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STRIKING THE APPROPRIATE BALANCE: THE
DEFENSE DEPARTMENT’S EXPANDING ROLE
IN FOREIGN ASSISTANCE

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 18, 2009

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:01 a.m. in room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Howard L. Berman,
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Chairman BERMAN. The committee will come to order. Before the
hearing starts, I have a few small housekeeping items. I am most
pleased to welcome back, although apparently not personally, Lynn
Woolsey, who was appointed to the committee last week. She
served as a member of the committee in the last Congress, and I
am sure I speak for all my colleagues when I say I look forward
to working with her again on the committee this Congress.

So, without objection, she is appointed to serve on the Africa and
Global Health Subcommittee on which there is a vacancy made by
the leave of absence taken by Adam Smith.

Second, in light of the changes in the membership request, with-
out objection, the size of the Middle East and South Asia Sub-
committee will be conformed to its current membership.

I would like to welcome our distinguished panel of witnesses
today for the third in a series of hearings that the committee will
convene on the foreign assistance reform.

In the last Congress, the full committee held two hearings ad-
dressing this issue, and our subcommittee has held several others.

One observation that repeatedly came up during those hearings
was the Defense Department’s increasing role in foreign assistance.
We have heard the same explanation for this over and over again:
DoD is filling a vacuum left by the State Department and USAID,
which lack the capacity to carry out their diplomatic and develop-
ment functions.

There is no doubt that these agencies have been weakened by a
severe shortage of resources. For example, USAID has only about
2,500 permanent staff today compared to 4,300 in 1975.

The agency is responsible for overseeing hundreds of infrastruc-
ture projects around the world, yet employs only five engineers.
They have only 29 education specialists to monitor programs in 87
countries.

Likewise, the State Department lacks resource to fill critical dip-
lomatic posts. Today, the agency has a 12-percent vacancy rate in
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overseas Foreign Service positions and an even higher vacancy rate
here in the United States. This hollowing out of the State Depart-
ment cripples its ability to aggressively pursue and protect Amer-
ican interests abroad.

President Obama’s Fiscal Year 2010 international affairs budget
request—which I strongly support, and I hope my colleagues will
too—represents an important step forward in addressing these
weaknesses. And for our part, the committee plans to tackle these
troubling capacity issues when we take up the State Department
authorization bill and foreign assistance reform legislation later
this year.

But beyond capacity and resources, there are some deeper issues
I would like to examine today.

Is providing military assistance to a foreign country a foreign
policy decision that should be the primary responsibility of civilian
agencies, with appropriate Defense Department involvement in im-
plementation? Or is it a national security mission that should be
planned and carried out by the Pentagon?

Does DoD have such a comparative advantage in performing cer-
tain non-traditional defense missions that it should be carrying out
activities previously reserved for civilian agencies? And what are
the implications of putting a military face on development and hu-
manitarian activities?

How does this affect the way we are viewed in the world, and
what is the practical impact on USAID’s ability to carry out devel-
opment projects?

The Department of Defense has always played an important role
in carrying out certain security assistance activities, particularly
implementing military training and military sales directed by the
Department of State. However, DoD’s role significantly expanded in
the context of Iraq and Afghanistan, where they took on a direct
role in planning, funding, and implementing military and police
training, and other non-military activities.

And beyond these two conflicts, the Pentagon began requesting—
and receiving—authority to conduct similar activities in other parts
of the world.

DoD’s goal was to address irregular security threats on a global
scale, threats they argued did not fit neatly into traditional State
or Defense Department missions, and thus, required new tools of
engagement. These include global train and equip authority, also
known as the Section 1206 program; a worldwide stabilization and
reconstruction fund, also known as the Section 1207 program; and
numerous new training programs directly managed by the Defense
Department.

In addition, some existing authorities were expanded, including
the Combatant Commander’s Initiative Fund and Overseas Hu-
manitarian, Disaster and Civic Assistance.

