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THESE are the times that try men's souls. The summer soldier and the
sunshine patriot will, in this crisis, shrink from the service of their country; but
he that stands by it now, deserves the love and thanks of man and woman.
Tyranny, like hell, is not easily conquered; yet we have this consolation with
us, that the harder the conflict, the more glorious the triumph. What we
obtain too cheap, we esteem too lightly: it is dearness only that gives
everything its value. Heaven knows how to put a proper price upon its goods;
and 1t would be strange indeed if so celestial an article as FREEDOM should
not be highly rated.

December 23, 1776 - The Crisis by Thomas Paine during the
American Revolutionary War.
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Operational Art and Campaigning

The primary goal of planning is not the development of
elaborate plans that inevitably must be changed; a more
enduring goal is the development of planners who
can cope with the inevitable change.

Special Acknowledgment
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the special contributions made by Ms. Monica Clansy.
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enabled this document to be created.

m/ . Lsdecrot

Col Mike Santacroce, USMC

“The world will little note nor long remember what we say here, but it
can never forget what they did here”

Abraham Lincoln, The Gettysburg Address, 19 November 1863
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PLANNING TORNADO

Strategic
Level

Operational
Level

Tactical Level

“War is no pastime; it is no mere joy in daring and
winning, no place for irresponsible enthusiasts.
It is serious means to a serious end, and all its colorful
resemblance to a game of chance, all the vicissitudes of
passion, courage, imagination, and enthusiasm
it includes are merely its special characteristics.”
Carl von Clausewitz, On War, edited. and translated by Michael Howard
and Peter Paret (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993), 98.
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INTRODUCTION

“The first thing for a commander in chief to
determine is what he is going to do, to see if he has
the means to overcome the obstacles which the
enemy can oppose to him......
Napoleon Maxim LXXIX

This document is published to assist Joint Advanced Warfighting School (JAWS)
students at the Joint Forces Staff College (JFSC) during their Operational Art and
Campaigning instruction. It is intended to supplement, not replace, joint doctrinal
publications. However, as noted by Mr. Doug Johnson in Doctrine that Works, “doctrine
should set forth principles and precious little more.” Therefore this primer is designed to
promulgate information from several source documents and best practices to fill in where
Joint doctrine departs. This primer should not be used solely to quote Joint Doctrine,
Service Doctrine or DOD policy, nor does it relieve the individual from reading and
understanding Joint Doctrine as published.

The JAWS Primer presents the Joint Operation Planning Process (JOPP) as described by
Joint Doctrine. It is presented in a logical flow which will enable planners to sequentially
follow the process. Its focus is on the concepts of operational planning and key Joint
doctrine with the main references being Joint Pubs 3-0, 5-0 and the Joint Operation
Planning and Execution System (JOPES) Volume I (The next revision of the CJCSM
3122.XX JOPES Volumes will be APEX Volumes). The JAWS Primer concentrates
its efforts on how Combatant Commanders (CCDRs) and subordinate Joint Force
Commanders (JFCs) and their staffs work through the JOPP.

Planning. To succeed in creating an effective campaign and/or contingency plan, the
operational CDR must consider and apply a myriad of considerations in its development.
These considerations, functions and steps are discussed within this document.

Preparation of plans involves more than just the CCDR’s staff. Planning is accomplished
in coordination with higher military headquarters; subordinate component headquarters;
military allies or coalition partners; other government agencies; and international
organizations. Interagency coordination forges the vital link between the military and the
diplomatic, informational, and economic instruments of power of the United States
Government (USG). Successful interagency, intergovernmental organization (IGO), and
nongovernmental organization (NGO) coordination enables the USG to build
international support, conserve resources, and conduct coherent operations that efficiently
achieve shared international goals (Law enforcement and intelligence capabilities in the
national power compendium will be mentioned; however, national security strategy only
reflects DIME).

Campaign Plans. The AY 09-10 JAWS Primer updates the Joint planner on the FY08
Guidance for Employment of the Force (GEF) and how campaign and contingency plans
dovetail into this concept. National guidance for campaign plans now resides within the
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GEF. The GEF tasks CCDR’s to create “campaign plans” designed to achieve theater
and functional strategic end states. These campaign plans integrate steady-state security
cooperation activities, “Phase 0” activities, and ongoing operations. The goal being to
consolidate and integrate DOD planning guidance related to operations and other military
activities into a single, overarching document. The GEF transitions the DOD’s planning
from a contingency-centric approach to a strategy-centric approach. Rather than
initiating planning from the context of particular contingencies, the strategy-centric
approach requires commanders to begin planning from the perspective of achieving broad
regional or functional objectives. CDRs are required to pursue these strategic end states
as they develop their theater or functional strategies, which they then translate into an
integrated set of steady-state activities and operations by means of a campaign plan.
Campaign plans provide the vehicle for linking steady-state shaping activities to current
operations and contingency plans (see Chapter I and 1X).

Contingency Plans. Under this concept, contingency plans become branches to the
campaign plan. Contingency plans are built to account for the possibility that steady-
state shaping measures, security cooperation activities, and operations could fail to
prevent aggression, preclude large-scale instability in a key state or region, or mitigate
the effects of a major disaster. Contingency plans address scenarios that put one or more
U.S. strategic end states in jeopardy and leave the U.S. no other recourse than to address
the problem at hand through military operations. Contingency Plans should provide a
range of military options coordinated with total USG response (see Chapter I).

Adaptive Planning and Execution (APEX) System. You will also find that this
document includes the necessary processes and procedures to implement the APEX
System which as noted is replacing the JOPES. The Secretary of Defense signed the
Adaptive Planning (AP) Roadmap II on 05 March 2008 directing the expeditious
transition from JOPES to APEX.

The APEX system consists of the Joint Operation Planning Process (JOPP), captured in
this Primer, JP 5-0 and the current JOPES. JOPP is the proven analytical process that
provides a methodical approach to planning and begins with planning initiation, moves
through mission analysis, COA development, COA analysis and wargaming, COA
comparison, COA approval, and plan or order development. JOPP supports APEX
through the systematic, on-demand creation and revision of executable plans with up-to-
date options, as circumstances require. APEX seeks to meld the best characteristics of
the JOPP/DOD experience with planning (contingency and crisis action), and the
execution process within a common framework. This new construct supports a
significantly faster production of high-quality plans that are more effective and efficient
for global operations. Further, the Secretary of Defense has directed that contingency
plans undergo a six-month cyclical review process as an interim step towards the
maintenance of “living plans.” (JOPES Vol. I, 29 Sep 2006)

Both the GEF (discussed in Chapter I and XII) and the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
(JSCP) direct the use of AP processes and prototype tools for the development of top
priority contingency plans during the current planning cycle.




Context. We find ourselves today in a global environment that is characterized by
regional instability, failed states, increased weapons proliferation, global terrorism, and
unconventional threats to U.S. citizens, interests, and territories. This environment
requires an even greater cooperation between all the elements of national power if we are
to be successful as a nation. To attain our national objectives it will require an efficient
and effective use of the diplomatic, informational, military, and economic instruments of
national power supported by and coordinated with that of our interagency, allies and
various intergovernmental, nongovernmental, and regional security organizations.

It is for this reason that this publication purposely blends and attempts to explain the
linkage between the CCDR and the rest of the interagency for planning and execution.
We must, as a military, endeavor to be aware of what the rest of the interagency brings to
the table while enabling the interagency to help achieve our national objectives as
outlined by the President. We do this by starting with an education in an environment
where we interact one on one with our interagency partners. Most of our service and
advanced level schools today have such an environment, and we need to ensure that
environment grows, which will in turn enable us to grow wiser as planners.

JAWS JOPP will be reviewed continually and updated annually. POC and editor is Col
Mike Santacroce, USMC, JAWS faculty at santacrocem@ndu.edu, 757-443-6307.

m/ A. Lserot

Colonel Mike Santacroce, USMC
Joint Advanced Warfighting School
Campaign Planning and Operational Art

Jointnesss: The future of national and international security
lies in interoperability and cooperation among the Services,
the interagency, international partners and non-governmental
organizations. Each service brings to the fight unique and
critical capabilities, but those capabilities are only as good as
the contribution they make to the overall strategic effort.
Nobody goes it alone today.
-CJCS Guidance for 2007-2008, Admiral M.G. Mullen, USN
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CHAPTER 1
Structure of Joint Military Planning

“Our Nation’s cause has always been larger than our Nation’s
defense. We fight, as we always fight, for a just peace - a peace that
favors liberty. We will defend the peace against the threats from
terrorists and tyrants. We will preserve the peace by building good
relations among the great powers. And we will extend the peace by
encouraging free and open societies on every continent.”
President Bush, West Point, New York, June 1, 2002

1. Background

a. Civilian control of the military. Since the founding of the nation, civilian
control of the military has been an absolute and unquestioned principle. The Constitution
incorporates this principle by giving both the President and Congress the power to ensure
civilian supremacy. The Constitution establishes the President as the Commander-in-
Chief, but gives the Congress the power “to declare war,” to “raise and support Armies —
provide and maintain a Navy — (and) to make Rules for the Government and Regulation
of the land and naval Forces.”

b. Joint Organization before 1900. As established by the Constitution,
coordination between the War Department and Navy Department was effected by the
President as the Commander in Chief. Army and naval forces functioned
autonomously with the President as their only common superior. Despite Service
autonomy, early American history reflects the importance of joint operations. Admiral
MacDonough’s naval operations on Lake Champlain were a vital factor in the ground
campaigns of the War of 1812; the joint teamwork displayed by General Grant and
Admiral Porter in the Vicksburg Campaign of 1863 stands as a fine early example of
joint military planning and execution. However, instances of confusion, poor inter-
Service cooperation and lack of coordinated, joint military action had a negative impact
on operations in the Cuban campaign of the Spanish-American War (1898). By the turn
of the century, advances in technology and the growing international involvement of the
United States required greater cooperation between the military departments.

c. Joint History through World War 1. As a result of the unimpressive joint
military operations in the Spanish-American War, in 1903 the Secretary of War and the
Secretary of the Navy created the Joint Army and Navy Board charged to address “all
matters calling for cooperation of the two Services.” The Joint Army and Navy Board
was to be a continuing body that could plan for joint operations and resolve problems of
common concern to the two Services. Unfortunately, the Joint Board accomplished little,
because it could not direct implementation of concepts or enforce decisions, being limited
to commenting on problems submitted to it by the secretaries of the two military
departments. It was described as “a planning and deliberative body rather than a center
of executive authority.” As a result, it had little or no impact on the conduct of joint
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operations during the First World War. Even as late as World War I, questions of
seniority and command relationships between the Chief of Staff of the Army and
American Expeditionary Forces in Europe were just being resolved.

d. Joint History through World War II. After World War I, the two Service
secretaries agreed to reestablish and revitalize the Joint Board. Membership was
expanded to six: the chiefs of the two Services, their deputies, and the Chief of War Plans
Division for the Army and Director of Plans Division for the Navy. More importantly, a
working staff (named the Joint Planning Committee) made up of members of the plans
divisions of both Service staffs was authorized. The new Joint Board could initiate
recommendations on its own. Unfortunately, the 1919 board was given no more legal
authority or responsibility than its 1903 predecessor; and, although its 1935 publication,
Joint Action Board of the Army and Navy (JAAN), gave some guidance for the unified
operations of World War II, the board itself was not influential in the war. The board
was officially disbanded in 1947.

2. Today’s security environment is not unlike those of historic times. The
commanders during those eras considered the enemy extremely complex and fluid with
continually changing coalitions, alliances, partnerships, and new threats constantly
appearing and disappearing. Today, with the national and transnational threats we face,
our political and military leaders conduct operations in an ever-more complex,
interconnected, and increasingly global operational environment. This increase in the
scope of the operational environment may not necessarily result from actions by the
confronted adversary alone, but is likely to result from other adversaries exploiting
opportunities as a consequence of an overextended or distracted United States or
coalition. These adversaries encompass a variety of actors from transnational
organizations to states or even ad hoc state coalitions and individuals.

To prepare the United States for today’s threats and contingencies we have, over
time, established a system of checks and balances to include numerous governmental
organizations that are involved in the implementation of U.S. security policy. However,
constitutionally, the ultimate authority and responsibility for the national defense rests
with the President.

“As in a building, which, however fair and beautiful, the
superstructure is radically marred and imperfect if the
foundation be insecure-so, if the strategy be wrong, the
skill of the general on the battlefield, the valor
of the soldier, the brilliancy of victory,

however otherwise decisive, fail of their effect.”
-A.T. Mahan




National Strategic Direction

Role of the President and Secretary of Defense

[ Mational Security Strategy ‘ [ Mational Defense Strategy ]

[ Mational Strategy for HLS ] [ Strategic Guidance Statements ]

Guidance for Employment of the Force |

Role of the Chairman of Role of the
the Joint Chiefs of Staff Combatant Commander

| Joint Strategy Review I Strategic Estimate
[ National Military Strategy | Theater Strategy

Continuous
Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan Interaction [ Security Cooperation Strategy |
& Global Force Management Guidance

| Global Plans and Orders | Flans and Crders

Joint Strategic Planning System Joint Operations Planning
and Execution System

I—->| Unified Action in Execution ‘4—'

Figure I-1. National Strategic Direction

3. National Strategic Direction. The common thread that integrates and synchronizes
the activities of the Joint Staff, COCOMs, Services, and combat support agencies is
strategic direction. As an overarching term, strategic direction encompasses the
processes and products by which the President, SecDef, and CJCS provide strategic
guidance. Strategic guidance from civilian and military policymakers is a prerequisite for
developing a military campaign plan.

a. The President provides strategic guidance through the National Security Strategy
(NSS), National Security Presidential Directives (NSPD), and other strategic documents
in conjunction with additional guidance from other members of the National Security
Council (NSC)' (Figure I-1).

b. The President and Secretary of Defense (SecDef), through the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), direct the national effort that supports combatant and
subordinate commanders. The principal forum for deliberation of national security policy
issues requiring Presidential decisions that will directly affect the CCDRs courses of
action is the National Security Council. Knowledge of the history and relationships
between elements of the national security structure is essential to understanding the role
of joint staff organizations.

'Joint Pub 5-0, Joint Operations Planning, 26 Dec 2006




c. The National Security Council System. DOD participation in the interagency
process is grounded within the Constitution and established by law in the National
Security Act of 1947 (NSA 47).

