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Introduction
The United States’ National Security Strategy affirms that the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT) must be waged using all of the instruments of national power, not with military force alone.
  This concept is also reflected in recent U.S. joint military doctrine.  Indeed, this notion is not unique to the GWOT.  One could argue that the U.S. has always approached challenges to its national security with this view in mind.  However, with today’s globalization, speed of communications, and advancing technologies, complex regional issues fuse together much more quickly, and failures to rapidly address them have more severe consequences.  The United States Government must possess an efficient mechanism for employing the instruments of its power vested in its numerous departments and agencies, and the events since September 11, 2001 and the ensuing GWOT have highlighted this need.  The present inability to coordinate and integrate all the departments of the interagency community will require a Goldwater-Nichols type reform to improve unity of effort to meet the current demands of the domestic and international environments; however, significant challenges and roadblocks exist which may substantially delay or prevent any meaningful reform.

Background of Goldwater-Nichols

A host of problems confront the current interagency process similar to those faced by the Department of Defense (DoD) in the years following World War II and leading up to the Goldwater-Nichols Act (GNA) of 1986.  During these years, a series of legislative measures were enacted to address the military’s inefficiencies.  The National Security Act (NSA) of 1947 attempted a large-scale defense reorganization aimed at building unity of effort among the services.  It established the National Security Council (NSC), prescribed a Secretary of Defense with limited powers, and recognized the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) as the principal military advisors to the President.  However, the Services soon used their power to erect a Service-dominated system.  “The entire structure... was little more than a weak confederation of sovereign military units.”
  To strengthen the NSA, revisions were made in 1949, 1953, and 1958, but those provisions were not effectively implemented.  Starting with America’s involvement in Vietnam and culminating with the Iranian hostage crisis and the Grenada intervention, the U.S. military displayed serious failures in executing joint operations.  In 1982, then Chairman of the JCS General David Jones stated, “The system is broken. I have tried to reform it from inside, but I cannot. Congress is going to have to mandate necessary reforms.”

More than four years of intense debate and analysis followed, during which time the U.S. Congress endeavored to precisely identify the Defense Department’s fundamental problems.  Principle among these was the fact that the Services absolutely dominated: they had de facto vetoes in the JCS, and they had weakened the power and influence of the unified commanders. On issues of major interest to them, the Services aligned in opposition to the Secretary of Defense.  Military advice to the political leadership was also inadequate. As before, it was being watered down to the lowest common denominator, so that all of the Services could agree.  Furthermore, the entire Pentagon was devoting its attention to programming and budgeting, and neglecting the formulation of long-range plans.  Additionally, officers did not want to serve in joint assignments; they knew that in such billets they would be monitored for loyalty by their parent Service.  Full compliance with previous legislation failed due to insufficient mechanisms for change.


The ultimate outcome of the congressional study was the passage of the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986.  Congress declared eight purposes for the act: (1) to reorganize the Department of Defense and strengthen civilian authority in the Department; (2) to improve the military advice provided to the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense; (3) to place clear responsibility on the commanders of the unified and specified combatant commands for the accomplishment of missions assigned to those commands; (4) to ensure that the authority of the commanders of the unified and specified combatant commands is fully commensurate with the responsibility of those commanders for the accomplishment of missions assigned to their commands; (5) to increase attention to the formulation of strategy and to contingency planning; (6) to provide for more efficient use of defense resources; (7) to improve joint officer management policies; and (8) otherwise to enhance the effectiveness of military operations and improve the management and administration of the Department of Defense.


Despite many Service misgivings regarding the Act’s potential for success at the time, recent commentary has referred to the GNA as “the watershed event for the military since the Second World War.”
  Contemporary review indicates that the GNA has indeed been very successful in improving the operational dimension of DoD, particularly in providing military advice, empowering the unified commanders, conducting contingency planning, increasing the effectiveness of military operations, and in improving joint officer management.  Officers have come to see joint experience as something that can promote their careers or provide useful skill sets for the future.  As for the provision of military advice, the Joint Staff now works for the Chairman who now has a direct link to the President and Secretary of Defense, and while he is free to consult with the Service chiefs and unified commanders, the Chairman is not obligated to gain their consensus.  Additionally, the Secretary of Defense is clearly the ultimate authority within the Department of Defense, and his role in the chain of command is clear.  Furthermore, combatant commanders are now directly responsible for implementing and directing campaign plans, a function that had traditionally been performed by the Service Staffs.  General Norman Schwarzkopf found that “Goldwater-Nichols established very, very clear lines of command authority and responsibilities for subordinate commanders, and that meant a much more effective fighting force.”
  General Shalikashvili also agreed, stating that the GNA “made the combatant commanders vastly more capable of fulfilling their warfighting role,”
 and that “No other nation can match our ability to combine forces on the battlefield and fight jointly.”
  This testimony speaks volumes about the legislation’s impact on enhancing military effectiveness, directly evidenced in the overwhelming successes enjoyed by the military during operations in Panama, Desert Storm, Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq.