DoD’s argument that these programs are justified by “military
necessity” should be given significant deference. Indeed, I can think
of many situations in which it might make sense for military com-
manders to get involved in activities that, in peacetime, would be
considered foreign assistance.

However, many questions remain regarding the utility and impli-
cations of such programs. For example, on several occasions this
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committee has raised concerns about the use of Section 1206 funds.
In some cases it appears they have been used for programs with
only a tenuous link to counterterrorism. In others, it looks more
like a traditional diplomatic tool designed to curry influence with
potential friends.

In the development context, critics have argued the DoD’s role
erases the distinction between military personnel and civilians car-
rying out similar development activities, ignores development best
practices, such as sustainability and effectiveness, and puts a mili-
tary face on inherently civilian programs. It can also result in
waste, fraud, and abuse, which has been well documented by the
Office of the Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction.

Interestingly, in a letter attached to a report submitted last week
on one of DoD’s international programs, the Pentagon stated,

“Humanitarian assistance activities continue to provide signifi-
cant peacetime engagement opportunities for Combatant Com-
manders and U.S. military personnel while also serving the
basic economic and social needs of people in the countries sup-
ported.”

The question remains: Shouldn’t our “peacetime engagement” ef-
forts be carried out by USAID, our Nation’s premier development
agency? And should our military be responsible for performing the
mission of civilian agencies? Do we really want to ask the men and
women who go to war to do the mission of both Defense and State?

Some have suggested that a national development strategy would
serve as a useful mechanism to help coordinate and establish ap-
propriate roles for various agencies that provide foreign assistance.
One of our witnesses supports such a strategy in her written state-
ment.

I welcome this hearing today as an opportunity to shed light on
the many important questions surrounding the military’s growing
role in foreign assistance.

And I now turn to my friend and ranking member, Ms. Ros-
Lehtinen, for her opening statement.

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman.

There have been successes in international assistance efforts
over the past half-century. The Green Revolution significantly in-
creased food production. Ongoing efforts have raised child survival
rates around the world, and survival and prevention of HIV/AIDS
is on the rise.

We have helped develop and strengthen independent civil soci-
ety, and fostered market-based economies in emerging democracies.

Nevertheless, I think that many would agree that the results of
decades of foreign aid provided not just by the United States, but
by European states, by the U.N. development agencies, by the
World Bank and other regional development banks, have been dis-
appointing. In many areas of the world, we wonder why the signifi-
cant aid provided has not produced the outcome we all want: Sta-
ble, secure, free, prosperous states.

Analysts and policymakers today refer to failed or failing states,
and in some instances countries in conflict or at risk falling into
conflict, all despite our past and continuing assistance to those
states.
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In conflict situations, we must give our military the tools it needs
to help win the support of local populations and fight threats to
U.S. national security. I support the military in providing urgent
humanitarian aid and in providing assistance to our allies to help
fight international narcotrafficking and global Islamic militants.

However, providing the Defense Department with more of a role
in providing assistance for the development of impoverished coun-
tries raises concerns. It is not because it might prove difficult to co-
ordinate aid provided by our military with aid provided by our ci-
vilian agencies; but rather, if the underlying concepts and ap-
proaches for development assistance are faulty, and the strategy is
based on archaic models, then the Defense Department may prove
no more successful at achieving long-term developmental goals
than our civilian agencies have been.

I am therefore not sure that the proposals put forth, such as cre-
ating a new aid program for reconstruction and stabilization, or
those calling for more personnel, or a significant increase in fund-
ing, will prove any more productive. Some of the programs being
implemented by the State Department’s new Reconstruction and
Stabilization Office look a lot like the kind of programs that USAID
has had in place or that the State Department’s Bureau of Inter-
national Narcotics and Law Enforcement has already implemented
for many years.

We also should recall that not just the United States, but many
other donor countries and agencies have contributed major
amounts of assistance over the decades, with mixed results. Pro-
viding more funds and more staff may produce some marginal im-
provement in the immediate term, but it is questionable whether
this would ensure long-term sustainable progress in light of the re-
sults of the past 50 years.