(1) The NSC is a product of NSA 47. NSA 47 codified and refined the
interagency process used during World War II, modeled in part on Franklin D.
Roosevelt’s 1919 proposal for a “Joint Plan-Making Body” to deal with the overlapping
authorities of the Departments of State, War, and Navy. Because of the diverse interests
of individual agencies, previous attempts at interagency coordination failed due to lack of
national-level perspectives, a staff for continuity, and adequate appreciation for the need
of an institutionalized coordination process. Evolving from the World War II experience
(during which the Secretary of State was not invited to War Council meetings), the first
State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee was formed in 1945.

(a) From the earliest days of this nation, the President has had the primary
responsibility for national security stemming from his constitutional powers both as
Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces and his authority to make treaties and appoint
cabinet members and ambassadors. The intent of NSA 47 was to assist the President with
respect to the integration of domestic, foreign, and military policies relating to national
security. Most current USG interagency actions flow from these beginnings.

(b) Within the constitutional and statutory system, interagency actions at the
national level may be based on both personality and process, consisting of persuasion,
negotiation, and consensus building, as well as adherence to bureaucratic procedure.

(2) The NSC is the principal forum for deliberation of national security policy
issues requiring Presidential decision. The NSC advises and assists the President in
integrating all aspects of national security policy — domestic, foreign, military,
intelligence, and economic (in conjunction with the National Economic Council).
Together with supporting interagency working groups (some permanent and others ad
hoc), high-level steering groups, executive committees, and task forces, the National
Security Council System (NSCS) provides the foundation for interagency
coordination in the development and implementation of national security policy.
The NSC is the President’s principal forum for coordinating discussion of national
security and foreign policy matters with his senior national security advisors and cabinet
officials. The council also serves as the President’s principal arm for coordinating these
policies among various government agencies.

(3) National Security Council Membership. The President chairs the NSC. As
prescribed in NSPD-1, the NSC shall have as its regular attendees (both statutory and
non-statutory) the President, the Vice President, the Secretary of State, the Secretary of
the Treasury, the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Homeland Security, the Secretary
of Energy, and the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs. The Director
of Central Intelligence and the CJCS, as statutory advisors to the NSC, shall also attend
NSC meetings. The Chief of Staff to the President and the Assistant to the President for
Economic Policy are invited to attend any NSC meeting. The Counsel to the President
shall be consulted regarding the agenda of NSC meetings, and shall attend any meeting




when, in consultation with the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, he
deems it appropriate. The Attorney General and the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget shall be invited to attend meetings pertaining to their
responsibilities. For the Attorney General, this includes matters both within the
jurisdiction of the Justice Department and concerning questions of law. The heads of
other executive departments and agencies, as well as other senior officials, shall be
invited to attend meetings of the NSC when appropriate.

(4) NSC Organization. (Figure I-2) The members of the NSC constitute the
President’s personal and principal staff for national security issues. The council tracks
and directs the development, execution, and implementation of national security policies
for the President, but does not normally implement policy. Rather, it takes a central
coordinating or monitoring role in the development of policy and options, depending on
the desires of the President and the National Security Advisor. National Security
Presidential Directive-1 establishes three levels of formal interagency committees for
coordinating and making decisions on national security issues. The advisory bodies
include:

(a) The NSC Principals Committee (NSC/PC) is the senior Cabinet-level
interagency forum for consideration of policy issues affecting national security. The
Principals Committee meets at the call of and is chaired by the National Security
Advisor.

Figure I-2. National policy-making process is built on consensus

(b) The NSC/Deputies Committee (NSC/DC) is the senior sub-Cabinet-level
(deputy secretary-level) interagency forum for consideration of policy issues affecting
national security. The NSC/DC prescribes and reviews the work of the NSC Policy




Coordination Committees (NSC/PCCs). The NSC/DC ensures that NSC/PC issues have
been properly analyzed and prepared for discussion. The Deputies Committee meets at
the call of and is chaired by the Deputy National Security Advisor.

(c) NSC/PCCs are the main day-to-day action committees for interagency
coordination of national security policy. NSC/PCCs manage the development and
implementation of national security policies by multiple agencies of the USG, provide
policy analysis for consideration by the more senior committees of the NSCS, and ensure
timely responses to decisions made by the President.

(d) Six NSC/PCCs are established for the following regions:

Europe and Eurasia, Western Hemisphere, East Asia, South Asia, 1
Near East and North Africa, and Africa.

(e) Each of the NSC/PCCs shall be chaired by an official of Under Secretary
or Assistant Secretary rank to be designated by the Secretary of State. The oversight of
ongoing operations assigned by the Deputies Committee is performed by the appropriate
NSC/PCCs, which may create subordinate working groups. Each NSC/PCC includes
representatives from the executive departments, and offices and agencies represented in
the NSC/DC. Additional NSC/PCCs may be established as appropriate by the President
or the National Security Advisor.

(f) Functional NSC/PCCs are established for specific purposes as issues or
crises arise and for developing long-term strategies. Currently there are eleven functional
NSC/PCCs. Each are chaired by a person of Under Secretary or Assistant Secretary rank
designated by the indicated authority™:

» Democracy, Human Rights, and International Operations (by the
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs);

» International Development and Humanitarian Assistance (by the
Secretary of State);

» Global Environment (by the Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs and the Assistant to the President for Economic Policy
in concert);

» International Finance (by the Secretary of the Treasury);

» Transnational Economic Issues (by the Assistant to the President for
Economic Policy);

» Counter-Terrorism and National Preparedness (by the Assistant to the
President for National Security Affairs);

*National Security Presidential Directive 1 (NSPD-1) February 13, 2001
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» Defense Strategy, Force Structure, and Planning (by the Secretary of
Defense);

» Arms Control (by the Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs);

» Proliferation, Counter-proliferation, and Homeland Defense (by the
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs);

» Intelligence and Counterintelligence (by the Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs); and

» Records Access and Information Security (by the Assistant to the
President for National Security Affairs).

(g) During a rapidly developing crisis, the President may request the National
Security Advisor to convene the NSC. The NSC reviews the situation, determines a
preliminary COA, and tasks the Principals and Deputies Committees.

(h) Under more routine conditions, concerns focus on broader aspects of
national policy and long-term strategy perspectives. National Security
Presidential Directives (NSPDs) outline specific national interests, overall national
policy objectives, and tasks for the appropriate components of the executive branch.

(5) DOD Role in the National Security Council System

(a) Key DOD players in the NSCS come from within the Office of the
Secretary of Defense and the Joint Staff. The SecDef is a regular member of the NSC
and the NSC/PC. The Deputy Secretary of Defense is a member of the NSC/DC. In
addition to membership, an Under Secretary of Defense may chair a NSC/PCC.

(b) The NSCS is the channel for the CJCS to discharge substantial statutory
responsibilities as the principal military advisor to the President, the SecDef, and the
NSC. The CJCS regularly attends NSC meetings and provides advice and views in this
capacity. The other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff may submit advice or an
opinion in disagreement with that of the CJCS, or advice or an opinion in addition to the

advice provided by the CJCS.

(c) The Military Departments which implement, but do not participate directly
in national security policy-making activities of the interagency process, are represented
by the CJCS.

(d) Of note and worth mentioning here are the geographic boundary
differences between the DOS Bureaus and the DOD geographic commands. It’s
important we recognize these seams and boundary differences to ensure smooth
coordination between these two interagency partners.
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The DOS has six bureaus covering regional priorities3 :

Western Hemisphere
Affairs

South and Central Asia

African Affairs

East Asia and the Pacific

Europe and Eurasian Affairs

The DOD has six geographic commands:

(RN N

3Department of State/US Agency for International Development FY 2007-2012 Revised Strategic

Plan, May 7, 2007




When overlaid with each other we see the potential coordination challenges that
face both the DOS and DOD when working across boundaries. Close
coordination is required between DOS Bureaus and DOD geographic COCOM’s
to ensure national security issues and priorities are addressed.

U.S. Department of Defense Gommanders’ Areas of Responsibility

% T—t T i
U.S. Department of State Revional Bureaus
Bursau of Westem l:l Buresu of hear Buresu of South ang
Hemizphare Affars Esstern Affairs Central Asian Affairs
Bursau of Europsan - Bursau of African Buresu of East Asian
and Eurasian Affairs Affairs and Pacific Affairs

MNots: State of Alaska assigned to NORTHCOM ares of responsibilty.
Forces basad in Alnska mmain assignad fo PACOR.

(6) The Joint Staff Role in the National Security Council System

(a) The Joint Staff provides operational input and staff support through the
CIJCS (or designee) for policy decisions made by the Office of the Secretary of Defense.
It coordinates with the COCOMs, Services, and other agencies and prepares appropriate
directives, such as warning, alert, and execute orders, for SecDef approval. This
preparation includes definition of command and interagency relationships.

(b) When COCOMs require interagency coordination, the Joint Staff, in
concert with the Office of the Secretary of Defense, routinely accomplishes that
coordination.

(c) Within the Joint Staff, the offices of the CJCS, Secretary of the Joint Staff,
and the Operations (J-3), Logistics (J-4), Plans and Policy (J-5), and Operational Plans
and Joint Force Development Directorates are focal points for NSC-related actions. The
J-3 provides advice on execution of military operations, the J-4 assesses logistic
implications of contemplated operations, and the J-5 often serves to focus DOD on a
particular NSC matter for policy and planning purposes. Each of the Joint Staff
directorates coordinates with the Military Departments to solicit Service input in the
planning process. The SecDef may also designate one of the Services as the executive
agent for direction and coordination of DOD activities in support of specific mission
areas.
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The Combatant Commanders’ Role in the NSCS:
Although combatant commanders sometimes participate directly in the
interagency process by directly communicating with committees and
groups of the NSC system and by working to integrate the military
with diplomatic, economic, and informational instruments of
national power, the normal conduit for information between the
President, SecDef, NSC, and a combatant command is the CJCS.
Combatant commanders may communicate with the Deputies
Committee during development of the POLMIL
plan with the Joint Staff in a coordinating role.

d. The SecDef develops the National Defense Strategy (NDS), which establishes
broad defense policy goals and priorities for the development, employment, and
sustainment of U.S. military forces based on the NSS.

e. The CJCS develops the National Military Strategy (NMS) and refines OSD
guidance through Joint Doctrine (joint publications), policies and procedures (CJCSIs
and CJCSMs) such as CJCSI 3110 series (JSCP) that describes how to employ the
military in support of national security objectives.

f. Strategic direction and support of national-level activities, in concert with the
efforts of CCDRs, ensure the following:

(1) National strategic objectives and termination criteria are clearly defined,
understood, and achievable.

(2) The Active Component is ready for combat and Reserve Components are
appropriately manned, trained, and equipped in accordance with Title 10 responsibilities

and prepared to become part of the total force upon mobilization.

(3) Intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance systems and efforts focus on the
operational environment.

(4) Strategic guidance is current and timely.

(5) DOD, other intergovernmental organizations, allies, and coalition partners are
fully integrated at the earliest time during planning and subsequent operations.

(6) All required support assets are ready.

(7) Multinational partners are available and integrated early in the planning
process.

(8) Forces and associated sustaining capabilities are deployed and ready to
support the JFC’s CONOPS.
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4. Global Context. Strategic guidance can at times be overwhelming. There are
currently twelve National Strategies (see Figure I-3) and constantly revised Regional
Strategies/Plans that require our attention. In 1999 the U.S. had one National Strategy
with ten supporting strategies from the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and
Joint Staff (JS). The year 2008 finds us with twelve National Strategies and sixteen OSD
and JS supporting strategies for a total of twenty-eight strategies. (Figure I-4)

Current National Strategies

National Security Strategy — March 2006
National Strategy for Combating Terrorism — September 2006
National Strategy for Public Diplomacy and Strategic

Communications — May 2007
National Counterintelligence Strategy — March 2005
National Intelligence Strategy — October 2005
National Strategy to Combat WMD — December 2002
National Strategy to Combat Terrorist Travel — February 2006
National Strategy to Secure Cyberspace — September 2002
National Strategy for Homeland Security — October 2007
National Strategy for Maritime Security — September 2005
National Strategy for Information Sharing — October 2007
National Strategy for Victory in Iraq — November 2005

Figure I-3. National Strategic Guidance from 2002 to present
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National Guidance proliferation from 1999 to present

Figure I-4. Strategies, snapshot of 1999 and present




5. Guidance for Employment of the Force (GEF).* The year 2008 brings a transition
in national guidance with a new strategic guidance hierarchy that includes the Guidance
for Employment of the Force (GEF) and Guidance for Development of the Force (GDF),
with an aligned Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP). Figure I-5 shows the changes
and new focus that the GEF brings to the JSPS and the joint planning community. The
GEF is a single strategic guidance document that directs planning for foreseeable near-
term (FY 08-10) operational activities as shown in Figure [-6. It consolidates and
integrates DOD planning guidance related to operations and other military activities into
a single, overarching guidance document which takes into account lessons from
Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF), Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and other key
operations around the world.

a. Key among these lessons — captured in the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) —
is the idea that the DOD requires a framework for integrating efforts to shape the
strategic environment towards deterring major conflicts, precluding major instability
from arising, enhancing the governance or military capacity of partner countries, or
preparing for catastrophic events.

b. Planning and resultant activities or operations should aim to defuse strategic
problems before they become crises and resolve crises before they reach a critical stage
requiring large-scale military operations. Steady-state activities should support these
ends and, at the same time, set the conditions for success should military operations
become necessary. The campaign plan construct within the GEF is designed to do this.

+ Planning system largely centered around
individual scenariosicontingencies

= Contingency planning done within broader
context of strateqgy and related campaign

plan{s)
« Primarily focused on COCOMs + DOD enterprise-awide guidance
+ Increased focus on security cooperation,
« Predominant focus on combat operations other shaping activities, and stability
operations
« Planning relatively unconstrained by resource | - Resource constraints explicitly recognized
considerations and addressed
« COCOM assessments narrowly focused on - Assessments tied to achievement of
theater security cooperation plan campaign plans’ strategic end states

Figure I-5. Strategic Planning

c. Should shaping or deterrent measures fail, contingency plans must provide the
President, SecDef and CCDR’s multiple military options for managing crises or conflicts
and ending them on terms favorable to the US.

d. Stability operations will likely be a significant component of many contingencies.
Planning should ensure in such cases that the command is prepared to conduct and
integrate stability operations in the earliest phases of the operation and throughout its
duration. A plan’s concept of operations should be informed by the longer-term need to
restore the countries involved to functioning and responsible members of international
society. Well-designed stability operations will play a crucial role in achieving this end.

