USS George Washington (CVN 73) Sailors load relief
supplies onto MH-60R Seahawk for transport to
local villages during Operation Damayan in response
to aftermath of Super Typhoon Haiyan/Yolanda in
Philippines (U.S. Navy/Chris Cavagnaro)
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n 2012, the Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff directed the Armed

Forces to expand the envelope of
interagency cooperation.! His edict
inspired a profusion of Department
of Defense (DOD) literature catalog-

ing the challenges of working with
non-DOD organizations. This article
is part one of a three-part series that
features the other side of the story:
interorganizational cooperation from
interagency perspectives. Over the
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course of this series, authors from U.S.
Government, intergovernmental, non-
governmental, and treaty-based orga-
nizations argue that broader inclusion
of non-DOD perspectives into joint
doctrine encourages the identification
and propagation of much-needed inter-
organizational best practices.

This installment features perspectives
from U.S. Federal executive departments
and agencies (hereafter referred to as
organizations). We address many dif-
ferences among our organizations that
can disrupt the planning and execution
of interagency agreements. This article
argues that better awareness of such
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issues among organizations—especially

a recognition of which differences offer
opportunities for compromise—would
foster improved interagency negotiation
and unity of effort throughout whole-of-
government endeavors. The following
sections sort the differences into three
broad categories: purpose (goals and
objectives), process (methods of work and
decisionmaking), and people (attitude and
communication). The sections below ad-
dress each category in order of increasing
potential for compromise. The examples
demonstrate that organizations do not
willingly budge on purpose-based dif-
ferences, while process differences offer
some room for negotiation. People, how-
ever, appear the most malleable in that
small efforts yield high payoffs through-
out planning and execution.

Differences in Purpose

Joint Publication 1, Doctrine for the
Armed Forces of the United States,
defines unity of effort as “coordination
and cooperation toward common objec-
tives, even if the participants are not
necessarily part of the same command
or organization.”? By definition,
common objectives or shared purpose
are a prerequisite for unity of effort.
Naturally, governmental organizations
were created to fulfill different func-
tions. For example, the Department of
State considers diplomacy the art and
practice of conducting negotiations and
maintaining relations between nations,
while DOD provides for the security
of the United States and its interests.
When two or more organizations
cooperate, their divergent high-level
purposes could naturally cascade into
opposing objectives at lower organi-
zational levels. This divergence could
be exacerbated by three differences:
interpretation of higher level guidance,
geographic areas of responsibility, and
time horizons.

Interpretations of Higher Level
Guidance. Competing objectives are
often the result of organizations inter-
preting the same strategic guidance in
different ways. The National Security
Strategy contains general guidance and
prioritization. In the absence of more

specific comprehensive direction, orga-
nizations tend to define their objectives
along organizational lines. Early U.S.
Government in-fighting in Afghanistan
was partially due to the George W. Bush
administration’s cancellation of a detailed
Presidential policy directive for managing
complex contingencies.?

Additionally, blurred congressional
jurisdiction contributes to different
interpretations of higher level guidance.
Co-chairs of the 9/11 Commission
report, for instance, related this problem
as it pertained to the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS), stating that "the
jurisdictional melee among scores of
Congressional committees has led to
conflicting and contradictory tasks and
mandates for DHS.”* Unfortunately,
congressional jurisdiction is not the only
blurred line causing competing purposes.

Geographic Aveas of Responsibility.
A well-documented difference between
organizations is the misalignment of their
areas of responsibility. There is a notable
disparity between DOD, State, and the
United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) boundaries in
North Africa and Southwest Asia. Each
organization has valid reasons for its own
convention that support organization-
spexific purposes. Some organizations group
countries based on cultural, historical, or
economic connections. DOD deliberately
separates India and Pakistan to foster
discrete military relationships, while State
combines them to address issues that per-
vade the entire region.® The geographic
mismatch can also be challenging when
a country is clustered with lower prior-
ity nations under one organization but
grouped with higher priorities in another.
Such mismatches precluded comprehen-
sive strategies for countering terrorism
and piracy in Africa.