We understand the desire by the State Department and USAID
to reclaim their dominance and counter the growing engagement of
the Defense Department in providing assistance. But we should not
rush to judgment on such proposals. We first need a careful assess-
ment of our performance in the last five decades through our cur-
rent programs, and under our current structures; and work toward
real and comprehensive reform of our general personnel and pro-
curement systems.

The majority of our aid programs are operating on the basis of
a post-World War II approach and concepts that have their roots
in the 1950s. If we want to successfully help others, then such con-
cepts need to be updated. Flawed assumptions about how to pro-
mote the development of impoverished countries need to be ad-
dressed. Otherwise, we may find that we will continue to provide
significant taxpayer funds, while the impoverished states that we
seek to aid continue to fail, regardless of which of our agencies,
military or civilian, we use to provide that assistance.

I hope that our witnesses today will take a moment to consider
that overriding question while they provide us with their views on
the proper role of the military in providing assistance overseas.

I would like to give my remaining 1 minute to Congressman
Smith, if I could, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMiTH. Thank you very much to my friend, Ileana Ros-
Lehtinen.
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Let me just say that I, over the many years that I have been in
Congress, 29 years, have observed that the military’s finest role is
often in the emergency situation. I was there to provide comfort
when the Kurds were escaping; I was there 3 days after it hap-
pened. I joined friends and some other colleagues on the U.S.S.
Abraham Lincoln when, without our help and the helicopters that
were bringing emergency aid to those in Banda Aceh and that tsu-
nami-affected area, many lives would have been lost.

And then most recently, in Georgia, where the military stepped
up and provided an enormous amount of help, and then passed the
baton in a timely fashion to the NGOs and to the government in
an almost seamless transition. Over the years that has been the
key, I think. And I hope we would never lose the fact that when
it comes to the ability to muster medicines and food and all of
those things that make life possible during an emergency, no one
does it better than the military. And then, for a more sustainable
approach, in comes the NGOs and those who do it so well.

So I would hope that we would emphasize that going forward.
Obviously, our mission as the military remains, first and foremost,
the defense of our nation. But as you point out in your statement,
General Hagee, there are three pillars of smart power: Coherent,
coordinated, and adequately resourced.

I would add a fourth, and that would be cultural sensitivity, so
that we never impose values that are antithetical to the local popu-
lation, except when it comes to fundamental human rights.

Thank you.

Chairman BERMAN. What do you——

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. If Mr. Burton could have the remaining time.

Mr. BURTON. I would just like to say, in the 29 seconds that I
have here, that one of my major concerns is one of our best allies
in the world, Israel, is in grave danger over there. And I hope that
the Defense Department will do everything they can to make sure
they have all of the tools necessary to ward off any kind of an at-
tack from Iran or anybody else. They are our big ally, and we need
to support them.

Chairman BERMAN. The time of the gentlelady has expired.

Two of our witnesses have to leave at noon. We may be inter-
rupted by a couple of votes. Does anybody have a statement, or can
we go right to the witnesses?

[No response.]

Chairman BERMAN. Oh, great. I will now introduce the wit-
nesses.

We have a really exceptionally talented panel with us today to
discuss the Defense Department’s expanding role in foreign assist-
ance.

General Michael Hagee served as the 33rd Commandant of the
U.S. Marine Corps from 2003 to 2006. During almost 39 years of
service as a Marine, he commanded at every level, including pla-
toon, company, battalion, marine expeditionary unit division, and
marine expeditionary force.

He served as executive assistant to the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense, executive assistant to the Director of the Central Intelligence
Agency, the liaison to the Presidential Envoy to Somalia, and a
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
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General Hagee serves on the boards of several U.S. and inter-
national corporations, and as a member of the U.S. Department of
Science Board and the National Security Advisory Council for the
Center for U.S. Global Engagement and the U.S. Global Leadership
Campaign.