*Guidance for Employment of the Force 2008-2010, May 2008
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GEF Purpose — Consolidate Guidance

Consolidating five separate documents forces holistic
thinking about previously stove-piped planning

Nuclear
Weapons
Planning
Guidance

Global Seclrty Global Contingency
Force Vgmt Cooperation Posture Planning
Guidance Guidance Guidance Guidance

Guidance for
Employment
of the Force
Built together
by Task Force

Joint Strategic
Capabilities
Plan

Figure I-6. Purpose

e. Plans should also reflect the need for theater shaping activities to continue and
adapt to strategic conditions as a conflict or crisis evolves. In many cases these activities
will play an important role in building partner capacity or engendering support from
critical partners. (Guidance for Employment of the Force 2008-2010)

f. The GEF consolidates and integrates DOD planning guidance related to
operations and other military activities into a single, overarching document. It replaces
guidance the DOD previously promulgated through the Contingency Planning Guidance
(CPQG), Security Cooperation Guidance (SCG), Policy Guidance for the Employment of
Nuclear Weapons (NUWEP), and various policy memoranda related to Global Force
Management (GFM) and Global Defense Posture (GDP). The GEF is built concurrently
with the Chairman’s planning guidance (JSCP) and with input from State.

(1) Consolidating this guidance enables the DOD to integrate the major
components of planning into a coherent and comprehensive body of effort allowing DOD
to provide CCDR’s with realistic objectives, priorities, assumptions and resources for
employing forces.
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(2) The GEF transitions the DOD’s planning from a “contingency-centric”
approach to a “strategy-centric” approach. Rather than initiating planning from the
context of particular contingencies, the strategy-centric approach requires commanders to
begin planning from the perspective of achieving broad regional or functional objectives.

(3) Under this approach, planning starts with the National Defense Strategy
(NDS), from which the GEF derives theater or functional strategic end states prioritized
appropriately for each COCOM.

(4) CDR’s are required to pursue these strategic end states as they develop their
theater or functional strategies, which they then translate into an integrated set of steady-
state activities and operations by means of a campaign plan. This approach requires the
CDR’s to balance their efforts across their areas of responsibility (AORs) and address
specific threats or problems within the larger context of their campaign plan.

(5) Campaign plans provide the vehicle for linking steady-state shaping activities
to current operations and contingency plans. They ensure that the various Phase 0
(shaping) components of a COCOMs contingency plans are integrated with each other
and the command’s broader security cooperation and shaping activities. The result
should be a coherent and balanced approach to achieving the strategic end states assigned
to the command.

(6) Under this concept, contingency plans become “branches” to the campaign
plan. Contingency plans are built to account for the possibility that steady-state shaping
measures, security cooperation activities, and operations could fail to prevent aggression,
preclude large-scale instability in a key state or region, or mitigate the effects of a major
disaster.

GEF: Providing the “What” (policy guidance for planning).
* Strategic end states (theater or functional) for campaign planning.
* Prioritized contingency planning scenarios and end states.
* Global posture and global force management guidance.
* Relative security cooperation and global force management priorities.
e Strategic assumptions.
* Provides overarching DOD and USG nuclear policy.

JSCP: Implementing the “What” (provides plan guidance).

¢ Formally tasks campaign, contingency, and posture planning
requirements to COCOMs.

* Detailed planning tasks and considerations for campaign, contingency,
and posture plans.

* Specifies type of plan required for contingency plans.
¢ Planning assumptions.
* Provides detailed guidance to apportion forces.

* Nuclear guidance remains in the “Nuclear Supplement to the JSCP.”
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(7) One of the most important features of the GEF is that it complements the
security goals outlined in the DOS Joint Strategic Plan (JSP). Through campaign and
contingency planning requires that a COCOMs operations and activities align with
national security objectives and complement the DOS’s country-specific Mission
Strategic Plans (MSPs). It is critically important that COCOM words and actions
complement each other in shaping perceptions to support U.S. policy goals.

6. Campaign Plans and Campaign Planning.” In accordance with strategic policy
guidance provided by the GEF, the JSCP tasks CCDRs to develop and execute campaign
plans that integrate, synchronize, and prioritize daily activities in support of strategic end
states, to include security cooperation and Phase 0 actions. The intent of the campaign
plan is to operationalize CCDRSs’ strategies and to transition planning from a
“contingency-centric” focus to a “strategy-centric” design. CCDRs will use their
campaign plans to articulate resource requirements in a comprehensive manner vice an
incremental basis. Campaign plans also provide a vehicle for conducting a
comprehensive assessment of how the COCOM activities are contributing to the
achievement of intermediate objectives and strategic end states (also see Chapter IX).

Campaign Planning: the process whereby the combatant
commander and subordinate joint force commanders
translate national or theater strategy into operational
concepts through the development of an operation plan for a
campaign. Campaign planning may begin during contingency
planning when the actual threat, national guidance, and
available resources become evident, but is normally not
completed until after the President or Secretary of Defense
selects the course of action during crisis action planning.
Campaign planning is conducted when contemplated military
operations exceed the scope of a single major joint operations.

JP 1-02, 12 April 2001

7. The JSCP tasks CCDRs to develop three different types of campaign plans as
appropriate to address their regional and functional responsibilities (Figure I-7 on the
following page).

a. Global campaign plans are developed when achieving strategic end states
requires joint operations and activities conducted in multiple AORs. Global
campaign plans establish the strategic and operational framework within which
subordinate campaign plans are developed. The global campaign plan’s framework also
facilitates coordinating and synchronizing the many interdependent, cross-AOR missions
such as security cooperation, intelligence collection and coalition support. These
regional plans, synchronized with both the Theater Campaign Plan and Global Campaign
Plan, direct the execution of operations and activities in each GCC’s AOR.

>Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan 2008, 1 March 2008
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Plans Relationship

Campaign(s} Theater Campaign Global Campaign | | Global Campaign Global Campaign
Plan Plan Plan Plan

e D e
Subordinate LXXXJ m\j IEZJ

Campaign

Plans
Contingency plans to subordinate campaign plans are not stand alone
plans, but are branches to the subordinate campaign plan

Contingency -
Plans I ><><><-|

Indicates a supperting campaign plan synchronized with a Global
__________ Campaign Plan

Indicates campaign or contingency plans nested under a Theater

Campaign Plan

Figure I-7. Plans Relationship

b. A theater or functional campaign plan encompasses the activities of a
supported CCDR, which accomplish strategic or operational objectives within the
CCDR'’s AOR or functional responsibilities. The campaign plan operationalizes a
CCDR’s theater or functional strategy and translates strategic concepts into unified
actions. The JSCP tasks all CCDRs to develop campaign plans that integrate security
cooperation, Phase 0, and other steady state activities, with operations and contingency
plans.

c. Subordinate campaign plans are developed to the CCDR’s Theater Campaign
Plan. Where the subordinate campaign plans support Global Campaign Plans, they must
be synchronized with the Global Campaign Plan. Subordinate campaign plans should be
consistent with the strategic and operational guidance and direction developed by the
supported CCDR. The subordinate campaign plans should nest under the CCDR’s
Theater Campaign Plan, as well as the Global Campaign Plan they support. This nesting
provides the mechanism to synchronize and prioritize all steady state activities across the
CCDR’s planning requirements and eliminate redundant or contradictory activities.
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8. Each CCDR’s Theater Campaign Plan must include the following elements:

Security Environment:
> Transnational terrorism

Spread of WMD

Regional instability

Increasing powerful states
Competition for natural resources
Natural disasters and pandemics

»  Cyber and space vulnerability and competition
* Campaign Plans will address all instruments of national power;
* Campaign plans will include:*
Security Cooperation*

Information Operations
Intelligence

Strategic Communication®
Interagency Cooperation*

YV V V V V

Alliance/Partner/Coalition contributors

VVVYVYVYVY

Stability Operations
* Campaign Plans
>  Annex — Posture Plans

»  Branch — Contingency Plans
»  Annex - Security Cooperation Plan (if desired)

* must be addressed at a minimum

9. Campaign Plan Development. Campaign planning operationalizes a COCOM’s
strategy by comprehensively and coherently integrating all its directed steady-state
(actual) and contingency (potential) operations and activities. A COCOM’s strategy and
resultant campaign plan should be designed to achieve the prioritized end states provided
in the GEF and serve as the integrating framework that informs and synchronizes all
subordinate and supporting planning and operations. The campaign plan is intended to
achieve integration not only across all steady-state activities within a particular COCOM,
but also across COCOM’s. The GEF guidance does not tell CCDRs how to develop their
campaign plans; however, they should be guided by the joint operation planning process
described in JP 5-0 and this Primer. The campaign plan should generally follow the five-
paragraph APEX Basic Plan format, and information normally contained in key annexes
should be addressed.

10. Global Defense Posture. The network of host-nation relationships, activities, and
footprint of facilities and force that comprise forward US military presence and
capabilities for addressing current and future security challenges make up the global
defense posture.

a. Posture plans are required in accordance with the global defense posture guidance
issued in the GEF and FY 2010-15 Guidance for Development of the Force (GDF).
Theater posture plans must be integrated and synchronized with the CCDR’s Theater
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Campaign Plan. The posture plan must demonstrate the CCDR’s efforts to integrate
posture planning with the campaign plan’s theater strategic end states and near-term
objectives.

b. Theater Posture Plan.” Theater posture plans are integrated and
synchronized with the CCDR’s Theater Campaign Plan and are included as an
annex due annually. The posture plans demonstrate the CCDR’s efforts to
integrate posture planning with the campaign plan’s theater strategic end states
and near-term objectives. The posture plan includes a narrative section providing
an overview of the Theater Posture Plan which includes such items as: an
overview of major ongoing and new initiatives, status of CCDR’s efforts to
develop and execute the plan, any existing or emerging risks to assured access and
capability in the AOR, proposed costs for executing approved and planned
posture changes and any deconfliction required with other DoD efforts. It also
includes a matrix with information on approved/proposed footprint locations and
host-nation relationships. The posture plan concludes with a CCDR’s posture
plan assessment that addresses the political-military, operational risk, force
structure, infrastructure and/or resource implications of posture changes.

c. Each GCC (excluding CDRUSNORTHCOM) submit a Theater Posture
Plan as an annex to their Theater Campaign Plan annually. Theater posture plans
also inform and support the development of a Global Defense Posture
Synchronization Report which is developed annually by OSD and approved by
the SecDef. This synchronization report is a DOD internal document which
serves to codify and assess posture plans, integrating these plans across the global
defense posture “lines of effort” (strategy development, diplomacy,
implementation, and sustainment), and identifying execution issues as needed
refinements to the plans.

The DOD recognizes three interdependent posture elements used to define,
plan for and assess US overseas military presence:

» The nature of host-nation relationships, including associated legal
arrangements.

» The footprint of facilities, personnel, force structure and equipment.

» The steady-state and surge activities of U.S. military forces.

%Joint Strategic Capabilities 2008, 1 March 2008
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d. Summary. The National Security Strategy (NSS), National Defense Strategy
(NDS), National Strategy for Homeland Security (NSHS), and National Military Strategy
(NMS) are shaped by and oriented on national security policies; they provide the strategic
direction for combatant commanders (CCDRs). These strategies integrate national and
military objectives (ends), national policies and military plans (ways), and national
resources and military forces and supplies (means). Further, the Guidance for
Employment of the Force and Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) provide CCDRs
with specific planning guidance for preparation of their theater campaign plans and
contingency plans, respectively (for more information on GEF, JSCP and GFM see
Chapter V and XII).
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CHAPTER1II

Strategic Communication and U.S. Public Diplomacy

“America’s negative image in world opinion and diminished
ability to persuade are consequences of factors other than
failure to implement communications strategies. Interests
collide. Leadership counts. Policies matter. Mistakes dismay
our friends and provide enemies with unintentional assistance.

Strategic communication is not the problem, but it is a problem.”
-Report of the Defense Science Board
Task Force on Strategic Communication

1. Strategic Communication and U.S. Public Diplomacy

a. Public diplomacy is, at its core, about making America’s diplomacy public and
communicating America’s views, values and policies in effective ways to audiences
across the world. Public diplomacy promotes linkages between the American people and
the rest of the world by reminding diverse populations of our common interests and
values. Some of America’s most effective public diplomacy is communicated not
through words, but through our deeds, as we invest in people through education, health
care and the opportunity for greater economic and political participation. Public
diplomacy also seeks to isolate and marginalize extremists and their ideology. In all
these ways, public diplomacy is “waging peace,” working to bring about conditions that
lead to a better life for people across the world and make it more difficult for extremism
to take root.

b. The goal of public diplomacy is to increase understanding of American values,
policies, and initiatives and to counter anti-American sentiment and misinformation about
the U.S. around the world. This includes reaching beyond foreign governments to
promote better appreciation of the U.S. abroad, greater receptivity to U.S. policies among
foreign publics, and sustained access and influence in important sectors of foreign
societies. Public diplomacy is carried out through a wide range of government programs
and activities that employ person-to-person contacts and attempts to reach mass
audiences through print, broadcast, and electronic media. Coordinating these various
efforts is critical to the short- and long-term success of U.S. public diplomacy efforts.

c. On April 8, 2006, the President established a new Policy Coordination Committee
(PCC) on Public Diplomacy and Strategic Communications. This committee, to be led
by the Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs, is intended to
coordinate interagency activities to ensure that:

e All agencies work together to disseminate the President’s themes and
messages;

e All public diplomacy and strategic communications resources, programs, and
activities are effectively coordinated to support those messages; and
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e Every agency gives public diplomacy and strategic communications the same
level of priority that the President does.

(1) One of the committee’s tasks will be to issue a formal interagency public
diplomacy strategy. (It is not clear when this strategy will be developed.)

(2) The PCC on Public Diplomacy and Strategic Communication is the overall
mechanism by which we coordinate our public diplomacy across the interagency
community'.

(3) To this end the PCC on Public Diplomacy and Strategic Communication has
established three strategic objectives to govern America’s diplomacy and strategic
communication with foreign audiences:”

e America must offer a positive vision of hope and opportunity that is
rooted in America’s Freedom Agenda.