Given the enormous issues that confronted DoD prior to 1986, the immense undertakings of the GNA, and the apparent success of that legislation, it is vital to examine the current challenges facing the interagency community to determine if a parallel act of new legislation could provide similar results.  Objective views from within will prove challenging, however, because the predominant culture pervading most government agencies is one that rewards parochialism through promotion and opportunity.  The more common interagency discussions today tend to focus on bureaucratic issues and resource allocation rather than on strategies to combat threats to national security.  One chief issue hampering unity of effort is that after component parts of national security problems are eventually parceled out, the responsible departments and agencies devise separate solutions to their assigned portions.  This stove-piped decision making results in a piecemeal U.S. response to most international issues.
  There is little capacity on the NSC staff dedicated to integrating agency strategies and plans or monitoring their execution.  The lead agency concept has problems as well.  The NSC staff has a critical role to play in leading an interagency process to develop an integrated strategy and a coherent U.S. game plan. Leaving this integration function to a lead agency, which has no authority over its counterparts and cannot bring the President’s authority to bear, has not proven to work well.  Complicating this issue is the fact that there is no real planning culture outside the Department of Defense.  Civilian agencies tend not to have dedicated planning staffs or expertise.  In fact, the U.S. government as a whole lacks established procedures for developing integrated strategies and plans.  However, even given a coherent plan, due to the lack of an operational culture, a lack of rapidly deployable experts and capabilities in most civilian agencies would make effective execution difficult.

A Way Ahead


Interagency coordination is a challenge that impedes government’s ability to effectively manage and synchronize all its capabilities during both humanitarian operations and during times of war.  Former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld characterized the interagency system as broken, claiming that, as reported in Bob Woodward’s State of Denial, “in the 21st Century we’re still functioning with an interagency process and government structure that is in the industrial age of the last century.”
  The DoD Dictionary defines ‘interagency coordination’ as “the coordination that occurs between elements of DoD, and engaged U.S. Government agencies, non governmental organizations and international and regional organizations for the purpose of accomplishing an objective.”
 


Congressional legislation would standardize the interagency process creating partnerships consisting of stable command structures with unity of command, enabling confidence and consensus rather than ad hoc interagency task forces that emulate transient coalitions hastily formed to meet current crises.   During Secretary of Defense Robert Gates confirmation hearings he stated that the war in Iraq highlights the need to compel cooperation in the way the GNA helped the military services work together in the 1980s.
   To resolve the numerous interagency process shortfalls, similar legislation should be crafted and patterned after the objectives of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, for example:
1. Place clear responsibilities on the primary agency leaders for mission accomplishment.
2. Ensure that the primary agency leaders’ authority is commensurate with his responsibilities.
3. Increase attention to strategy formulation and contingency planning.
4. Provide for the more efficient use of resources.
5. Improve interagency personnel management.
6. Enhance the effectiveness of interagency operations.
7. Improve management and administration of the interagency community.  

Legislation clearly defining the duties and responsibilities among the Defense Department, the State Department, and other national security agencies that are involved in post-conflict nation building would be extremely beneficial.  Since the end of the Cold War, vital functions such as supervising police and military training, providing humanitarian and reconstruction aid and promoting democratic development have been repeatedly tossed back and forth from the Defense Department to the State Department, leaving each agency unclear what its long-term missions are and consequently hesitant to invest in improving its performance. 

Establishing an interagency training and professional education system for the U.S. Government modeled after the professional military education system in the DoD would standardize doctrine, equipment, organizational structure, reporting formats, security clearances and the planning process.   For the requisite training to occur, a unique set of Homeland Security (HLS) / Homeland Defense (HLD)  Joint Mission Essential Tasks (JMETs) need to be identified and presented to the Joint Staff for review and approval.  When completed, the updated Joint Mission Essential Tasks List (JMETL) will establish the criteria for introducing subject material into the Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) system.  One proposal, jointly sponsored by the National Defense University (NDU) and Commander, U.S. Joint Forces Command, promotes the consolidation of interagency training and education at NDU. 
  The proposed curriculum for this program would nominally consist of four courses – Joint Interagency Coordination Group (JIACG) 101, Military 101, InterAgency (IA) 101 and Command Specific Considerations. 