Organizations also tailor their
boundaries with inconsistent sizes and
scopes. DOD prefers larger, continent-
sized groupings, while State and USAID
favor smaller subdivisions. USAID has
challenges operating within the wide
aperture of DOD’s combatant command
planners because the vast majority of
USAID?’s strategic planning occurs within
the respective host countries. USAID’s

bottom-up, country-specific approach

to strategic planning allows it to better
involve host-country governments and
local civil societies in solving their own
issues, leading to more sustainable and
effective solutions.

Despite clear benefits in doing so,
organizations are not open to changing
their geographic alignment. In a 2012
audit conducted by the Government
Accountability Office (GAO), State
and USAID stated that the improved
geographic alignment associated with
the standup of U.S. Africa Command
improved cooperation among the three
organizations. Despite this acknowledged
success, significant objections to a wider
alignment of world regions remain. State
raised concerns that adjusting its regional
bureaus to look like combatant com-
mands would signal a “militarization”
of diplomacy, unnerving partners and
allies. The Department of Health and
Human Services echoes this sentiment,
stating that many Americans do not real-
ize the mere fact that the organization
represents the U.S. Government can
affect relationships in unpredictable ways.
Whereas in some relationships this fact is
likely to open doors, in others there may
be resistance to assent to U.S. wishes for
the sole reason that opposition to the
United States is a domestic political ne-
cessity. Other organizations, such as the
Departments of Justice (DOJ) and
Commerce, cited different reasons,
including the burdens of retraining and
relocating personnel. Additionally, all
organizations professed a need to retain the
authority to change their boundaries to
adapt to changing mission requirements.
All of these factors led GAO to conclude
that a government-wide geographic
alignment is unlikely, and thus the result-
ing disagreements over priorities and
objectives will endure.

Time Horizons. Finding a common
purpose may also take extra effort when
different time horizons are involved.

A U.S. military civil affairs officer in
Afghanistan spoke plainly to a USAID
official in Afghanistan, stating, “Our
objective is to fight and kill al Qaeda and
the Taliban. Your objective is to build a
democratic central government. Right
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U.S. Army veterinarian trains local Afghans as part of joint effort including Provincial Reconstruction Team Farah, 438t Medical Detachment Veterinary
Services, and Special Operations Task Force-West to promote public health in Farah Province (U.S. Navy/Matthew Stroup)

now, our objective is number one, and
the consequences of our actions will be
your problem in six months.”” Many
organizations agree that this type of dif-
ference, which may generate inconsistent
planning benchmarks with subsequent
effects, is not uncommon. While State
and USAID perspectives on relationships
and programmatic results can stretch
into decades, DOD outlooks tend to
be much shorter. Thus, viewpoints on
downstream effects can be valid yet dis-
similar. In extreme instances, DOD may
be the first U.S. implementer of civic
engagement in an area. As such, these in-
teractions can shape the environment and
set expectations of local groups for other
governmental organizations, even under-
mining access for humanitarian partners.
When DOD-USAID coordination
is absent, DOD activities may lead local
groups to develop unrealistic goals for
future governmental interactions, lead-
ing to disappointment, resentment, and

possible anger toward the United States.
It can also undermine many of the tools
USAID uses to motivate populations

to engage in solving their own prob-
lems. For example, early in Operation
Enduring Freedom, the U.S. military was
incentivized to achieve “quick wins” in
civic and humanitarian assistance activi-
ties. As a result, commanders spent large
sums of money quickly often without
considering the downstream effects. One
unintended consequence of cash infusion
on Afghanistan’s agrarian economy was
a change in consumer behavior for vet-
erinary services. While USAID had been
conducting long-term livelihood training
for veterinarians and vet technicians in
the country, the military’s free veterinary
services completely undercut the ability
of USAID-trained veterinarians to make
a living. As a result, farmers chose not to
pay for local services because they could
wait and receive free civic services from
military programming.® A contemporary