“These values include our deep belief in freedom, and the dignity and
equality of every person. We believe all people deserve to live in just
societies that are governed by the rule of law and free from corruption or
intimidation. We believe people should be able to speak their minds,
protest peacefully, worship freely and participate in choosing their
government. We want all people, boys and girls, to be educated, because
we know education expands opportunity and we believe those who are
educated are more likely to be responsible citizens, tolerant and respectful
of each other’s differences. We want to expand the circle of prosperity so
that people throughout the world can earn a living and provide for their
families. America has long been a beacon of hope and opportunity for
people across the world and we must continue to be that beacon of hope for
a better life.””?

e With our partners, we seek to isolate and marginalize violent
extremists who threaten the freedom and peace sought by civilized people
of every nation, culture and faith. This goal is achieved by:

» Promoting democratization and good governance as a path to a
positive future, in secure and pluralistic societies;

» Actively engaging Muslim communities and amplifying mainstream
Muslim voices;

» Isolating and discrediting terrorist leaders, facilitators, and
organizations;

lGAO, U.S. Public Diplomacy, July 2007 and U.S. National Strategy for Public Diplomacy and Strategic
Communication, 14 Dec 2006.
2Stra‘[egic Communication and Public Diplomacy Policy Coordinating Committee (PCC), June 2007.
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» De-legitimizing terror as an acceptable tactic to achieve political
ends; and

» Demonstrating that the West is open to all religions and is not in
conflict with any faith.

e America must work to nurture common interests and values between
Americans and peoples of different countries, cultures and faiths
across the world.

“Far more unites us as human beings than divides us. Especially at a
time of war and common threats, America must actively nurture common
interests and values. We have shared interests in expanding economic
opportunity, promoting peaceful resolution of conflicts, enhancing
scientific collaboration, fighting diseases that respect no border, and
protecting our common environment. A cornerstone of American policy
and public diplomacy must be to identify, highlight and nurture common
interests and values.”

The National Security Strategy of the United States establishes eight national
security objectives:

(1) To champion human dignity;

(2) To strengthen alliances against terrorism;

(3) To defuse regional conflicts;

(4) To prevent threats from weapons of mass destruction;
(5) To encourage global economic growth;

(6) To expand the circle of development;

(7) To cooperate with other centers of global power; and

(8) To transform America’s national security institutions to meet the
challenges and opportunities of the twenty-first century.

The 2006, “U.S. National Strategy for Public Diplomacy and Strategic
Communication,” states that public diplomacy and strategic communication
should always strive to support our nation’s fundamental values and national
security objectives. All communication and public diplomacy activities should:

e Underscore our commitment to freedom, human rights and the dignity
and equality of every human being;

e Reach out to those who share our ideals;
e Support those who struggle for freedom and democracy; and

e Counter those who espouse ideologies of hate and oppression.

3Strategic Communication and Public Diplomacy Policy Coordinating Committee (PCC), June 2007.
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d. U.S. public diplomacy efforts are distributed across several entities, including the
White House, State, U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), Broadcasting
Board of Governors (BBG), and DOD. Each entity has a distinct role to play in
promoting U.S. public diplomacy objectives.

“Protecting our nation from the dangers of a new century requires
more than good intelligence and a strong military. It also requires
changing the conditions that breed resentment and allow extremists
to prey on despair. So America is using its influence to build a freer,
more hopeful, and more compassionate world. This is a reflection of
our national interest; it is the calling of our conscience.

"President George Bush, State of the Union Address, January 28, 2008

(1) The White House. The President is the foremost United States Government
Strategic Communicator. The National Security Council and his closest officials follow
quickly behind.

(2) State Department®. The public diplomacy budget request for FY 2009
provides $400.8 million in appropriations to influence foreign opinion and win support
for U.S. foreign policy goals. In addition to advocating U.S. policies, public diplomacy
communicates the principles that underpin them and fosters a sense of common values
and interests. Objectives of the national public diplomacy strategy include promoting
democracy and good governance and marginalizing extremist leaders and organizations.
An additional $522 million is requested in FY 2009 for educational and cultural
exchanges to increase mutual understanding and engage the leaders of tomorrow.
Aligned with other public diplomacy efforts, these people-to-people programs are
uniquely able to address difficult issues and lay foundations for international cooperation.

The State Department has lead responsibility for implementing U.S. public diplomacy
efforts, including international exchange programs, which account for more than half of
the department’s public diplomacy spending. State’s efforts are directed by the Under
Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs, who oversees the operations of the
Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, the Bureau of International Information
Programs, and the Bureau of Public Affairs.

(a) FY 2009 DOS Budget Requests tied to Public Diplomacy:

> Development Assistance. The FY 2009 request of $1.63 billion for
Development Assistance will focus on programs to promote transformational diplomacy
in Developing and Transforming countries.

» Economic Support Fund. $3.32 billion for the Economic Support
Fund (ESF). Rebuilding and Developing countries require ESF resources to create the
stable environment necessary for the country to address the needs of its people and
contribute productively to the international community. ESF focuses on economic
support under special economic, political, or security conditions.

‘us. Department of State Budget In-brief, FY 2009.
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» International Disaster and Famine Assistance. The FY 2009
request of $298 million will provide funds for the management of humanitarian relief,
rehabilitation and reconstruction assistance to countries affected by natural and man-
made disasters, and support for disaster mitigation, prevention, and preparedness. The
request funds the purchase of commodities, including temporary shelter, blankets,
supplementary food, potable water, medical supplies, and agricultural rehabilitation aid,
including seeds and hand tools.

> International Military Education and Training (IMET). $90.5
million for IMET for FY 2009. The IMET program addresses U.S. peace and security
challenges by strengthening military alliances around the globe and building a robust
international coalition to fight the Global War on Terror.

» P.L. 480 - Title II. The FY 2009 request for Title II Food Aid is
$1.22 billion. Title II Food Aid of the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance
Act of 1954 (Public Law 480) is requested by the Department of Agriculture and
administered by USAID. Title II provides U.S. food assistance in response to
emergencies and disasters around the world via the World Food Program and private
voluntary organizations. Title II resources have been critical to saving lives by
preventing famines and providing urgent relief to victims of natural disasters and civil
strife. The FY 2008 supplemental request was for $350 million.

» Transition Initiatives. The FY 2009 request of $40 million for the
Transition Initiatives account will be used to address the opportunities and challenges
facing conflict-prone countries and those making the transition from initial crisis stage of
a complex emergency to the path of sustainable development and democracy.

» Total - Broadcasting Board of Governors. FY 2009 funding request
for $699 million.

» Millennium Challenge Corporation. The President’s request of
$2.225 billion in his fiscal year FY 2009 budget for the Millennium Challenge
Corporation (MCC) supports the continuing development of an agency designed to
provide transformative assistance to those countries that govern justly, support economic
freedom and invest in their people.

» Peace Corps. The FY 2009 budget request provides $343.5 million
for the Peace Corps, an increase of $12.7 million over the estimated FY 2008 level.

(3) USAID. Although USAID and the State Department are separate
organizations, both report to the Secretary of State. Therefore, a joint effort ensures that
the two organizations focus on achieving common goals, finding economies of scale, and
promoting new synergies. USAID’s role in public diplomacy is focused on telling
America’s assistance story to the world. To the degree that U.S. assistance plays a role in
fostering a positive view of the United States, the efforts of other assistance agencies,
such as the Middle East Partnership Initiative, the Millennium Challenge Corporation
(MCC), and the Peace Corps are also part of U.S. public diplomacy efforts. The Director
of Foreign Assistance has developed a new Strategic Framework for U.S. Foreign
Assistance, within which the DOS and USAID are developing a fully integrated process
for foreign assistance policy, planning, budgeting, and implementation. In FY 2008 for
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the first time, all $20.3 billion of U.S. foreign assistance under authority of the DOS and
USAID, as well as resources provided by MCC, were applied to the achievement of a
single overarching goal-transformational diplomacy. That dollar amount for Foreign
Operations has increased for FY 2009 to 26.1 billion.

Transformational diplomacy

“To help build and sustain democratic, well-governed states that

respond to the needs of their people, reduce widespread poverty

and conduct themselves responsibly in the international system.”
-Congressional Budget Justification, Foreign Operations, FY 2008

Since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, State has expanded
its public diplomacy efforts globally, focusing particularly on countries
in the Muslim world considered to be of strategic importance in the
war on terrorism. Since 2001, State has increased its public
diplomacy resources, particularly in regions with significant Muslim
populations. That funding trend has continued more recently, with
increases of 25 percent for the Near East and 39 percent for South
Asia from 2004 to 2006, though public diplomacy staffing levels have
remained largely the same during that period. The Secretary of State
recently announced plans to reposition some staff to better reflect the
department’s strategic priorities, including plans to shift 28 public
diplomacy officers from posts in Europe and Washington, D.C., to
China, India, and Latin America, as well as to the Muslim world.

-GAO Testimony before House Appropriations Committee, 03 May 2006

(4) Broadcasting Board of Governors (BBG). Overall, the BBG’s stated
mission is to promote the development of freedom and democracy around the world by
providing foreign audiences with accurate and objective news about the U.S. and the
world. The Broadcasting Board of Governors (BBG) advances the national security
interests of the United States by promoting freedom and democracy and enhancing
understanding through multimedia communication of accurate, objective, and balanced
news, information, and other programming about America and the world to audiences
overseas. The BBG is in the forefront of combating global extremism. Ofits 155 million
worldwide weekly audiences, 60 million reside in the critically important areas of the
Middle East and South Asia. The BBG pursues this mission through the collective efforts
of the Voice of America, Radio/TV Marti, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, Radio Free
Asia, Radio Sawa, and the Alhurra satellite television network. The BBG’s FY 2009
budget request is $699.5 million.’

5Broadcasting Board of Governors, FY 2009 Budget Request.
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BBG- On October 1, 1999, the bipartisan Broadcasting Board Governors (BBG)
became the independent federal agency responsible for all U.S. government and
government sponsored, non-military, international broadcasting. This was the result of
the 1998 Foreign Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act (Public Law 105-277), the
single most important legislation affecting U.S. international broadcasting since the
early 1950s. The Board is composed of nine bipartisan members with expertise in the
fields of journalism, broadcasting, and public and international affairs. Eight members
are appointed by the President of the United States and confirmed by the U.S. Senate.
The ninth, an ex-officio member, is the Secretary of State.

“While several recent reports on public diplomacy have recommended an increase
in spending on U.S. public diplomacy programs, several embassy Officials stated that,
with current staffing levels, they do not have the capacity to effectively utilize increased
funds. According to State data, the department had established 834 public diplomacy
positions overseas in 2005, but 124, or roughly 15 percent, were vacant. Compounding
this challenge is the loss of public diplomacy officers to temporary duty in Iraq,
which according to one State official, has drawn down field officers even further.
Staffing shortages may also limit the amount of training public diplomacy officers
receive. According to the U.S. Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy,
“the need to fill a post quickly often prevents public diplomacy
officers from receiving their full training.”
-GAO-06-707T, 03 May 2006

2. Strategic Communication and Department of Defense

Strategic Communication. Focused United States Government efforts to
understand and engage key audiences to create, strengthen or preserve
conditions favorable for the advancement of United States Government
interests, policies, and objectives through the use of coordinated programs,
plans, themes, messages, and products synchronized with the actions of all
instruments of national power.

JP 1-02, DOD Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, 12 Apr. 01

a. The 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) identified capability gaps in each
of the primary supporting capabilities of Public Affairs, Defense Support to Public
Diplomacy, and Information Operations. As a result, the Department of Defense has
focused on properly organizing, training, equipping and resourcing key communication
capabilities. This effort includes developing new tools and processes for assessing,
analyzing and delivering information to key audiences as well as improving linguistic
skills and cultural competence. These primary supporting communication capabilities are
being developed with the goal of achieving a seamless communication across the U.S.
Government. Also, by emphasizing greater cultural awareness and language skills, the
QDR acknowledges that victory in this long war depends on information, perception, and
how and what we communicate as much as application of kinetic effects.
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b. Strategic communication is a natural extension of strategic direction, and supports
the President’s strategic guidance, the SecDef’s NDS, and the CJCS’s NMS. Strategic
communication planning and execution focus on capabilities that apply information as an
instrument of national power to create, strengthen or preserve an information
environment favorable to U.S. national interests. Strategic communication planning
establishes unity of U.S. themes and messages, emphasizes success, accurately confirms
or refutes external reporting on U.S. operations, and reinforces the legitimacy of U.S.
goals. This is an interagency effort, which provides an opportunity to advance U.S.
regional and global partnerships. CCDRs will coordinate strategic communication efforts
with OSD, the Joint Staff, and USSTRATCOM to ensure unity of effort. Planning should
demonstrate how the CCDRs communication strategy supports campaign and
contingency plan end states.

c. Joint operation planning must include appropriate strategic communication
components and ensure collaboration with the Department of State’s diplomatic missions.
CCDRs consider strategic communication during peacetime security cooperation
planning, and incorporate themes, messages, and other relevant factors in their theater
campaign plans. During contingency and crisis action planning (CAP), CCDRs review
strategic communication guidance during mission analysis, and their staffs address
strategic communication issues, as appropriate, in their staff estimates. CCDRs will brief
the SecDef on their strategic communication planning during Contingency Planning and
CAP In-Process reviews (IPRs), discussed in Chapter VI, Contingency Planning.

During crises, DOD communicates to foreign audiences through military
spokespersons, news releases, and media briefings. For example, the U.S.
military supported relief efforts for the Asian tsunami, deploying
approximately 13,000 personnel to deliver food and medical supplies.
These activities provide US public diplomacy and public affairs channels
with the content and context to foster good will toward the United States.

d. The predominant military activities that promote strategic communications
themes and messages are information operations (10), public affairs (PA), and
defense support to public diplomacy (DSPD).

"Terrorists don't want a lot of people dead,
they want a lot of people watching."
-Brian Jenkins, Senior Advisor to the president of the RAND Corporation, Public Policy

32



Information Operations (I0): The integrated employment of the core capabilities
of electronic warfare (EW), computer network operations (CNO), psychological
operations (PSYOP), military deception (MILDEC), and operations security
(OPSEC), in concert with specified supporting and related capabilities, to influence,
disrupt, corrupt, or usurp adversarial human and automated decision making while
protecting our own.

