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From: H <hdr22@clintonemail.com> 

Sent: 1/30/2009 11:36:16 PM +00:00 

To: Oscar Flores 

Subject: Fw: Obama's test: Bringing order to the national security policy process 

Pis print. 

From: "Cheryl Mills" 
Date: Fri, 30 Jan 2009 17:22:51 -0500 
To: <hdr22@clintonemail.com> 
Subject: FW: Obama's test: Bringing order to the national security policy process 

From: Margaret V. W. Carpenter 
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2009 9:16 
To: Jan Piercy; Nancy Bekavac 
Subject: Obama's test: Bringing order to the national security policy process 

RELEASE IN PART 
85,86 

Read this before meeting with Kolbe if possible. Gordon Adams, a respected one-man Washington foreign policy/budget and 
planning institution, worked as the White House's senior national security budget official at the Office of Management and 
Budget, where he oversaw all U.s. foreign affairs and national security budgeting, 1993-7. He's asking the right questions, 
from my perspective. 

For other articles he's done for the Bulletin on national security and foreign policy (as well as a bio and truly terrible portrait), 
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see: htto:llwww.thebulletin.ora/web-e dition/columni sts/gordon-adams. I 

I l "------------
Margaret 

Obama's test: Bringing order to the national 
security policy process 
By Gordon Adams 

Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists I 26 January 2009 

During the Bush administration, funding for the Defense Department, State Department, and Department of Homeland Security 
more or less doubled. But in all three cases, the goal of the budget increases wasn't to create functioning, effiCient, and 
effective bureaucracies. Instead, it was to push a political agenda--at the cost of effective manageme nt. As a result, all three 
departments emerge from the last eight years less focused, less disciplined, and less effective. 
Beyond the substantive need to change U.S. foreign and national security policy, the challenge the Obama administration now 
faces is how to restore focus, discipline, and balance to the institutions that shape and implement these policies. To do so, the 
new administration will need to focus diplomacy and foreign assistance on long-term strategiC goals, rebalance the toolkit of 
statecraft, and bring coherence to a widely dispersed set of institutions. 
There will be many ways to measure the new administration's progress on these fronts. For instance, at State and USAID, I'll 
be watching for the following: 

• Will the administration--and namely Secretary of State Hillary Clinton--create an institutionalized capability for strategiC 
and budgetary planning, building on the Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance that was established in 2006? Or will 
State continue to default to a culture that resists planning, reacts to events as they happen, and disperse the nascent 
planning capabilities now in place? 

• Will the administration bring order and consolidation to the many civilian institutions of U.S. foreign policy across the 
government--from State to USAID to the Treasury Department to the Department of Agriculture and beyond? Or will it 
allow agencies to remain dispersed without developi ng a State or White House capacity to bring them together? 

• Will the administration continue the Bush practice of seeking too little funding for foreign policy areas such as food aid 
and humanitarian relief, only to ask later for supplemental funds that ride on the back of Defense's "emergency" war 
funding request? 
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• Will the administration build a capacity based at USAID to conduct civilian operations overseas in contingency and 
fragile-state situations, rather than try to duplicate existing operational capabilities? 

• Will the administration transform the foreign service so it brings in a new type of recruit who receives training 
throughout his or her career, is assigned across offices and agencies to learn the skills today's diplomats must have, and 
is rewarded with top diplomatic appointments? And will the administration make a concerted effort to increase the 
number of U.S. foreign-service officers? 

• Will the administration revitalize and staff our public diplomacy, creating a more focused, autonomous capability to take 
Washington's message overseas? 

• Will the administration build a strong development and foreign assistance capability within USAID and integrate 
development and long-term investment into the core missions of U.S. statecraft at the heart of State itself? 

• Will the administration give State the authority it needs over U.s. security and foreign assistance, which State can plan 
in cooperation with Defense, but can also integrate into broader U.S. foreign policy and national security goals? Or will it 
continue to give Defense the responsibility for our overseas engagement, narrowing its strategic purpose, muddying the 
military mission, and putting a uniform face on overseas U.s. operations? 