Just as GNA mandated that at least 20 percent of Service Staff College and War College students be comprised of sister services, new legislation should require that at least 20 percent of its students be comprised of non DoD government agencies.  Increased interagency education, guest speakers and off-site visits are required at the service colleges that concentrate on our interagency partners: State, Treasury, Customs, Homeland Security, Coast Guard, United States Agency for International Development (USAID), Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA), etc.  Additionally, creating a new Training Center for Interagency and Coalition Operations administered jointly by the DoD’s NDU and the State Department’s National Foreign Affairs Training Center would necessitate realistic scenarios.
   In order to fulfill these additional requirements for interagency coordination many of the above mentioned agencies would need Congress to increase its workforce and budget.

Most importantly, the chain of command must be unified through the establishment of lead agencies for each potential contingency who must be provided with clear authority to limit agency parochialism and to resolve disagreements among various agencies, and with a sufficient degree of budgetary control to provide unity of effort.   A designated Lead Federal Agency (LFA) is required so that one agency is assigned to lead the others in developing and executing strategy to be executed throughout the interagency.  Congressional legislation is required to build upon the Clinton administration’s Presidential Decision Directive (PDD) 56 which “formally mandated interagency training programs in complex contingency planning and operations to develop a cadre of officials familiar with the integrated planning process delineated in the PDD and to improve overall interagency performance in the future.” 
 A designated lead agency is able to supervise the activity of the others without unnecessary duplication of efforts that other departments would otherwise face if no one was taking the lead and providing guidance.   It would supervise both the contingency and crisis planning process, facilitate a common culture established upon respect, professionalism and trust.  In recommending lead agency, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen Peter Pace, asked in 2004 if the U.S. might “…at the national level, ask our cabinet-level officials to give up some of their day-to-day prerogatives and authority in a way that they will pick up in spades at the National Security level.” 

Another result of GNA was that military services are mandated to coordinate their equipment purchases and ensure the compatibility of their systems.  Presently, other U.S. government agencies that may work with DoD in a crisis don’t have compatible equipment.  Critical communications, databases, weapons, computers at the local, state and federal level need to be standardized by legislation to become more efficient.

Additional lessons can be drawn from the highly successful GNA concept of jointness with DoD.   By establishing a joint duty career specialty it provided military officers enhanced understandings of the capabilities, requirements, doctrine, culture, limitations and tactics of the other services.  Joint tour credit should be awarded at the completion of an interagency assignments with DoD, Department of State (DoS), Department of Homeland Security (DHS), or Department of Justice (DoJ).   A new Interagency Service Officer (ISO), similar to the Foreign Affairs Officer (FAO) career field, should be established that provides an opportunity to develop a cadre of military and civilian professionals who are trained to work interagency coordination.  Just as the Goldwater-Nichols required joint experience as a prerequisite for promotion to flag or general officer, new legislation should amend this requirement to include joint or interagency experience.  Moreover, DoD announced the creation of a revised Joint Officer Management System that transforms the Joint Qualified Officer (JQO) path from its current static format to a more dynamic, flexible process responsive to the war-fighter in multi-service, multinational, and interagency operations.

Likewise, starting in 2008, Defense Department civilian employees who aspire to become members of the Senior Executive Service are required to have assignments with multiple branches of the military, non-Defense departments, state, local, foreign governments and non-governmental organizations.
  Patricia Bradshaw, Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for Civilian Personnel Policy stated, “Today’s military is working more and more with other federal agencies such as State and Homeland Security Departments, nongovernmental organizations such as the Red Cross, and state, local and foreign governments, and the Pentagon needs civilian leaders who know how those organizations operate.” 

Roadblocks to Reform

While significant interagency reform is necessary to respond to international and domestic contingencies, significant legislative, resource, organizational, and cultural challenges will substantially delay if not prevent any meaningful reform.  A Goldwater-Nichols type reform for the interagency is a common theme, particularly from the DoD as they have been tapped to repeatedly pick up the missions not able to be assigned to the interagency as the LFA.  One of the difficulties in starting the process for ‘fixing the interagency’ is determining what the interagency is. “ ‘The Interagency.’  It’s not an arm of the government.  It’s not a place. It has no formal director and certainly no troops.  It’s not even a thing; it’s a process. But it is perhaps the one process that the government needs to do better to win ‘the long war’ against terrorism and in the greater Middle East.” 
  