JP 1-02, DOD Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, 12 Apr 2001

Public Affairs (PA): Those public information, command information,
and community relations activities directed toward both the external and

internal publics with interest in the Department of Defense.
JP 3-61, 9 May 2005

Defense Support to Public Diplomacy (DSPD). Those activities and
measures taken by the Department of Defense components to support
and facilitate public diplomacy efforts of the United States Government.

JP 5-0, 26 Dec 2006

e. The public affairs officer (PAO) is the CDR’s principal spokesperson and senior
advisor on public affairs (PA). To gain such a position of trust, the PAO must have the
ability to provide information to the media, to the CDR, and to the supporting forces in
near real time. The key to success in this endeavor is not limited to planning, training,
and equipping PAOs, but integrating PA operations into all levels of the command.
Whereas the media may have access to tactical units during hostilities, PAOs may have
access to information and to senior-level staff officers on a continuing basis.

(1) CDRs and staffs at all levels should anticipate external interest in operations
as part of the normal planning process and be prepared to respond. Well-planned PA
support should be incorporated in every phase of operations. Regardless of the type or
scope of military operations, PA will facilitate making accurate and timely information
available to the public.

(2) There are normally two key officers who are responsible to the CDR for the
PA program: the joint force PAO and the joint information bureau (JIB) director. The
joint force PAO, with appropriate staff support, is on the CDR’s personal staff and is
directly responsible for all the CDR’s PA requirements. The joint force PAO also
provides oversight of subordinate JIB(s). The JIB director, with supporting JIB staff, is
responsible for coordinating all media operations within the operational area, and
provides and coordinates support to the CDR through the joint force PAO. The CDR,
with the assistance of the joint force PAO and the JIB director, directs the PA program in
a manner that most efficiently contributes to the overall success of the command.
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f. PA and IO activities directly support military objectives, counter adversary
disinformation and deter adversary actions. Although both PA and 10 require planning,
message development and media analysis, the efforts differ with respect to audience,
scope and intent, and must remain separate. CDRs must ensure appropriate coordination
between PA and IO activities consistent with the DOD Principles of Information®
(DODD 5122.5, 27 Sept 2000), policy or statutory limitation and security. Effective
coordination and collaboration with 1O is necessary for PA to maintain its institutional
credibility. Successful PA operations require institutional credibility to maintain public
trust and confidence. CDRs should structure their organizations to ensure PA and 10
functions are separate. PAOs should work directly for the CDR, and all supporting PA
activities should be organized under the PAO.’

e
DODD 5122.5, September 27, 2000
PRINCIPLES OF INFORMATION

» Information shall be made fully and readily available, consistent with statutory
requirements, unless its release is precluded by national security constraints or valid
statutory mandates or exceptions. The "Freedom of Information Act" will be
supported in both letter and spirit.

» A free flow of general and military information shall be made available, without
censorship or propaganda, to the men and women of the Armed Forces and their
dependents.

» Information will not be classified or otherwise withheld to protect the
Government from criticism or embarrassment.

» Information shall be withheld when disclosure would adversely affect national
security, threaten the safety or privacy of US Government personnel or their families,
violate the privacy of the citizens of the United States, or be contrary to law.

» The DOD’s obligation to provide the public with information on DOD major
programs may require detailed Public Affairs (PA) planning and coordination
within the DOD and with the other Government Agencies. Such activity is to
expedite the flow of information to the public; propaganda has no place in DOD
public affairs programs.

(1) PA and IO Relationship. PA has arole in all aspects of DOD’s missions and
functions. Communication of operational matters to internal and external audiences is
one part of PA’s function. In performing duties as one of the primary spokesmen, the PA
officer’s interaction with the 10 staff enables PA activities to be coordinated and
deconflicted with IO. While audiences and intent differ, both PA and 10O ultimately
support the dissemination of information, themes, and messages adapted to their
audiences. Many of the nation’s adversaries’ leaders rely on limiting their population’s
knowledge to remain in power; PA and IO provide ways to get the joint forces’ messages
to these populations. There also is a mutually supporting relationship between the

® DODD 5122.5, 27 Sept 2000
7 JP 3-61 Public Affairs, 9 May 2005
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military’s PA and DSPD efforts and similar PA and Public Diplomacy activities
conducted by U.S. embassies and other agencies. Defense Support for Public Diplomacy
(DSPD) reinforces U.S. strategic communication objectives in support of the U.S.
National Security Strategy and regional engagement initiatives.

(a) PA capabilities are related to 10, but PA is not an IO discipline or
psychological operations (PSYOP) tool. PA activities contribute to 1O by providing
truthful, accurate and timely information, using approved DOD public affairs guidance to
keep the public informed about the military’s missions and operations, countering
adversary propaganda, deterring adversary actions, and maintaining trust and confidence
of the U.S. population, and our friends and allies. PA activities affect, and are affected
by, PSYOP, and are planned and executed in coordination with PSYOP planning and
operations. PA must be aware of the practice of PSYOP, but should have no role in
planning or executing these operations.

(b) PA activities affect, and are affected by, military deception (MILDEC)
operations. PA operations should be planned, coordinated and deconflicted with
MILDEC operations consistent with policy, statutory limitations, and security. PA must
be aware of the practice of MILDEC operations, but should have no role in planning or
executing these operations. PA statements and releases must be coordinated with
MILDEC to ensure deception plans are not revealed or compromised.

(2) Synchronization. Synchronized planning of PA, DSPD, and IO is essential
for effective strategic communication. Interagency efforts provide and promote
international support for nations in the region and provide an opportunity to advance our
regional and global partnerships. CCDRs should ensure that their 10, PA, and DSPD
planning is consistent with overall U.S. Government (USG) strategic communication
objectives. Since PA and IO both ultimately support the dissemination of information,
themes, and messages adapted to their audiences, their activities must be closely
coordinated and synchronized to ensure consistent themes and messages are
communicated to avoid credibility losses for both the joint force and PA spokesmen.®

g. Strategic Communication Process. CCDRs support USG policies and decisions
through their actions and communication activities. Planning and coordination of these
actions and communication activities is performed through a strategic communication
process directed by the CDR and informed by input from the chain of command and
other non-military organizations and partners. The intent is to inform and influence
intended foreign audiences about a wide array of joint operations, including transition to
and from hostilities, security operations, military forward presence, and stability
operations. These communication actions are primarily accomplished through PA, IO
capabilities, CMO, and military-to-military activities. The synchronization of PA, 1O,
CMO, and military-to-military activities is essential for effective strategic
communication.

$1P 3-08, Vol I, 17 March 2006
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At the operational level, CCDRs, staffs, and Joint Interagency Coordination Groups
(JIACGs) should consider the impact that PA, 10, CMO, and military-to-military actions
have on the joint operation and on the interagency process. One or more of these
elements may also participate in defense support to public diplomacy initiatives that
directly support DOS public diplomacy goals.

While CCDRs directly control assigned PA and 10 assets, they do not direct

those assets engaged in public diplomacy, which are the responsibility of DOS
or the local U.S. embassy. This highlights the difference between the CCDR’s
communication strategy and the interagency nature of strategic communication.

h. JIACG. The JIACG can assist in the CCDR’s effort to ensure planning for 1O,
PA, CMO, and military-to-military actions are consistent with overall USG strategic
communication objectives. CCDRs should consider including their JIACGs in the
communication process to support communication planning and actions that are directly
related to the CCDR’s communication strategy while supporting the intended effects in
all situations. Each of the communication activities under the direction of the CCDRs
has the ability to influence and inform key foreign audiences through words and actions
to foster understanding of U.S. policy and advance U.S. interests. Collaboratively, they
can help shape the operational environment. CCDRs plan, execute, and assess these
activities to implement security cooperation plans in support of U.S. embassies’
information programs, public diplomacy, and PA programs directly supporting DOD
missions (more on JIACGs will follow in later chapters).

The JIACG is an interagency staff group that establishes regular, timely,
and collaborative working relationships between USG civilian and
military operational planners. Representing USG agencies at the

combatant command headquarters, the JIACG is a multi-functional,
advisory element that facilitates information sharing across the
interagency community. JIACG members provide links back to
their parent civilian agencies to help synchronize joint
force operations with the efforts of USG agencies and departments.
(USJFCOM, JWFC, JIE, Commanders Handbook for the JIACG, 1 March 2007)

i. Strategic Communication/Plan Levels. Level 3 (CONPLAN) and level 4
(OPLAN) plans include a strategic communication annex (Annex “Y”). This annex will
contain a proposed strategic communication strategy, which includes synchronized
information objectives, audiences, themes, and actions to deliver these communications
for interagency coordination and implementation. The strategic communication matrix in
JOPES Vol. I offers a worksheet to ensure key strategic communication points are
considered.
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j.  Implementation of a strategic communication strategy requires multiple assets and
associated activities to deliver themes and messages. These can include U.S. and
international public diplomacy means, such as senior communicators and figures at home
and abroad, respective U.S. and other foreign embassies in the participating nations,
public affairs activities, and specific marketing initiatives.’

k. Strategic Communication Integration Groups (SCIG). Figure -4 below
represents DOD support to the USG strategic communication process. Standing groups,
called Strategic Communication Integration Groups at the Interagency, DOD, and
COCOM levels will synchronize strategic communication and assess effects on our
national, regional and global objectives. Strategic communication will be a readily
recognizable process within COCOMs. The process may consist of boards, cells and
working groups, and will be coordinated at an appropriate level within the command to
positively impact decision cycles. Integration of strategic communication will include
not only PA and IO, but other directorates and external organizations, as appropriate, that
affect strategic communication objectives.

DOD SCIG

Combatant
Command
SCIG

—_

Integration Group

Secretariat

Figure I-4. DOD Support of USG Strategic Communication

’1p 5-0, Joint Operations Planning, 26 December
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Introduction to the Interagency and Contingency/Crisis
Operations

PRIMARY UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND
DEPARTMENTS
United States Department of Agriculture
Department of Commerce
Department of Defense
Department of Energy
Department of Homeland Security
Department of Justice
Department of State
Department of Transportation
Department of the Treasury
Central Intelligence Agency
National Security Council
Peace Corps
United States Agency for International Development/
Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance
Environmental Protection Agency

The chapters in this section summarize
interagency players that are engaged primarily with
planners during the JOPP and execution.

1. Background

a. In May 1997, Presidential Decision Directive (PDD) 56 “Managing Complex
Contingency Operations” was signed, directing the creation of a cohesive program of
education and training targeted at Executive agencies. PDD 56 provided
recommendations to promote cohesive planning and management for complex crises. Its
main objective was to create a cadre of professionals familiar with interagency planning
and implementation.

b. The expression "complex contingency operations," in the words of the National
Security Advisor at the time, refers to "crises, including some resulting from natural
disasters, that require multi-dimensional responses composed of several components such
as political, diplomatic, intelligence, humanitarian, economic, and security: hence the
term “complex contingency operations.” The PDD defined "complex contingency
operations" as peace operations such as the peace accord implementation operation
conducted by NATO in Bosnia (1995-present) and the humanitarian intervention in
northern Iraq called Operation Provide Comfort (1991); and foreign humanitarian
assistance operations, such as Operation Support Hope in central Africa (1994) and
Operation Sea Angel in Bangladesh (1991).
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The interagency is not a formal structure, which resides in a specific
location and has its own hierarchy and resources, but a community of
agencies that depend on an established process for coordinating
executive branch decision-making. Each major policy issue has different
sets of actors and different sets of formal and informal guidelines that

govern interagency activities.
JP 3-08

c. “Success” in complex foreign crises requires that the interagency simultaneously
address all aspects of a crisis -- diplomatic, political, military, humanitarian, economic
and social -- in a coordinated fashion. Early operations, such as Restore Hope in
Somalia, were plagued by the absence of any integrated planning and by communication
and coordination difficulties that resulted from unclear lines of responsibility. The U.S.-
led Unified Task Force (UNITAF) and forces deployed under the United Nations
Operations in Somalia (UNOSOM II) between late 1992 and early 1995 operated with
vague or unclear strategic interests, objectives, and responsibilities during the transfer of
policy oversight from UNITAF to UNOSOM II. This contributed to the ensuing calamity
and eventual failure and withdrawal of UNOSOM II. While a planning and management
procedure involving the entire U.S. policy community might have improved the prospects
for success in that ill-fated intervention, the U.S. experience in Somalia challenged the
Washington interagency community to examine and correct its policymaking processes
and procedures.

d. These problems were exacerbated by the fact that some of the agencies involved
were not regular participants in the national security management structure and most
civilian agencies were not organized to respond rapidly to crisis situations. Nearly all
participants in the interagency process recognize that coordination problems exist, and
many have first-hand experience in the difficulties that arise when these problems are not
addressed. Also, unless otherwise directed, PDD-56 did not apply to domestic disaster
relief or to relatively routine or small-scale operations, nor to military operations
conducted in defense of U.S. citizens, territory, or property, including counter-terrorism
and hostage-rescue operations and international armed conflict.

e. On February 13, 2001 National Security Presidential Directives (NSPD) replaced
both Presidential Decision Directives and Presidential Review Directives as an
instrument for communicating presidential decisions about the national security policies
of the U.S. National security now includes the defense of the U.S. of America, protection
of our constitutional system of government, and the advancement of U.S. interests around
the globe. National security also depends on America's opportunity to prosper in the
world economy. The National Security Act of 1947, as amended, established the
National Security Council to advise the President with respect to the integration of
domestic, foreign, and military policies relating to national security. That remains its
purpose. The NSC shall advise and assist the president in integrating all aspects of
national security policy as it affects the U.S. - domestic, foreign, military, intelligence,
and economics (in conjunction with the National Economic Council (NEC)). The
National Security Council system is a process to coordinate executive departments and
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agencies in the effective development and implementation of those national security
policies.

f.  The most senior interagency organization is the National Security Council (NSC)
and, as discussed earlier, it includes six statutory members: the President, Vice President,
Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the Treasury and the National
Security Advisor. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Director of Central
Intelligence serve as advisors to the Council. In practice, each administration has chosen
to include additional cabinet-level officials to participate in NSC deliberations in
response to the President’s expressed need for policy advice on national security affairs.