Ensuring that Defense and the military are properly balanced by strong, agile civilian institutions is a major priority. Therefore, 
reform must also take place at Defense. There, I'll be watching for the following changes: 

• Will the administration bring order and discipline to the Defense budget process? Or will it continue to allow Defense to 
march toward a trillion dollar annual budget without setting priorities or making hard choices? (A side note: If the 
administration caves in on future budget plans laid out by the military, the defense budget would increase by another 
$70 billion or more in fiscal year 2010 and $450 billion over the next six years.) 

• Will the administration link future defense budgets to plans that make clear choices about the role of military force in 
overall U.S. national security policy? Or will it buy every kind of force and piece of hardware that the services want for 
their endlessly expanding portfolio of missions? 

• Will the administration halt Defense's eight-year tradition of loading up emergency funding requests for the wars in Iraq 
and Afghanistan with spending for non-war needs such as additional hardware and force restructuring? Or will 
"supplementals" continue to be used as piggy banks to fund defense programs undisciplined by the regular budget 
process? 

• Will the administration ensure that Defense's new portfolio of authorities over security assistance and foreign assistance 
established during the Bush years are properly transitioned to State, retaining only those programs that are core to 
military missions? Or will it continue to expand Defense's missions into more nation-building, economic development, 
and public diplomacy? 

• Will the administration make tough choices about future military hardware and weapons programs, cancel ing those that 
no longer fit with the core military missions of the twenty-first century? 
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As for Homeland Security, which suffers from internal chaos, a lack of strategic direction, and doesn't have responsibility for a 
fair part of overall U.S. investment in, ahem, homeland security, I'll be watching for the following: 

• Will the administration create a true, high·level strategic planning and budgeting process? Or will the component parts 
of the department continue to plan their own priorities and budgets, to be stapled together at the top with no 
overarching strategic focus? 

• Will the administration broaden the department's strategic focus from a myopic concern with terrorism to disaster 
prevention and resilient response? Or will fear of a terrorist attack, however unlikely, continue to provide the 
mechanism for organizing and selling the department's budget? 

Most seriously, the capacity of the White House to strategically plan and oversee the operations of the executive branch has 
seriously eroded since 2000. It needs to be not only restored, but given a more focused mission of strategic planning and 
interagency oversight and integrated with budgetary planning. With this in mind, I'll be watching for the following at the White 
House: 

• Will the administration transform the National Secu rity Council (NSC) into an institution that has primary responsibility 
for shaping the president's national security strategy and policy priorities? Or will it leave policy definition and priority 
setting to disparate agencies without central coordination? 

• Will the administration allow the NSC to institute and execute a formal national strategy review that sets priorities and, 
working with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), leads to a guidance for agencies with regard to their 
responsibilities to execute those strategic priorities? Or will there be, as in the past, no real strategic direction or 
program and budget guidance from NSC and OMB to the agencies? 

• In setting priorities, will the administration use the NSC strategically to focus on key problems such as failed states, 
energy independence, climate change, and the direction of development and foreign assistance policy? 

• Will the administration task the NSC, along with OMB, to institutionalize processes for meshing planning and operations 
between agencies? Or will NSC's interagency process continue to be a mere collection point for what agencies are doing, 
with little coordination or priority setting? 

Rebalancing, strengthening, and focusing the tools of U.s. statecraft may seem secondary to getting policy right in Iraq, 
Afghanistan, and Pakistan··to say nothing of counte rterrorism operations and nonproliferation policy. But in the end, none of 
these policies can be pursued effectively without a clear, effective, and agile set of institutions and processes. The experience 
of the past eight years is ample demonstration of the need for reform. Now, I'll be watching to see if the Obama administration 
can successfully direct a positive turnaround. 

Copyright © 2008 Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. All Rights Reserved. 
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Message 
Headers: 

To: "Oscar Flores" I '--------" 
Subject: Fw: Obama's test: Bringing order to the national security policy process 
From: "H" <hdr22@clintonemail.com> 
Date: Fri,30Jan 200923:36:16 +0000 
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