Graduating with distinction from the United States Naval Acad-
emy in 1968, he received a commission in the U.S. Marine Corps
as an infantry officer.

He holds a master’s degree in electrical engineering and a mas-
ter’s degree in National Security Studies.

Nancy Lindborg is the president of Mercy Corps, an international
relief and development organization that operates in challenging
transitional environments around the globe, including Iraq, the
Sudan, Afghanistan, the Balkans, North Korea, and tsunami-af-
fected areas of Southern Asia.

Ms. Lindborg currently serves as co-president of the U.S. Global
Leadership Campaign Board, and is a member of the USAID’s Ad-
visory Committee on Voluntary Foreign Aid. I am not quite sure
what mandatory foreign aid is, but—and I have not proposed mak-
ing it an entitlement program.

She graduated with honors from Stanford University with a B.A.
in English literature. She also holds an M.A. in English literature
from Stanford, and an M.A. in public administration from the John
F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University.

Philip Christenson spent half his career in foreign affairs with
the executive branch and half with the House Africa Subcommittee
and as staff director of the Senate Subcommittee on Africa.

In the executive branch, he was appointed a career Foreign Serv-
ice Officer in October 1970 at the State Department, and served
overseas at the U.S. Embassies in Vientiane, Laos, and Brussels,
Belgium, and as an assistant administrator at USAID.

In 2006/2007, he served as a senior advisor to the HELP Com-
mission, counseling on matters relating to African development and
personnel procurement practices of U.S. foreign aid agencies.

He is a 1971 graduate of Georgetown University’s School of For-
eign Service.

Reuben Brigety, II, is the director of the Sustainable Security
Program at the Center for American Progress. His work focuses on
the role of development assistance in U.S. foreign policy, U.S. na-
tional security, human rights, and humanitarian affairs.

Prior to joining American Progress, he served as a special assist-
ant in the Bureau for Democracy, Conflict, and Humanitarian As-
sistance in USAID, and was a researcher with the Arms Division
of Human Rights Watch.

Before joining Human Rights Watch, Mr. Brigety was an active-
duty U.S. naval officer, and held several staff positions in the Pen-
tagon and in fleet support units. He is a distinguished midshipman
graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy, where he earned a B.S. in po-
litical science with merit, and served as the Brigade Commander.
He also holds a Ph.D. in international relations from Cambridge
University, England.

Thank you all for being here. And General Hagee, why don’t you
start? You can summarize your written testimony, and we look for-
ward to hearing from you.
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STATEMENT OF GENERAL MICHAEL W. HAGEE, USMC,
RETIRED (FORMER COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS)

General HAGEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Rank-
ing Member Ros-Lehtinen. Thank you both for inviting me here to
discuss what I think is a very important issue, especially today.

I assume that my written statement will be submitted for the
record, so I——

Chairman BERMAN. Yes, all the prepared testimony will be in-
cluded in the record of this hearing.

General HAGEE. That is great. So I don’t intend to summarize
that. I will just say a couple of words here to try to bring my expe-
rience to bear on this particular issue.

It may surprise you that a former Commandant of the Marine
Corps and an individual who was in the military for 43 years, a
Marine almost for 39 years, is here suggesting, arguing, supporting
that we need to increase the resources for our foreign assistance,
and for the State Department. And that comes from years of expe-
rience on the battlefield.

We have the best military in the world. And these young men
and women out there today, they get it. They know there is some-
thing more important than themselves. And they do unbelievable
things every single day. In many cases, things that they were not
trained for, educated for, but they do it. And I am really quite
proud of them, as I know everyone on this committee is.

But, when you have this great big, wonderful hammer, every-
thing appears to be a nail when you have a problem. And I think
sometimes that is what we see: Everything out there is a nail, and
we want to use this hammer on it.

We can, as Mr. Smith said, bring peace, stability to a chaotic sit-
uation. He talked about, Mr. Smith talked about Provide Comfort.
I was in Somalia, with General Zinni, who was also in Provide
Comfort.