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.
National Security Act of 1947

g. Under the National Security Act of 1947, the National Security Council
administers the interagency process for national security matters. It emphasizes the need
for integration of agency policy to improve overall effectiveness of national security
decision-making.

h. Reporting to the Council are a number of subordinate committees. Although each
administration adjusts these structures as it sees fit, the structure described in Chapter I
has been fairly consistent through a number of administrations and will likely be similar
to any structure put in place in the future. In the Bush Administration, NSPD 1 sets the
structure of the groups that report to the National Security Council.

i. It is essential that the necessary resources be provided to ensure that we are
prepared to respond in a robust, effective manner. To foster a durable peace or stability
in these situations and to maximize the effect of judicious military deployments, the
civilian components of an operation must be integrated closely with the military
components.

j- While agencies of government have developed independent capacities to respond
to complex contingencies, military and civilian agencies should operate in a synchronized
manner through effective interagency management and the use of special mechanisms to
coordinate agency efforts. Integrated planning and effective management of agency
operations early on in an operation can avoid delays, reduce pressure on the military to
expand its involvement in unplanned ways, and create unity of effort within an operation
that is essential for success of the mission.
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2. Functions of the Interagency Process

a. Regardless of how an administration may choose to structure its NSC, the role of
the interagency community in the day-to-day management of national security issues
remains fairly similar:

o Identify policy issues and questions

e Formulate options

e Raise issues to the appropriate level for decision within the NSC structure
e Make decisions where appropriate

¢ Oversee the implementation of policy decisions.

b. The process involves extensive coordination within and among the agencies of
the executive branch. The benefit of the process is that it is thorough and inclusive--
each organization brings its own practices and skills to the interagency process. The
drawback is that it can also be slow and cumbersome--each agency also brings its own
culture, philosophy and bureaucratic interests.

c. For the majority of policy issues, the benefits of involving all appropriate actors
in the decision-making process outweigh the inefficiencies. However, when the
interagency community has to manage the USG response to a crisis, the inefficiencies
inherent in the normal workings of the interagency process can be crippling.

3. Crisis Management

There are three characteristics of crisis management that distinguish it from the
normal policy-making process. First, the amount of time available for deliberation is
comparatively short. Therefore, the interagency community must have well-established
procedures for producing timely policy direction. Second, decisions concerning the
response to a crisis must not only be coordinated in Washington, but also must be
coordinated and implemented in an integrated manner in the field. Consequently, the
Washington interagency community must not merely decide policy direction, but also
carry out the initial planning for the implementation of those decisions. Third, a crisis
often involves agencies within the USG that are not normally part of the national
security policy-making structure. Any crisis procedures must not only include these
agencies, but also ensure that their perspectives are adequately integrated into the overall
USG response.

4. Interagency Planning During a Crisis

a. NSPD-1 abolished the Interagency Working Groups established under PDD/NSC-
56. It assigned the oversight of all ongoing and future operations to the appropriate
regional NSC/PCCs, which may also choose to create subordinate working groups to
provide coordination for operations.

b. When an incident of national importance arises, information about the potential
contingency or crisis, specifically an assessment of the situation to include ongoing U.S.
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actions, is provided to the appropriate Policy Coordination Committee (PCC) which
manages the development and implementation of national security policies by multiple
agencies of the U.S. Government. There are six regional and eleven functional
NSC/PCCs established under NSPD-1 and each chaired by a person of Under Secretary
or Assistant Secretary rank. Issues are then framed for discussion in the Deputies
Committee. The Deputies Committee further refines the issues and prepares policy
options for the Principals Committee. The Principals Committee then recommends
appropriate action to the President.

c. Although in some cases individual agencies may undertake initial planning for a
contingency or crisis, official interagency planning does not begin until the Deputies
authorize it. After authorization, the Deputies Committee tasks the appropriate PCC to
begin planning.

d. The PCC oversees the integrated planning and implementation procedures. The
first task of the PCC is to begin developing the integrated plan. The integrated plan
forces the interagency to discuss and agree on the critical elements of the operation,
including the mission, objectives and desired endstate. The plan also articulates an
overall concept of operations for U.S. participation. Integrated planning should be used
whenever the resources of multiple U.S. agencies are called upon to support U.S.
objectives in a contingency or crisis.

e. The Deputies Committee will review the complete plan, including all component
mission area plans. The objective is to synchronize the individual mission area plans. As
a result of this process, the President is provided with a coherent strategy for his final
approval and the interagency community is able to transmit coordinated guidance to those
tasked to conduct the operations.

f. After the PCC circulates the strategic-level guidance for the operation (as
embodied by the final integrated plan), the initial planning work of the Washington
interagency community is completed and focus shifts to the operational and tactical
levels. Once the operation begins, the PCC must monitor the operation's execution and
continuously reassess the situation on the ground. The PCC can recommend
modifications to the strategy and implement changes as they are approved. This is
especially important during the transition between phases of the operation and in
preparing for the hand-off to either a follow-on operation or the host nation. This
monitoring function is critical whether the operation appears to be going well or not.
When lives of U.S. citizens are at risk and significant U.S. interests are involved, the
interagency must provide vigilant oversight.

g. The PCC is also responsible for conducting the after-action review, which
analyzes the operation and distills lessons learned for future operations. This allows
those planning for future operations to benefit from past USG experiences.'

1Interagency Management of Complex Crisis Operations Handbook, January 2003, National
Defense University and NSPD-1, PDD-56
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Comparison of United States Agency Organizational Structures
1. Overview

a. One difficulty of coordinating operations among U.S. agencies is determining
counterparts among them. Another significant difficulty is the determination of the
Lead Federal Agency (LFA) for a given interagency activity. Organizational differences
exist between the military hierarchy and other United States Government (USG)
departments and agencies, particularly at the operational level where counterparts to the
geographic combatant commander seldom exist. Further, overall lead authority in a
contingency or crisis operation is likely to be exercised not by the geographic combatant
commander, but by a U.S. ambassador or other senior civilian, who will provide policy
and goals for all USG agencies and military organizations in the operation.

b. Decision making at the lowest levels is frequently thwarted because field
coordinators may not be vested with the authority to speak for parent agencies,
departments, or organizations. Figure III-1 from JP 3-08, 17 March 2006, below depicts
comparative organizational structures using the three “levels of planning.”

COMPARISON OF UNITED STATES AGENCY ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

ARMED FORCES OF THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS STATE & LOCAL
UNITED STATES & AGENCIES GOVERNMENT

Secretary of Defense
Chairman of the Joint National Headquarters Governor

Chiefs of Staff Department Secretaries

STRATEGIC Joint Chiefs of Staff Ambassador/Embassy (3)

Combatant Commander (1)
Combatant Commander Ambassador/Embassy State Adjunct General
Commander, Joint Liaisons (4) State Coordinating

Task Force (CJTF) (2) Federal Coordinating Officer

OPERATIONAL Defense Coordinating Officer or Principal Office of Emergency

Officer/Defense Federal Official Services
Coordinatina Element Regional Office Department/Agency
CJTF Ambassador/Embassy i

Field Office National Guard
US Agency for International County Commissioner
TACTICAL Development (USAID)/ Mayor/Manager
Components Office of Foreign Disaster
Service Response Team (DART)/ County _
Functional Liaison (5) Response Team City (e.g., Police
US Refugee Coordinator Department)

1. The combatant commander, within the context of unified action, may function at both the strategic and operational levels
in coordinating the application of all instruments of national power with the actions of other military forces. United States
Government (USG) agencies, nongovernmental agencies (NGOs), regional organizations, intergovernmental
organizations (IGOs), and corporations toward theater strategic objectives.

2. The CJTF, within the context of unified action, functions at both the operational and tactical levels in coordinating the
application of all instruments of national power with the actions of other military forces, USG agencies, NGOs, regional
organizations, IGOs, and corporations toward theater operational objectives.

3. The Ambassador and Embassy (which includes the country team) function at the strategic operational, and tactical levels
and may support joint operation planning conducted by the combatant commander or CJTF.

4. Liasions at the operational level may include the Foreign Policy Advisor or Political Advisor assigned to the combatant
commander by the Department of State, the Central Intelligence Agency liaison officer, or any other US agency
representative assigned to the Joint Interagency Coordinating Group or otherwise assigned to the combatant
commander’s staff.

5. USAID’s OFDA provides its rapidly deployable DART in response to international disasters. A DART provides
specialists, trained in a variety of diaster relief skills, to assist U.S. embassies and USAID missions with the
management of USG response to disasters.

Figure lll-1. Comparison of United States Agency Organizational Structures
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2. Organizational Environments

a. In order for the interagency process to be successful, it should bring together the
interests of multiple agencies, departments, and organizations. This cohesion is even
more complex than the multidimensional nature of military combat operations. When the
other instruments of national power — diplomatic, informational, and economic — are
applied, the complexity and the number and types of interactions expand significantly.
The essence of interagency coordination is the effective integration of multiple agencies
with their diverse perspectives and agendas.

b. The nature of interagency bureaucracy. Interagency coordination processes
tend to be bureaucratic and diffused, inhibiting the concentration of power within a small
or select group of agencies. The executive branch of the Federal government is
organized by function with each department performing certain core tasks. In executing
national security policy, the NSC plays a critical role in overcoming bureaucracy and
orchestrating interagency cooperation for its members.

(1) Core values and requirements. Each agency has core values and legal
requirements that form the foundation upon which key functions of the agency grow. In
any interaction, all participants must be constantly aware that each agency will
continuously cultivate and create external sources of support and maneuver to protect its
values and goals.

(2) Insular vision. Individual agency perspective and agendas complicate policy
development. Protection of their institutional prerogatives is often an important driver of
the various USG agencies’ position, which may not always coincide with a common
approach to international security issues. Agencies often do not recognize another
agency’s crisis and therefore fail to collaborate externally.

(3) Reduction of uncertainty. Many bureaucracies try to standardize their
operations, but often fail to prepare for crisis management. Uncertainty increases in a
crisis and it is likely that compromises will be made. Compromise may bring the
sacrifice of power, security, or prestige. Uncertainty allows for the coexistence of
varying views about the likely outcomes of a given action; these differences in viewpoint
often lead to conflicting interests. An organization will seek to reduce uncertainty and
lessen the threat to its own stability. Information can reduce uncertainty and increase an
organization’s power. Thus, information equates to power in interagency coordination,
as it provides those who possess it a decided advantage in the decision-making process.

c. Consensus within the Department of Defense. Before attempting to gain
consensus in the interagency arena, it must first be attained within DOD. The various
elements — Office of the Secretary of Defense (SecDef), the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
Joint Staff, Defense agencies and DOD field activities, Military Departments, and
COCOMs — should develop a common position on the appropriate military role in
interagency coordination before broadening the discussion to include other agencies,
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departments, and organizations. DOD has a common culture, procedures, and a
hierarchical structure.

d. Establishing unifying goals. Reaching consensus on unifying goals is an
important prerequisite. Consensus must be constantly nurtured, which is much more
difficult if the goals are not clear or change over time. At the national level, this
consensus is usually attained by the NSC staff and usually results in an NSC committee
meeting Statement of Conclusions, a Presidential Directive (PD), or an integrated plan
establishing the goals of an operation and establishing interagency responsibilities. The
objective is to ensure all USG agencies clearly understand NSC policy objectives and
subsequent responsibilities. Some compromise that limits the freedom of individual
agencies may be required to gain consensus. The greater the number of agencies and the
more diverse the goals, the more difficult it is to reach consensus. A crisis — such as the
acts of terrorism of September 11, 2001 — increases the likelihood that compromises will
be made and a consensus can be reached. Because a common unifying goal is so
important, a great deal of time is spent on clarifying and restating the goals. Because a
common threat brings a coalition together, the differences often revolve around ways and
means. Many techniques that have been developed in previous coalition operations may
be useful in facilitating interagency, intergovernmental organization (IGO), and non-
governmental organization (NGO) cooperation.

e. Mutual needs and interdependence. After developing an understanding of
other agencies, determine the mutual needs of all participating agencies. All
organizations will strive to maintain their interests, policies, and core values. These must
be considered to facilitate interagency cooperation. Functional interdependence means
that one organization relies upon another to attain an objective. We need to create an
interdependence that is a strong and potentially lasting bond between agencies,
departments, and organizations. For example:

(1) While not agencies, but organizations, IGOs and NGOs effectively conducted
relief operations in Somalia and the early evolutions in the Balkans in the 1990s with the
security provided by the Armed Forces of the United States. These organizations may be
able to provide you with excellent information on your area of interest. For example, on
any given day DHL (Dalsey, Hillblom and Lynn) may already be flying into an area that
we are just starting to look at. They already may have a communications network,
logistics chain and excellent contact with the local populous.

(2) The Armed Forces of the United States cannot conduct a long-range
deployment without Department of State (DOS) securing overflight and en route basing
agreements. Resource interdependence is based on one organization providing certain
capabilities that another organization lacks. This support includes such resources as
manpower, logistics, training augmentation, communication, and money and establishes a
framework for cooperation. These interdependencies can develop over time and lead the
way to true interagency cooperation. Ensuring that all organizations share the
responsibility for the job and receive appropriate recognition only strengthens these
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bonds of interdependence. The purpose of such recognition is to wed all of the engaged
agencies to the process by validating and reinforcing their positive participation.’

f. Consider Long-Term and Short-Term Objectives. Long- and short-term
objectives should be considered separately. At the strategic level of war, the CCDR may
work with policy coordinating committees through the SecDef (in coordination with the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS)) who participates in NSC and ministerial-
level discussions, setting long-term policy goals. The CCDR will also confront short-
term operational objectives and coordinate with ambassadors, their country teams,
multinational and interagency staffs, and task forces.