USAID official eloquently summarized
that spending money quickly in unstable
areas usually means unstable results.”
Best Practice: Finding Shaved
Purpose. Different interpretations of
higher level policy usually only see resolu-
tion at the highest level. The National
Security Council (NSC) staft can settle
such disparities by issuing clarifying guid-
ance in the form of Presidential policy
directives that clearly state goals and
responsibilities for a particular mission.!
Another possible mechanism to encour-
age shared purpose is a congressionally
mandated review to include national secu-
rity. Although the State Department and
USAID 2010 Quadrennial Diplomacy
and Development Review is not con-
gressionally mandated, it identified the
need to turn to other governmental
organizations for experience and expertise
in performing international functions.
Both DHS and DOJ viewed this
recognition as positive. Given
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that congressionally mandated reviews
may better instigate change, the U.S.
Government could benefit from man-
dated reviews for all Federal executive
departments or those departments only
participating in the NSC system.!! A sin-
gle comprehensive Quadrennial Security
Review for those departments under the
NSC system also could be beneficial.'2
But not all interagency friction occurs
at a level that warrants NSC or congres-
sional attention. At the operational and
tactical /field level, organization of-
ficials have to work through challenges.
Organizations may have varying func-
tions, but those do not prevent a shared
purpose for a portion of the mission.
“Promote Cooperation” is a DOD forum
in which combatant commanders request
input and feedback on their plans from
non-DOD counterparts. Simulations
and workshops can help organizations
find common ground that previously
did not exist. In geographic combatant
commands, military planners determined
that there was a need to track, integrate
with, and support efforts with State
Department activities to preclude the
need for a noncombatant evacuation
operation executed by the military. The
functional combatant commands also
embed civilian organization liaisons
into their command structures.'®* Even
if objectives cannot align, the liaisons
and humanitarian advisors can look one
or two organizational levels down to
identify opportunities of mutual interest,
for instance. DHS and the Federal
Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) also benefit with embedding
DOD liaisons in their organizations,
which can prevent late resource requests
that end up in unfilled requirements.
With respect to differing time hori-
zons, organizations with a longer view
can seek short-term cooperative oppor-
tunities with partners who have less time
available. These opportunities, if taken,
may overcome unintended consequences
toward government efforts. Because
unity of effort requires common objec-
tives, when there is no obvious shared
purpose the organizations must actively
seek common ground. The idea is not to
force an unnatural cooperation but rather

to find the hidden symbiotic relationship
that provides mutual benefit. A shared
purpose is the first step toward a frame-
work of cooperation: a shared process.

Differences in Process
Once interagency participants share
a purpose, they can plan the shared
process to achieve it. U.S. Government
organizations typically codify mutually
beneficial arrangements in the form
of a general memorandum of under-
standing (MOU) or a detailed, more
binding memorandum of agreement
(MOA)." An example of a successtul
shared process is DHS National
Response Framework (NRI).15
This off-the-shelf plan establishes roles
and responsibilities for orchestrating the
government’s comprehensive domestic
disaster response. An example of how
process differences preclude a much-
needed agreement is in the stalled Inter-
national Response Framework (IRF).'¢
The current Federal system for foreign
disaster response, led by USAID, is
effective for normal disasters. However,
complex overseas catastrophes involv-
ing infrastructure collapse (for example,
Haiti) or radiological events (such as in
Fukushima), especially in developed or
big modern cities, beg for an interna-
tional response capability comparable to
the NRF. Such complexities aggravate
the process difference of would-be
participants. To arrive at a shared
process such as an MOA or MOU, U.S.
Government organizations must first
compare the processes—namely, deci-
sionmaking and methods of work—of
their individual organizations.
Decisionmaking. Many organizations
view DOD as overly bureaucratic. The
department’s sheer size and complexity
can make liaison and cooperation difficult
for other organizations. For starters,
DOD’s enormity can cause a resource
and power disparity. Smaller organiza-
tions may be reluctant to cooperate for
fear of their efforts being co-opted and /
or losing turf and resources.'” Other
organizations do not have the manning
or time to participate in planning events
or other settings to the extent that DOD
does or might expect. Similarly, the broad

mission set and needs of DOD make it
difficult for civilian orgnizations to find points
of contact that can speak with finality.