At that particular point in time, when we came in on the 10th
of December, there were several hundred Somalians dying every,
single day. And they were fighting one another. In 14 days—2
weeks—we stopped that. We stopped the dying, we stopped the
fighting. By “we,” I mean the United States military and some of
our coalition partners that came in at that time.

But then they looked to us to provide some assistance and some
development. We had NGOs there on the ground. It was really un-
coordinated, and primarily thanks to General Zinni, who have
learned in Provide Comfort, I think we set up one of the first
CMOCs, Civilian Military Operation Centers, and started the co-
ordination with the NGOs and other individuals who were on the
ground.

Ambassador Bob Oakley was there with two, two Foreign Service
Officers. So most of the heavy lifting, of course, was done by the
military. At that point in time, I would argue that it was time to
pass it over to civilian leadership, but the military stood up and did
what needed to be done there.

Really, all elements of National Powers need to be brought to
bear, especially in situations that we have today. As I said, the
military can stabilize, but the other elements of national power, es-
pecially our diplomacy, our foreign assistance, our economic aid,
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need to be brought to bear in some of these very sophisticated and
complex problems.

I am not sure, in fact I know from my experience on the battle-
field, they do not have the proper resources. And by resources, I
mean the capacity, I mean the capability, I mean the education.
And I hope we are able to talk about, talk about some of these
points during the general question-and-answer period.

In the area of national security, I can think of no other issue
more important to this nation right now than the one we are talk-
ing about. And that is, how do we properly resource all the ele-
ments of national power, and how are we sure that they are prop-
erly coordinated so they can carry out the goals and ideas of our
National Security Administration.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hagee follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, Congresswoman Ros-Lehtinen, members of the Committee. Itis a
privilege to be here this morning, and thank you for the opportunity to testify. You are
taking on a most important task, and | appreciate the opportunity to share my views on
the need to ‘strike the appropriate balance’ in our national security policy and in
provision of foreign assistance.

| believe the balance the Committee is looking for is in the application of “smart power”,
an approach that ensures that we have strong investments in global development and
diplomacy alongside a strong defense. For the United States to be an effective world
leader, and to keep our country safe and secure, we must balance all of the tools of our
national power, military and non-military.

Mr. Chairman, | think of smart power as the strategic triad of the 21% Century—the
integrated blend of defense, diplomacy and development. But this strateqgic
approach will only be effective if all three smart power pillars are coherent, coordinated,
and adequately resourced. While the Department of Defense rightfully has received
strong Congressional support over the years, funding and support for the State
Department and USAID has been more problematic. It is time to address the imbalance,
both in strategic emphasis and in funding.

| am here today as a member of the National Security Advisory Council for the Center for
U.S. Global Engagement and the U.S Global Leadership Campaign. | am proud to join
with nearly 50 retired senior flag and general officers who share a concern about the
future of our country and the need to revitalize America’s global leadership. Our allies in
this effort include a bipartisan array of some of America’s most distinguished civil
servants, Congressional leaders and Cabinet Secretaries. This coalition also includes
major American corporations such as Boeing, Caterpillar, Lockheed Martin, Microsoft,
and Pfizer, as well as private voluntary groups such as Mercy Corps, represented here
today by my fellow witness, Nancy Lindborg, and hundreds of others such as CARE,
Catholic Relief Services, International Rescue Committee, Save the Children and World
Vision, to name a few.

Despite our diverse backgrounds, we share a common belief that America is under-
investing in the array of tools that are vital to our national security, our economic
prosperity and our moral leadership as a nation.

Now some may wonder why a Marine, an infantryman, a war fighter, would advocate for
empowering the State Department, USAID, and our civilian-led engagement overseas. |
am here because | have been on the front line of America’s presence in the world, in
some of the most difficult security environments, and | know that the U.S. cannot rely on
military power alone to keep us safe from terrorism, infectious disease, economic
insecurity, and other global threats that recognize no borders. And | know that the
military should not do what is best done by civilians.