3. Building Coordination. Harnessing the power of disparate organizations with
competing priorities and procedures is a daunting task. The following basic Steps
support an orderly and systematic approach to building and maintaining coordination:

a. Forge a Collective Definition of the Problem in Clear and Unambiguous
Terms. Differences in individual assumptions and organizational perspectives can often
cloud a clear understanding of the problem. Appropriate representatives from relevant
agencies, departments, and organizations, to include field offices, should be involved in
planning from the outset. This may include the deployment of an interagency assessment
team.

b. Understand the Objectives, End State, and Transition Criteria for Each
Involved Organization or Agency. CDRs and decision makers should seek a clearly
defined end state supported by attainable objectives and transition criteria. Not all
agencies and organizations will necessarily understand or agree to clearly define the
objective with the same sense of urgency or specificity of military planners.

c. Understand the Differences Between U.S. National Objectives, End State and
Transition Criteria and those of IGOs and NGOs. Although appropriate IGOs and
NGOs may participate at some level in defining the problem, ultimately their goals and
objectives are independent of our own.

d. Establish a Common Frame of Reference. Differences in terminology and —
in the case of foreign organizations — the use of English as a second language
complicates coordination. The meaning of the terms “safe zone” or “neutral” to a JFC
may have completely different connotations to another agency representative. The
operational impact of this potential for misunderstanding is grave. The semantic
differences commonly experienced among the Services grow markedly in the
interagency, IGO, and NGO arenas. To mitigate this problem, CDRs and their staffs
must anticipate confusion and take measures to clarify and establish common terms with
clear and specific usage. A good start is to provide common access to JP 1-02,

2Appendixes in Vol II of JP 3-08, March 2006, describe the authority, responsibilities, organization,
capabilities and core competencies, and pertinent contact information for many of these agencies,
departments, and organizations.
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Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms. This clarification
is particularly important for the establishment of military objectives.

e. Develop Courses of Action (COAs) or Options. These should address the problem
and achieve the objectives. CDRs and their staffs should focus on the military
enabling capabilities that contribute to national security policy objective attainment
and are part of the interagency plan of action. Resource-sensitive problems require
flexible and viable options to lead to good solutions. Providing too few or clearly
impractical options or recommending the “middle of the road” approach merely for the
sake of achieving consensus is of little service to decision makers. Open debate within
the interagency, IGO, and NGO community facilitates the formulation of viable options.
Cooperation and synchronization are achieved when interagency coordination allows
consideration of all positions. The military planner or CDR’s voice will be but one
among many at the interagency, IGO, and NGO table.

f. Capitalize on Experience. Review the after-action reports and lessons learned
using the Joint and Services lessons learned systems, the Office of the Coordinator for
Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) Essential Task Matrix:
(http://www.state.gov/s/crs/rls/52959.htm), and the U.S. Army Peacekeeping and
Stability Operations Institute (PKSOI):

(https://pksoi.army.mil/lessons learned research/lessons learned.cfm) to assess
proposed COAs. Although usually less formal, agencies outside Department of Defense
frequently have their own systems in place, which should be reviewed whenever possible
to capitalize on operational experience.

g. Establish Responsibility. A common sense of ownership and commitment
toward resolution is achievable when all participants understand what needs to be done
and agree upon the means to accomplish it. The resources required for a mission must be
painstakingly identified, with specific and agreed upon responsibility assigned to the
agencies that will provide them. To receive proper reimbursement from other USG
agencies or IGOs for materiel support, careful responsibility and accounting procedures
should be established.’

NEED FOR TRANSITION PLANNING

In Rwanda, after the 1994 genocide, the provision of potable water was critical to saving
thousands of lives. While the Armed Forces of the United States perhaps have the greatest
capacity to purify water, this service could not be provided indefinitely. Effective
interagency coordination enabled the identification of other sources of reverse osmosis
water purification units, associated equipment, support funding, and mutually agreed-upon
timelines and procedures for transitioning from military support to IGO and NGO control.
Also in 1994, in Haiti the well-conceived transition planning, performed as part of overall
interagency coordination, provided for superb transition execution and management. This
transition enabled the Armed Forces of the United States to hand over responsibility for
key tasks to other agencies, departments, and organizations in a virtually seamless manner.
Various Sources

3See JP 1-06, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Financial Management During Joint
Operations.
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Local Governance

Local Governance
Mandate

Staffing and Training

Services, Resources and
Facilities (See Economic
Stabilization and
Infrastructure, General
Infrastructure)

Initial Response
Goal: Determine
governance structure
and establish
foundation for citizen
participation
*Restore essential
local public services
*Establish
mechanisms for local
level participation,
taking into account
history and culture
*Establish temporary
liaison process
between national and
local governing
institutions

*Develop transparent
process to vet local
officials and civil
servants

*Initiate local service
delivery training and
support

*Assure resources for
personnel, supplies,
and equipment to
deliver essential local
services

*(1) Identify,
rehabilitate, secure,
and maintain basic
facilities to enable
delivery of essential
local services

Transformation

Goal: Promote
legitimate political
institutions and
participatory processes

*Determine whether
decentralization is
appropriate, and if so,
its scale and form
*Avoid unnecessary
conflict with traditional
structures

*Initiate local level
strategic planning
*Devise training for
officials and staff
Establish performance-
based civil service
system

*Create knowledge
base and political
consensus for rational
fiscal policy *Match
revenues with
responsibilities

*(1) Do strategic
planning and develop
capital improvement
budgets for local
infrastructure

*(1) Seek consensus on
local role in national
level infrastructure
planning that affects
localities

Fostering Sustainability
Goal: Consolidate political
institutions and participatory
processes

*Provide for local
participation in decision-
making and for budgetary
transparency and oversight
*Match revenues with
responsibilities
*Institutionalize liaison
process between national
and local governing
structures

*Institutionalize training of
service delivery, local
government, and civil society
representatives

*Regularize procedures and
standards for staffing

*Institutionalize monitoring
and evaluation capabilities
*Fine tune revenue and
disbursement assignments
*Ensure access by local
governments to market-
disciplined national sources
of financing

Example: Post-Conflict Reconstruction ESSENTIAL TASKS, Office of the Coordinator for
Reconstruction and Stabilization United States Department of State, April 2005

h. Plan for the Transition of Key Responsibilities, Capabilities, and Functions.
In most multiagency operations, civilian organizations will remain engaged long after the
military has accomplished its assigned tasks and departed the operational area.
Therefore, prior to employing military forces, it is imperative to plan for the transition of
responsibility for specific actions or tasks from military to nonmilitary entities. This
process must begin at the national level. When interagency, IGO, and NGO transition
planning does not occur, military involvement may be needlessly protracted. As
campaign and operation plans and orders are developed, effective transition planning
should also be a primary consideration. CDRs and their staffs should anticipate the
impact of transition on the local populace and other organizations.
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i. Direct All Means Toward Unity of Effort. Unity of effort in an operation
ensures all means are directed to a common purpose. Because DOD will often be in a
supporting role in this process, it may not be responsible for determining the mission or
specifying the participating agencies. Appropriate organization, C2, and most
importantly an understanding of the objectives of the organizations involved, are all
means to build consensus and achieve unity of effort, regardless of role. The reciprocal
exchange of information is also a critical enabler in ensuring unity of effort.

4. Media Impact on Coordination

The media can be a powerful force in shaping public attitudes and policy
development. The media often has a dramatic influence on the interagency, IGO, and
NGO process — whether at the strategic decision-making level of the NSC or in the field
as IGOs and NGOs vie for public attention and necessary charitable contributions. As
discussed in Chapter Two, CDRs and their staffs should consider the impact that public
affairs (PA) and media relations have on the operation and in the interagency process.
The White House Office of Global Communications is the lead agency for developing the
national communication strategy. The State Department’s Bureau of International
Information Programs is the strategic international communications service for the U.S.
foreign affairs community. CDRs and their staffs should plan for PA activities to
function in coordination with national-level communication initiatives. All participating
agencies and organizations need to establish and agree early in the planning process on
procedures for media access, issuing and verifying credentials, and briefing, escorting,
and transporting of media members and their equipment. Planners must include the
development of PA guidance as part of the interagency, IGO, and NGO coordination
before executing the plan. This guidance provides a common reference for all military
and other governmental organizations. Responsibility for interaction with the media
should be established clearly so that, to the extent possible, the media hears a constant
theme. CDRs should identify appropriate spokespersons, and plans should include when,
how, and from which locations they will address media.
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Department of State (DOS)

1. Overview

The Department of State (DOS) is the agency of the USG responsible for planning
and implementing the foreign policy of the United States. As the lead U.S. foreign affairs
agency, DOS formulates, represents, and implements the President’s foreign policy. The
Secretary of State, the ranking member of the Cabinet and fourth in line of presidential
succession, is the President’s principal advisor on foreign policy and the person chiefly
responsible for U.S. representation abroad. (See Appendix I)

2. The Department of State Overseas

a. The United States has diplomatic relations with some 180 of the 191 countries in
the world and with many IGOs. DOS takes the leading role in maintaining and improving
relationships with these countries and organizations. DOS is represented by its core staff
of 6,700 Foreign Service personnel. They are located in Washington D.C., and
distributed among our nearly 260 U.S. embassies, consulates-general, consulates, and
missions to international diplomatic organizations overseas.

b. A U.S. mission is the basic unit for the conduct of bilateral diplomacy with
foreign governments overseas. They are headed by a chief of mission (COM), normally
an ambassador — who is a Presidential appointee and the President’s personal
representative. As such, the COM is the senior U.S. official in the country. By law,
COMs coordinate, direct, and supervise all USG activities and representatives posted in
the foreign country to which they are accredited. Bilateral COMs do not, however,
exercise control of U.S. personnel attached to and working for the head of a U.S. Mission
to an IGO or U.S. military personnel operating under the command of a geographic
CCDR. Each bilateral COM has an agreement with the geographic CCDR delineating
which Defense Department personnel fall under the responsibility of each for security.

c. Overseas, the Foreign Service is assisted by another 10,000 career Foreign
Service National employees, who are mostly citizens of the host country. Also, more
than 1,600 U.S. Marines are on deputation to DOS as Marine Security Guards.

3. Capabilities and Core Competencies

a. As the lead foreign affairs agency, DOS has the primary role in:

(1) Leading interagency coordination in developing and implementing foreign
policy.

(2) Managing the foreign affairs budget and other foreign affairs resources,
manages the allocation of resources in conducting foreign relations.
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(3) Leading and coordinating U.S. representation abroad, conveying U.S. foreign
policy to foreign governments and IGOs through U.S. embassies and consulates in
foreign countries and diplomatic missions to international organizations.

(4) Conducting negotiations and concluding agreements and treaties on issues
ranging from trade to nuclear weapons.

(5) Coordinating and supporting international activities of other U.S. agencies and
officials.

b. All foreign affairs activities — U.S. representation abroad, foreign assistance
programs, countering international crime, foreign military training programs, the services
the Department provides, and more — are paid for by the foreign affairs budget, which
represents little more than 1% of the total federal budget. This small investment is the
key to maintaining U.S. leadership, which promotes and protects the interests of our
citizens by:

(1) Promoting peace and stability in regions of vital interest.
(2) Creating jobs at home by opening markets abroad.

(3) Helping developing nations establish stable economic environments that
provide investment and export opportunities.

(4) Bringing nations together to address global problems such as cross-border
pollution, the spread of communicable diseases, terrorism, nuclear smuggling, and
humanitarian crises.

c. The services the Department provides include:
(1) Protecting and assisting U.S. citizens living or traveling abroad.
(2) Assisting U.S. businesses in the international marketplace.

(3) Coordinating and providing support for international activities of other U.S.
agencies (local, state, or federal government), official visits overseas and at home, and
other diplomatic efforts.

(4) Keeping the public informed about U.S. foreign policy and relations with
other countries and providing feedback from the public to administration officials.

d. A key DOS function is assembling coalitions to provide military forces for U.S.-
led or other multinational operations. We enlist support for operations led by the UN
Peacekeeping Office, pursuant to a Security Council resolution, and for regional or sub-
regional peacekeeping effort. In coordination with the NSC and DOD, DOS contacts
foreign governments at the highest level to request participation of their forces in a
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planned multinational operation. When forces are offered for U.S. led operations, the
DOS may formally accept them from the foreign government and arrange for military-to-
military contact between the foreign and U.S. forces to resolve the terms of cooperation.
Once a foreign government has committed its forces to the multinational effort, DOS and
DOD officials work together to ensure that the foreign government remains informed of
the direction of the effort and committed to participation.

4. Interagency Relationships

a. The State Department’s principal roles in its relationship with DOD are to
ensure that Defense activities support national foreign policy and to facilitate
Defense activities overseas. In performance of the first role, DOS attends interagency
meetings, initiates requests for DOD support, responds to requests from the Joint Staff
and OSD and CDRs for a foreign policy review of DOD proposed activities, and alerts
DOD to Defense activities of foreign policy concern that have come to DOS attention. In
its role as facilitator of Defense activities overseas, DOS approaches foreign governments
through high-level visits, diplomatic representations by U.S. missions overseas, or
contact with foreign government representatives in the U.S. to negotiate agreements or
obtain authorization for Defense activities in the sovereign territory of the foreign
country.

b. In recognition of the impact that DOD activities have on U.S. foreign affairs,
DOS has assigned a single bureau, the Bureau of Political-Military Affairs (PM), to
be its primary interface with DOD. PM Bureau manages political-military relations
throughout the world, including training and assistance for foreign militaries, and works
to maintain global access for U.S. military forces. PM promotes responsible U.S. defense
trade, while controlling foreign access to militarily significant technology, through export
controls. PM also coordinates U.S. programs that help rid countries of landmines and
other conventional weapons. PM helps protect national security by leading interagency
efforts to plan for future crises — including planning U.S. responses to cyber-attacks
against vital computer networks or to nuclear, biological, or chemical attacks overseas.

c. DOS is also the coordinator of the process for interagency consideration of
proposals to enter into treaties or other formal agreements with foreign governments,
known as the “Circular 175” process. No USG agency is permitted to enter into a formal
agreement of any kind with a foreign government, nor even propose an agreement, until it
has received “Circular 175” authorization. The “Circular 175 procedure” refers to
regulations developed by the State Department to ensure the proper exercise of the treaty-
making power. Specifically, the Circular 175 procedure seeks to confirm that the making
of treaties and other international agreements by the United States is carried out within
constitutional and other legal limitations, with due consideration of the agreement's
foreign policy implications, and with appropriate involvement by the State Department.
There are two kinds of Circular 175 requests:

(1) One calls for the approval of full powers to sign treaties that the President will
send to the Senate for advice and consent to ratification. Since under international law
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full powers may be issued only by heads of State and Foreign Ministers, approval of full
powers is not a delegable function.