Each organization has its own de-
cisionmaking habits and may employ
command structures that are more flexi-
ble and fluid than those of DOD. Stafting
decisions for a special project or specific
incident may be based more on individu-
als’ subject matter expertise than on their
rank, grade, or position. This facilitates
application of the best resources to a
given problem, but it may also cause tem-
porary changes to traditional chains of
command or result in coordination points
that reside at different levels within each
respective organization. Some organiza-
tions may also take a different approach
to managing an incident. While DOD
manages largely through individuals
within a rank structure, the Department
of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) manages disaster response
through an internal committee known
as the Disaster Management Group. So
while action officers in DOD may only
need the approval of an individual, action
officers within HUD may need the ap-
proval of an entire committee.

Methods of Work. While DOD is
accustomed to global connectivity, it is
easy to forget that sharing data with inter-
agency partners may not be as easy. Much
of the information that DOD possesses
is classified, and the rationale for many
decisions requires access to classified
material. The inability to quickly declas-
sify this information so it can be shared
with non-DOD and U.S. Government
organizations hinders effective engage-
ment by many DOD senior leaders and
action officers. Additionally, the lack of
linguistic expertise and cultural sensitivity
on the part of many DOD members is a
hindrance to effective cooperation.

Some organizational cultures are dia-
metrically opposed to that of DOD. The
military’s strict chain of command and
requirement to unquestioningly follow
lawful orders are foreign to organiza-
tions such as the Department of Energy
(DOE) and its need to challenge and
question, which are hallmarks of good
science. Other practices such as ad-
dressing everyone, other than the most
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senior leadership, by first name may be
mistaken by DOD as disrespectful, while
non-DOD meeting attendees are often
mystified when everyone leaps to their
feet when a general walks in. Working
hours can be another contrasting trait.
Although many organizations maintain a
constant high operational tempo, some
operate according to “traditional business
hours.” This can create challenges during
time-sensitive operations such as disaster
response. Although organizations such as
DOD, DOE, or FEMA may be able to
vet and approve actions quickly, including
at night and over weekends, traditional
hour operations may have staff working
extra hours in support of an incident. The
reachback of these other organizations to
headquarters or leadership for technical
assistance may be delayed during non-
work hours because the organization is
not structured or staffed to maintain its
full suite of capabilities 24 /7.

Best Practice: Compromise for Shaved
Process. DOD has learned in the last
decade that trying to predict a partner’s
reaction to a situation can be clouded by
a common tendency known as mirror-
imaging: assuming the other side will act
in a certain way because that is how you
would act under similar circumstances.

In recent conflicts, mirror-imaging has
led to poor assumptions and offended
partners. Without awareness of a partner’s
organizational culture, mirror-imaging
can also be a problem in interagency
cooperation. By improving organizational
cultural awareness, U.S. Government
organizations can compare their processes
to find room for compromise. The result-
ing interagency plan will reflect not only

a vetted shared purpose but a shared
process as well: one that incorporates
decisionmaking mechanisms and methods
of work compatible for all participants.
For example, under the NRF, several
organizations that are accustomed to
leading have yielded in the name of a
shared purpose and process. FEMA is
designated as the supported organization
and a host of governmental organizations,
including DOD, are in appropriate sup-
porting roles. As FEMA assigns missions
to meet specific assistance requirements,
it also tells DOD what is needed, where

to take it, and how that assistance will be
integrated into the larger Federal support
operation. Complex overseas catastrophes
involving chemical or radiological events,
such as Fukushima, reinforce the need for
a comparable IRF. Additionally, DOD
information-sharing obstacles facing non-
DOD personnel during time-sensitive
operations underpin the need for more
efficient ways of doing business.