Mr. Chairman, | have witnessed many of the tough security and global challenges that
burden the world today. | have been in nations that have failed to provide the most basic
services to their citizens, in areas where tribal and clan divisions threaten unbelievable
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violence to the innocent. In Somalia, | saw the consequences of poverty and hunger
that result in anger, resentment and desperation. Some people respond with slow
surrender to this hardship, while others look for political conspiracies, and or turn to
extremist ideologies or crime to seek blame or retribution for a life of frustration.

When that frustration spills over into armed conflict, the alarms go off and too often our
military is forced into action. We have the strongest and most capable armed forces in
the world, yet as this committee knows so well, the military is a blunt instrument to deal
with these sorts of challenges. The U.S. military does have its unique strengths: in
times of humanitarian crisis, such as during the Asian tsunami in 2004 or the Pakistani
earthquake in 2005. We can provide the logistics and organization to get help
humanitarian aid to those in need; no other organization on this earth can respond as
quickly or efficiently. We can break aggression, restore order, maintain security and
save lives. And where our actions are clearly humanitarian in nature, they have been
well-regarded by the people we helped and have bolstered America’s image overseas.

But the military is not the appropriate tool to reform a government, improve a struggling
nation’s economic problems, redress political grievances or create civil society. Itis not,
nor should it be, a substitute for civilian-led, governmental and non-governmental efforts
that address the long-term challenges of helping people gain access to decent health
care, education, and jobs.

To be clear, all the military instrument can do is to create the conditions of security and
stability that allow the other tools of statecraft—diplomatic and development tools—to be
successful. But as my colleague General Zinni has said, when those tools are
underfunded, understaffed, and underappreciated, the courageous sacrifice of the men
and women in uniform can be wasted. We must match our military might with a mature
diplomatic and development effort worthy of the enormous global challenges facing our
nation today. We have to take some of the burden off the shoulders of our troops and
give them to our civilian counterparts with core competencies in diplomacy and
development.

As | look back, we all know how this imbalance came to be. As the funding for the State
Department and the development agencies was either flat or declined, going back over
many administrations, the military mission expanded to fill the void. The State
Department and USAID has been forced to make do, with fewer personnel, more
responsibility, less resources and less flexibility in how to spend those resources.

This has not developed overnight. Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs General
Shalikashvili warned years ago, “What we are doing to our diplomatic capabilities is
criminal. By slashing them, we are less able to avoid disasters such as Somalia or
Kosovo and therefore we will be obliged to use military force still more often.”’ General
Shalikashvili’'s comments sound remarkably similar to those of Defense Secretary Gates,
who said last July,

In the campaign against terrorist networks and other extremists, we know that
direct military force will continue to have a role. But over the long term, we
cannot kill or capture our way to victory. What the Pentagon calls "kinetic”

" Quoted in Dana Priest, The Mission: Waging War and Keeping Peace with America's Military (W.\W.
Norton, 2003), page 54.
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operations should be subordinate to measures to promote participation in
government, economic programs to spur development, and efforts to address
the grievances that often lie at the heart of insurgencies and among the
discontented from which the terrorists recruit....If has become clear that
America’s civilian institutions of diplomacy and development have been
chronically undermanned and underfunded for far too long — relative to what
we traditionally spend on the military, and more important, relative fo the
responsibilities and challenges our nation has around the world.”

Mr. Chairman, we all know that some believe it is easier to vote for defense spending
than for foreign assistance. But it is time to rethink these patterns. We need a take a
comprehensive approach to promote our national security. Strengthening our
development and diplomatic agencies and programs will not only reduce the burden on
our troops, but will stimulate economic growth which will increase international demand
for US goods and products — and in turn will create American jobs. It is in our nation’s
self-interest to make a larger investment in global development and poverty reduction.

Clearly, the global financial cr