(2) The more typical Circular 175 request is an action memorandum from a
bureau or office in the State Department to a Department official at the Assistant
Secretary level or above, seeking authority to negotiate, conclude, amend, extend, or
terminate an international agreement. A “blanket” Circular 175 authorization may be
appropriate where a series of agreements of the same general type are to be negotiated
according to a more or less standard formula.

d. Overseas, DOS provides the support structure for the representatives of the
Departments of Defense, Commerce, Agriculture, Justice, and Homeland Security; the
Peace Corps; USAID; and other USG foreign affairs agencies to enable them to conduct
U.S. relations with foreign governments and intergovernmental organizations. In
missions that conduct bilateral affairs with the government of a foreign country, the COM
coordinates the efforts of the interagency country team, composed of the chief in-country
representative of the foreign affairs agencies, to achieve a unified, consistent foreign
policy toward the host country.

Harmonizes " —
operation NSC
pj'anning and Strategic/Policy

operations

Joint Interagency Coordination Group

(JIACG)
S ®  Operation planning advisory el 1t (eollocated and virtual)
i Theater security cooperation, deliberate, crisis, transition,

Cor;nbatant Commander Staff

CIA Central Intelligence Agency DOE Department of Energy
DHHS  Department of Health and Human Services DOJ Department of Justice
DHS Department of Homeland Security DOS Department of State
DOA Department of Agriculture DOT Department of Transportation
DOC Department of Commerce EPA Environmental Protection Agency
DOD Department of Defense TREAS Department of Treasury

USAID US Agency for International Development

Figure IlI-2. Integrating the Interagency
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5. Interagency, Intergovernmental Organization, and Nongovernmental
Organization Structure in Foreign Countries

a. The Mission. As discussed earlier, the U.S. has bilateral diplomatic relations
with some 180 of the world’s 191 countries. The U.S. bilateral representation in the
foreign country, known as the diplomatic mission, is established in accordance with the
Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations, of which the U.S. is a signatory. DOS
provides the core staff of a mission and administers the presence of representatives of
other USG agencies in the country. A mission is led by a COM, usually the ambassador,
but at times the chargé des affaires, ad interim (the chargé), when no U.S. ambassador is
accredited to the country or the ambassador is absent from the country. The deputy chief
of mission (DCM) is second in charge of the mission and usually assumes the role of
chargé in the absence of the COM. For countries with which U.S. has no diplomatic
relations, the embassy of a friendly country often accepts the duty of watching out for
U.S. affairs in the country and at times houses an interests section staffed with USG
employees. In countries where an IGO is headquartered, the U.S. has a multilateral
mission to the IGO in addition to the bilateral mission to the foreign country.

(1) The Ambassador. The ambassador is the personal representative of the
President to the government of the foreign country or to the IGO to which he or she is
accredited. In the absence of the President of the United States, the Ambassador is the
highest ranking U.S. official in the country to which he or she is accredited and is
personally responsible for the conduct of all USG interests and personnel in the country.
The Ambassador reports to the President through the Secretary of State or directly, and
represents all U.S. agencies, not just the DOS. The COM is responsible for
recommending and implementing national policy regarding the foreign country or IGO.
He or she grants, and may withdraw or withhold, country clearance to all U.S. personnel
who seek to enter the foreign country. He or she oversees the activities of all USG
employees in the country including all military personnel, but the COM does not exercise
command authority over military personnel under a CCDR, nor does the COM exercise
command authority over U.S. troops serving under an international organization’s
command. The President, with the advice and consent of the Senate, appoints the
ambassador. The ambassador has extraordinary decision-making authority as the senior
USG official on the ground during crises.

(2) The Deputy Chief of Mission. The DCM is chosen from the ranks of career
foreign service officers through a rigorous selection process to be the principal deputy to
the ambassador. Although not appointed by the President with the advice and consent of
the Senate, the DCM wields considerable power, especially when acting as the COM
while in chargé status.

(3) The Embassy. The headquarters of the mission is the embassy, located in the
political capital city of the HN, and is to have regular access to the HN leadership.
Although the various USG agencies that make up the mission may have individual
headquarters elsewhere in the country, the embassy is the focal point for interagency
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coordination. The main building of the embassy is termed the chancery; the
ambassador’s house is, technically, “the Embassy” but it is known as the residence. Each
embassy has an associated consular section, frequently located in the chancery, to provide
services to U.S. citizens (i.e., most also issue visas to foreigners wishing to travel to the
U.S.).

(4) Consulates. The size or principal location of commercial activity in some
countries necessitates the establishment of one or more consulates — branch offices of
the mission located at a distance from the embassy. A consulate is headed by a principal
officer. In addition to providing consular services, the consulate is the focal point of
interagency coordination for the assigned consular district.

b. The Chief of Mission. The bilateral COM has command authority over all USG
personnel in country, except for those assigned to a COCOM, a USG multilateral
mission, or an IGO. The COM may be accredited to more than one country. The COM
interacts daily with DOS’s strategic-level planners and decision-makers. The COM
provides recommendations and considerations for crisis-action planning directly to the
geographic CCDR and CDR of a JTF. While forces in the field under a geographic
CCDR are not under the command of a COM, the COM may grant or deny country
clearance to U.S. forces to enter the country to which he or she is accredited. COMs and
CCDRs confer regularly to coordinate U.S. military activities with the foreign policy
direction being taken by the USG toward the host country. The COM’s political role is
crucial to the success of military operations involving the Armed Forces of the United
States. In addition, each COM has a formal agreement with the geographic CCDR
detailing which DOD personnel fall under the force protection responsibility of each.

c. The Country Team. The country team, headed by the COM, is the senior in-
country interagency coordinating body. It is composed of the COM, DCM, the senior
member of each U.S. department or agency in country, and other USG personnel as
determined by the COM. Each member presents the position of his or her parent
organization to the country team and conveys country team considerations back to the
parent organization. The COM confers with the country team to develop foreign policy
toward the host country and to disseminate decisions to the members of the mission.

(1) The country team system provides the foundation for rapid interagency
consultation and action on recommendations from the field and effective execution of
U.S. programs and policies, including many of those conducted by regional CCDRs.
Under the country team concept, agencies are required to coordinate their plans and
operations and keep one another and the COM informed of their activities. Country team
members who represent agencies other than the State Department are routinely in contact
with their parent agencies. Issues arising within the country team can become
interagency issues at the national level if they are not resolved locally or when they have
broader national implications.
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(2) In almost all bilateral missions, DOD is represented on the country team
by the U.S. Defense Attaché’s Office (USDAQ) and the Security Assistance
Organization (SAQ) (called by various specific names, such as the Office of Defense
Cooperation, the Security Assistance Office, the Military Group, etc., largely governed by
the preference of the receiving country). The USDAO and the SAO are key military
sources of information for interagency coordination in foreign countries.

(a) USDAO. The USDAO is an office of Service attachés managed by the
Defense Intelligence Agency. A U.S. defense attaché (DATT) heads the defense attaché
office in country and is a member of the country team. The DATT is normally the senior
Service attaché assigned to the mission. The attaches serve as liaisons with their HN
counterparts and are valuable sources of information for the COM and CCDR on the
military affairs of the HN. The DATT may be accredited to more than one country. The
Service attachés report to the ambassador, but coordinate with and represent their
respective Military Departments on Service matters. The attachés assist in the foreign
internal defense (FID) program by exchanging information with the CCDR’s staff on HN
military, political, humanitarian, religious, social, and economic conditions and
interagency coordination.

(b) SAO. The SAO, the most important FID-related military activity under
the supervision of the COM, oversees the provision of U.S. military assistance to the HN.
The SAO — which may comprise a military assistance advisory group, another military
activity, or a security assistance officer — operates under the direction of the COM but
reports administratively to the CCDR and is funded by the Defense Security Cooperation
Agency. The SAO assists HN security forces by planning and administering military
aspects of the security assistance program. The SAO also helps the country team
communicate HN assistance needs to policy and budget officials within the USG. In
addition, the SAO provides oversight of training and assistance teams temporarily
assigned to the HN. The SAO is prohibited by law from giving direct training assistance.
Instead, training is normally provided through special teams and organizations assigned
to limited tasks for specific periods (e.g., mobile training teams, technical assistance
teams, quality assurance teams).

(c) U.S. Defense Representative (USDR). The USDR will normally be the
senior military official assigned to permanent duty with the mission. The USDR is the
in-country focal point for planning, coordinating, and executing support to USG officials
for in-country U.S. defense issues and activities that are not under the purview of the
parent DOD components. The USDR is also the in-country representative of the SecDef,
the CJCS, and the geographic CCDR and is responsible (under the direction of the COM)
for coordinating administrative and security matters for all DOD elements assigned to the
country, except those identified in the COM/CCDR MOU as under the latter’s
responsibility for force protection purposes.

d. Geographic Combatant Commands. To effectively bring all instruments of
national power to theater and regional strategies as well as campaign and operation plans,
CCDRs are augmented with representatives from other USG agencies.
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(1) The Joint Interagency Coordination Group (JIACG) participates in deliberate,
crisis, and transition planning. Representing USG agencies at the HQ of the geographic
and selected functional COCOMs, each JIACG is a multi-functional, advisory element
that represents the civilian departments and agencies and facilitates information sharing
across the interagency community. It provides regular, timely, and collaborative day-
to-day support for planning, coordination, preparation, and implementation of
interagency activities. Specific objectives are to:

(a) Improve operational interagency campaign planning and execution.

(b) Exercise secure collaboration processes and procedures with participating
agencies.

(c) Promote habitual relationships among interagency planners.

(2) Geographic CCDRs and, increasingly, JTF CDRs are assigned a political
advisor (POLAD) by DOS. The POLAD provides USG foreign policy perspectives and
diplomatic considerations and establishes linkages with U.S. embassies in the AOR or
joint operations area (JOA) and with DOS. The POLAD supplies information regarding
objectives of DOS that are relevant to the geographic CCDR’s theater strategy or CDR,
joint task force’s (CJTF’s) plans. The POLAD is directly responsible to the CCDR or
CJTF and can be of great assistance in interagency coordination.

(3) Other USG agencies may detail liaison personnel to COCOM staffs to
improve interagency coordination. For example, intelligence representatives may be
assigned to staffs of geographic COCOMs to facilitate intelligence and antiterrorism
support.

6. DOS/USAID FY 2009 Budget Request Highlights

a. Fiscal Year 2009 International Affairs Budget for the Department of State,
USAID and other foreign affairs agencies totals $39.5 billion. The President's budget did
not include a detailed FY 2009 supplemental request within the Budget. Instead, when
needs are better known, the Administration will request additional funds for foreign
operations, including costs related to supporting freedom in Iraq and building a stable
Afghanistan.

b. A strategic priority of the Foreign Assistance Budget request is strengthening the
core capabilities of USAID to effectively deliver U.S. foreign assistance on the ground
with local partners, where programs have the greatest impact. Any effort to improve
development initiatives will require a significantly increased overseas presence, together
with expanded technical and stewardship capabilities. The FY 2009 request includes
funding for 300 new Foreign Service Officers for USAID.

c. Peace and Security (P&S): Programs funded under this objective help nations
establish the conditions and capacity to achieve peace, security, and stability and respond
effectively to threats to national or international security and stability. The FY 2009
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budget provides $7.7 billion, representing more than one-third of the State-USAID
portion of this year’s request. Compared to the FY 2008 appropriation, funding under
this objective increases by 13% (counter-terrorism, bilateral and multilateral military
engagement, transnational crime, eliminating weapons of mass destruction, and
combating trafficking in persons).

d. Governing Justly and Democratically (GJD): Consistent with the President’s
Freedom Agenda, programs under this objective promote freedom and strengthen
effective democracies with the goal of moving countries along a continuum toward
democratic consolidation. GJD assistance supports the rule of law and human rights,
good governance, political competition and consensus-building and civil society and
access to information. The FY 2009 budget includes $1.7 billion for programs under this
objective, representing 8% of the State-USAID portion of the Foreign Assistance budget
request. Compared to the FY 2008 appropriation, the request for FY 2009 represents an
increase of $364 million or 27% for GJD programs overall. Highlights of the request
include funding for the 2009 Afghanistan elections, post-elections assistance to
democratic forces in Pakistan, and increased assistance toward promoting democracy in
authoritarian regimes such as Burma and Zimbabwe.

e. Investing in People (IIP): This program objective provides funding to programs
that help nations achieve sustainable improvements in the well-being and productivity of
their populations through effective and accountable investments in education, health, and
other social services and protection for especially vulnerable populations. The FY 2009
budget provides $7.7 billion or more than one third of the State-USAID portion of the
Foreign Assistance budget request for FY 2009. The $6.8 billion requested for the health
program area is dominated by funding for HIV/AIDS ($5.1 billion), maternal and child
health ($704.1 million), malaria ($385.5 million), and family planning and reproductive
health ($332 million). The request also includes $25 million for the President’s new
Neglected Tropical Diseases Initiative. The FY 2009 request for $758 million for
education includes funding to ramp up efforts in the second year of the President’s
Initiative to Expand Education to the World’s Poorest, adding $61 million for basic
education in six countries and $33 million for Communities of Opportunity in up to ten
countries, as well as to address the basic education needs of students currently enrolled in
U.S. program supported schools, and support exchange programs in higher education
designed to strengthen leadership capacities for economic and democratic development.
For FY 2009, approximately 31% of total funding for this objective is requested for
global programs.

f. Economic Growth (EG): The FY 2009 request of $2.3 billion for Economic
Growth represents an increase of 6% over the FY 2008 enacted level. The FY 2009
request includes a significant shift in regional focus, with funding for EG programs in
Africa increasing by 29%, to $628 million. This strategic reallocation reflects both
concern with Africa’s continued economic marginalization and optimism that the
growing commitment of many African countries to economic reform and transformation
offers an historic opportunity to finally break the cycle of poverty and instability in that
region. EG programs promote transformational, long-term development by supporting the
efforts of developing countries to improve and streamline their governance, combat
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corruption, create a hospitable business environment, and empower the poor to take
advantage of trade and other market opportunities. EG programs also stress the
importance of public-private partnerships, and recognize that private sector-led economic
growth provides the only means for developing countries to generate the funds they need
to invest in their own people’s education, health, and other needs, and to eventually
emerge from dependence on foreign aid.

g¢. Humanitarian Assistance (HA): Funding under this objective saves lives, alleviates
suffering, and minimizes the economic costs of conflict, disasters, and displacement. The
FY 2009 budget provides $2.1 billion, representing 9% of the State-USAID portion of the
Foreign Assistance budget request for FY 2009. However, HA funding is generally not
done on a country-by country basis and a request for Iraq and Afghanistan is 