The question that needs to be answered before any meaningful reform is considered is who is responsible for implementation and oversight.  Passing sweeping reform legislation will be meaningless without the authority for enforcing the initiatives.  It has been proposed that the NSC would be the logical choice, yet the NSC was not designed for this function and is susceptible to the course changes that are inevitable with changing administrations.

Arguably, one of the greatest challenges to any major interagency reform would be the bi-partisan legislation and political support required for such a monumental undertaking.  “Many politicians are rightly uncomfortable with the notion of ‘big’ government.  They are concerned that creating a more effective interagency process would empower government to the point that it might lead to abuse, encouraging Washington to take on missions that are not appropriate.”
  In addition, the four to eight year political cycle in the United States adds to the penchant for maintaining the status quo and to be fearful of a coordinated and efficient ‘unity of effort’ in the federal government. “The divide between civil and military spheres is part of U.S. tradition and has always placed a premium on civilian control of the military.  Even today, military and civilian officials are cautious about ‘staying out of their lane.’”

“Another source of interagency friction is the huge disparity between available Department of Defense resources (including personnel), which are geared for rapid use in contingencies, and the rest of government which typically is not capable of surging people and resources to the field in response to rapidly evolving threats.”
  The State Department has a current FY 2008 budget request for $10.014 Billion not including additional FY 2008 funding requested for the Global War on Terror.
 In contrast, the DoD FY 08 budget request is for $481.4 Billion with an additional $141.7 Billion to continue the fight in the Global War on Terror.
  One could argue that in the future, the federal budget and in particular the Defense budget will be significantly reduced. The resources needed to expand the capabilities of the interagency would have to come from other departments in the Federal Government and possibly the DoD.  

Organizational inertia and cultures are also major challenges to reform the interagency.   “It is unlikely that reforms modeled after the Goldwater-Nichols Act alone would be sufficient to correct our national security interagency problems.  In fact, it is possible that such reforms would not have a significant long-term positive impact.  Interagency problems may not be amenable to intradepartmental solutions- in this case, from the Department of Defense.”
 Using the DHS as a case study, it is readily apparent that there is a clash of cultures within DHS that far surpass the cultural divides within the DoD addressed by the Goldwater-Nichols legislative reform.  The current organizations within DHS are as follows:  U.S. Coast Guard, FEMA, U.S. Secret Service, U.S. Immigration Customs Enforcement, U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Service, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, and the Transportation Security Administration.  There is no DHS culture to learn and be joint with and in fact there are seven separate languages, cultures, and organizations.  The cultural and organizational assimilation challenges within the departments of government are significant and the challenges between the different departments are even greater, if not insurmountable.  The cultural divide between the State Department and DoD is an excellent example of the challenges to overcome to promote jointness.   An additional factor of organizational inertia to overcome is that the organizations and the people within may not feel they are ‘broken’ and in need of being fixed.

Another roadblock to reforming the interagency is the lack of capacity to operate out of Washington D.C.  “Federal agencies are always reluctant to support interagency headquarters outside of Washington out of fear that they will usurp policymaking authorities from the department secretariats.  Outside the DoD, federal departments have very limited capabilities to conduct “operational” activities.  Most federal agencies, for example, do not have effective means to mobilize and deploy personnel.”
  
Conclusion

This analysis has shown that if the problems confronting the DoD in 1986 have such close parallels to the present-day issues facing the interagency community, and that the Goldwater-Nichols Act resulted in resolving the most significant of those issues, that similar legislation would serve the same benefit for harmonizing interagency efforts today.  The roadblocks to reform for the interagency can be overcome with a systematic and coordinated approach.  Primarily, a comprehensive and sweeping Congressional mandate for reform is necessary to provide for the way-ahead, oversight authority, and funding.  This legislation will ease the vast disparity between departmental budgets, personnel, and capacity to conduct operations.  In order to bridge the gap in cultural divides it will take years if not decades of forced integration, cooperation, and education.  Without a Goldwater-Nichols type legislation for the interagency, the significant reforms necessary for meaningful change will not be accomplished.  The interagency must go through the same growing pains that DoD has experienced as a result of the GNA.
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