, and totally deferential in most respects to
domestic interests, rather than responsive to foreign realities.”?’" This arguably
contributed to the multiple U.S.-China crises in that decade, the Taiwan Straits standoff
in particular. A final case to note in which strategies were unintegrated to the point of
working against one another was in the U.S. efforts to manage North Korea’s nuclear
ambitions. Mitchell Reiss points out that Robert Gallucci’s delegation, which had been
tasked to negotiate with North Korea, “received conflicting instructions from the State
Department, the National Security Council, and the Pentagon.”?’®

Of course, negative outcomes did not follow all ad hoc responses. The U.S. response to
the 1964 Alaskan earthquake shows how bypassing traditional structures and creating a
temporary commission to coordinate the federal-state response facilitated resuscitating
Alaska’s economy and infrastructure. In addition, the ad hoc approach of the first Bush
administration toward Somalia encountered fewer problems than the more formal
approach of the Clinton administration.

Nevertheless, most studies show that flawed or nonexistent strategy development

2™ Dilip Hiro, The Longest War: the Iran-Iraq Military Confl