It is important for DOD representa-
tives to remember that organizational
process differences are just that: dif-
ferences. There is not a right or wrong
organizational culture—just one that best
suits the purpose of the organization.
Avoiding the tendency to mirror-image
will prevent poor assumptions and
temper expectations. Each organiza-
tion should clearly articulate its needs,
resources, abilities, authorities, and, most
importantly, its constraints. Many issues
arise from one party making assumptions
about another party based on its own way
of doing things. Clear communication of
requirements and timelines upfront af-
fords the opportunity to mitigate missed
connections down the line. To reinforce
positive communication among orga-
nizations, MOAs and MOUs are good
foundations for a shared process, and an
accessible DOD central repository would
enhance awareness on how the depart-
ment interacts with interagency partners.

People: Communication
Makes Workarounds Work
People actively search for a common
purpose. People compromise to forge
a common process. People make deci-
sions, and people do the work—with
other people from other organiza-
tions. U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) representatives reported
that their ability to work effectively
with interagency partners in Iraq and
Afghanistan depended almost entirely
on developing positive interpersonal
relationships based on trust.'® There
are three types of communication
differences that have stalled personal
relationships in the past: terminology,
information-sharing, and attitude.
Terminology. Anyone who has experi-
enced a DOD meeting knows the military

speaks a unique language peppered

with jargon, acronyms, and high-tech
PowerPoint lingo. But a unique language
has evolved at other organizations as
well, and each side is often unaware that
a common word has a different meaning
to the other. One well-known example is
the word ntelligence; while in fairly com-
mon use (as in “medical intelligence”) on
both the military and civilian sides, it can
cause difficulties in other settings when it
may be interpreted as a form of espionage.
Many organizations echo this sentiment.
Without prior knowledge, DOD partners
can also read a more militaristic intent
into innocuous DOD terms such as tar-
geting when, in fact, a DOD author may
only be referring to selectivity and focus
with no context of violent action whatso-
ever. While militaristic terminology can
make interagency players question DOD’s
intentions, withholding information can
cause longstanding issues of trust.

Information-sharving. Often the mili-
tary is required to withhold information
out of operational necessity. However,
what looks like a clear operational necessity
to DOD will not always appear as clear-cut
to other organizations. A senior civilian
State official expressed his frustration at his
organization’s lack of awareness of DOD
special operations missions: “None of us
knew in many cases what they [DOD]
were doing until an operation had already
taken place. There was one really bad issue
where Special Forces killed the wrong
guys, and [the country team ] had to
explain it all to [Afghan president Hamid ]
Karzai without even having known such
an operation would take place.”'* DOD
is not expected to curb this practice, only
to ensure the decision to withhold infor-
mation is a calculated one because even
justified instances can erode trust.

Even more damaging cases of with-
held information are those due to
negligence. Another senior civilian was
more incredulous when DOD withheld
mission results long after a mission went
bad: “They bombed a wedding party; we
heard about it way after the fact. If we
had heard sooner, we could have helped
mitigate the effects.”?

Attitude. Organizational cultures
also affect how individuals act and treat
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U.S. military humanitarian assistance capabilities support emergency relief efforts at Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant (U.S. Air Force/Shane A. Cuomo)

others. Mirror-imaging was shown to
lead to poor assumptions about decision-
making practices and methods of work
used in organizations. The same concept
can apply to individuals with equally
damaging results. Differences in organi-
zational attitude are merely unjustified
perceptions—that is, stereotypes. Even
though a person works for an organiza-
tion with a certain reputation, uniform,
rank, or grade, there are, quite often,
more similarities than expected. A senior
USAID official relayed his change of
heart about working with military officers
in Afghanistan:

Ambassador Khalilzad asked o bunch of
military planners to come in and do plan-
ning. The idea among USAID . . . staff
that we’d have five colonels working with
us to do our planning . . . was uncomfort-
able. But the more we got to know them, the
move we respected their talent, skill, havd
work. . .. We vealized we were on the same
team. They pushed us, challenged us, made

us think. Most USAID people never work
with the military, so this whole experience
was new?!

Another USAID official explained a
progressive experience in Afghanistan:
“At one point I [told senior officials in
Washington] that I thought we had a hell
of a lot in common with the uniformed
military, which was rebellious to say and
stunned them. I said that they are opera-
tional, mission oriented, have a command
and control structure and chain of com-
mand, plan well and do strategies well,
and we [at] USAID do all the same.”??

Best Practice. Cross-organizational
communication fundamentals are an easy
fix with huge payoffs throughout the
planning and execution of an interagency
endeavor. Given enough time, U.S.
Government representatives learn that
people from other organizations are not
as different as they assumed. If DOD per-
sonnel can avoid the prescribed missteps
and get off on the right foot, they can

build vital interpersonal relationships with-
out struggling to earn respect over many
months or years. More frequent personal
interaction will only accelerate the process
and build trust. For example, USAID
encourages DOD field personnel to reach
out directly to USAID country staff in
both tactical and strategic planning. At the
same time, USAID strives to educate its
own staff as to why DOD may be engag-
ing in activities that could be considered
within USAID’s purview and how to
productively interact with such activities.
USAID continues its DOD outreach to
build on cooperative efforts with its new
policy on cooperation with DOD.?

One aspect of this policy is already
proved. Interagency collocation was
widely recognized as a best practice in
Afghanistan. Collocation at multiple
levels of decisionmaking made possible
regular joint analysis and planning and
facilitated relationship development and
mutual learning.?* Almost immediately
after Lieutenant General David Barno,
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USA, took command of the combined
forces in Afghanistan in 2003, he moved
his headquarters to the Embassy com-
pound. Barno and Ambassador Zalmay
Khalilzad saw each other for a few hours
every morning and every evening. The
Ambassador emphasized the benefits of
collocation: “Being . . . so close facilitated
more frequent interaction, not only

by telephone. . . . We made a commit-
ment that what was important was the
mission, that we were a single team.”?
Collocation helps mitigate all three iden-
tified categories of differences. Neighbors
learn each other’s language, they feel
obliged to share information as much as
possible, and they give respect and trust
where it is due.

Perhaps practice makes perfect. The
more opportunities organizations have to
collaborate in more detail on a recurring
basis, the better prepared they will be to
collaborate during a crisis. Increasing the
number of contact points and collabora-
tive projects among organizations will bring
greater familiarity for each of the others.
It is the relationships fostered on a con-
tinual basis that will facilitate efficiency
when time is of the essence.

More interaction in force develop-
ment venues will also allow subject
matter experts to better identify and
proliferate much-needed best practices.
Although war college students will read
lessons learned such as from the State
Department and USDA, the other 90
percent of the military will not look for
those perspectives. DOD joint force
development continuously grows in
importance due to the acknowledgment
that no single military Service can win a
war on its own. In Iraq and Afghanistan,
the United States learned that no single
governmental organization could stabi-
lize a war-torn region alone. A similar
theme emerged at Fukushima and in
Haiti. If DOD continues to be asked to
support executive decisions in nontradi-
tional military operations and complex
catastrophes, which are likely callings
for DOD in the years to come, then
interagency force development at the
strategic, operational, and tactical levels
must be cultivated.

This article raises awareness on U.S.
Government organizational purpose,
process, and people differences. By
presenting non-DOD perspectives, we
aim to facilitate DOD interagency coop-
eration through improved awareness of
negotiation pitfalls. By definition, unity of
effort requires unity of purpose. Partners
may have different purposes for the task
at hand, but comparing objectives across
time, space, and organizational level can
unearth commonalities. Once a shared
purpose is found, comparing process
differences will identify friction points
that must be negotiated before codifying
a shared process. Where purpose and
process differences present significant
structural barriers to compromise, in-
terpersonal relationships just take a little
effort and are widely recognized as the
most important facilitator in interagency
cooperation. As new interagency differ-
ences and best practices emerge, broader
inclusion of interagency perspectives
into joint doctrine ensures these updates
are captured throughout the continu-
ous cycle of joint doctrine revision. It
broadens the audience and truly expands
the envelope of interagency coordination
per the Chairman’s remit. The second
installment of the Interorganizational
Cooperation series expands the envelope
further beyond the U.S. Government
with perspectives from intergovernmen-
tal, nongovernmental, and treaty-based
organizations. JFQ
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