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STREAMLINING NATIONAL SECURITY WORKSHOP 

The Overseas Group 

By Profes sor Mike Pasquarett, Profes sor James Kievit, Colo nel Pat Carney, and Colo nel Dick Dillon 

This paper presents the discus sions, issues, and recom men da tions devel oped by a working group on Overseas Secu rity during a workshop 
on Streamlining National Secu rity, which was conducted at the U.S. Army War College from 5 to 7 Septem ber 2001. 

Over the past decade, even as the inter na tional secu rity envi ron ment under went significant change, U.S. national secu rity orga ni za tions 
re mained rela tively unchanged.  After his election, Presi dent Bush directed his national se cu rity team to under take a sweeping review of 
fu ture strate gies and their support ing structures. That still on-going review is intended to identify what changes may be required to ensure 
that the numer ous and varied orga ni za tions, structures, and processes asso ci ated with the creation and exe cu tion of U.S. national secu rity 
pol i cies and proce dures are effec tive, effi cient, and afford able. 

Within that context, more than sixty subject matter experts repre sent ing state and federal agen cies, the private sector, and aca de mia met at 
Carlisle Barracks, Pennsyl va nia, Septem ber 5–7, 2001, for a workshop conducted by the Army War College’s Center for Strate gic Lead
er ship to explore challenges and oppor tu ni ties asso ci ated with the concept of Stream lining National Secu rity Overseas and in the 
Home land. Spe cifically, workshop partic i pants, working through pre-set issues, explored concepts for restruc tur ing certain areas within 
ex is tent national secu rity orga ni za tions looking for methods that would contrib ute to im proved effec tive ness and effi ciency within these 
or ga ni za tions.  Ulti mately, workshop partic i pants devel oped consen sus views on certain issues and devel oped new issues to be further ex
plored in future forums. 

Dis tin guished speakers opened the workshop with background presen ta tions exam in ing innova tion in the U.S. Army in the 1920s and 
1930s, the process of U.S. defense reform in the 1980s, and the factors that stimu late advocates of streamlin ing our national secu rity orga
ni za tions today.  Subse quently, the workshop split into two working groups to exam ine orga ni za tions and processes; one group looked at 
Home land Secu rity, the other Overseas oper a tions.  After wards, the two groups came back together for a final plenary session. 

This paper summa rizes the prelim i nary findings and identi fies some criti cal issues raised by the Overseas sessions partic i pants.  A simi lar 
CSL Issue Paper is available regard ing the Homeland Secu rity sessions of the workshop. 

Over seas Group Discus sions 

Pol icy-making Inter faces 

Par tic i pants gener ally agreed that U.S. inter ests overseas would remain those endur ing through the previ ous century: safety of Ameri can 
cit i zens, freedom of passage, access to markets and resources, and so on. A key finding was the need to develop and artic u late our vision 
at home and abroad and to garner support for domes tic and inter na tional common cause. It is impor tant for the U.S. to maintain our global 
lead er ship and influ ence with all state and non-state actors in support of coali tions, treaties, and insti tu tions. We need to mobi lize and syn
chro nize U.S. diplo matic, infor ma tional, mili tary, and economic resources in support of our leader ship role. In addi tion, the group agreed 
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that the U.S. needs to remain engaged and commit ted through a visi ble and effec tive presence. For the U.S. mili tary, this includes con-
duct ing/par tic i pat ing in combined training and exer cises. Bottom line: A truly compre hen sive U.S. National Secu rity Strategy is needed. 

A major reori en ta tion of U.S. policy toward Asia impacts rela tions with China, under scores the value of closer rela tions with India, recog
nizes Russia as a Pacific power, and calls for a redef i ni tion or clari fi ca tion of Japan’s role in collec tive secu rity. The group believes such a 
fun da men tal shift from our Post WWII focus on Europe/NATO to the Far East will raise the question of our ongo ing commit ment to Euro
pean issues and inter ests. In response we are likely to see the Europeanization of NATO leadership, could see a rapproche ment in 
EU-Russian rela tions, and might expect addi tional rifts/fault lines within the EU/NATO and between the U.S. and Europe. 

Im prove ments in inter agency coor di na tion require changing our stovepipe culture through cre at ing a 
shared vision and values, making inter agency training and expe ri ence manda tory for promo tion, and, 
per haps, limit ing the number of polit i cal appoint ees at the mid and lower levels of perti nent govern
ment agencies. Accom plishing all these could require amendment of the National Secu rity Act of 1947. 
If so, clearly Congress will have to be engaged in a manner simi lar to the Defense Reor gani za tion Act 
of 1986 (Goldwater-Nichols Act). 

De fense Structure Inter faces 

Par tic i pants agreed that an opti mal alignment does not exist between the geographic and func tional areas of respon si bil ity (AOR) of the 
sub or di nate ele ments of the Office of Secre tary Defense (OSD), Joint Staff (JS), Service staffs, Depart ment of State (DOS), National Se
cu rity Council (NSC), and others. Policies estab lish ing author i ties, and respon si bilities, or for desig nat ing resources to perform overseas 
op er a tions frequently appear to be insuf fi ciently inte grated. The group therefore suggests the need for a broadly written “National Secu
rity Unified Command Plan (UCP)” to replace the exist ing Depart ment of Defense (DOD)–only UCP. 

There was general agreement that the Regional Combat ant Commands need some sort of 
fo cused “standing” Joint Force Headquar ters ele ment. Partic i pants held that the 
war-fighting Commanders in Chiefs (Regional CINCs) need to retain respon si bil ity for 
or ga niz ing and training their Standing Joint Force (SJF)1  headquar ters, based on unique 
CINC AOR require ments. However, partic i pants also maintained that compability and 
in te gra tion of equipment, processes, and proce dures pertain ing to C4ISR (Command, 
Con trol, Commu ni ca tions, Computers, Intel li gence, Surveil lance and Recon nais sance) 
in all command and command support ele ments across the entire national secu rity struc
ture are required. 

Al though there was agreement that JTFs must function across the full spectrum, from peacetime en gage ment to war, the group held that 
SJF Headquar ters (SJFHQ) staffs and Oper a tional Planning Groups (OPGs) might have either a spe cial ized or general-purpose focus. Ir
re spec tive of its focus, a SJF headquar ters itself needs to be multifunctional, fully interac tive with inter agency ele ments as well as with 
any OPGs oper at ing forward, and linked seamlessly with robust feedback capac ity to all other command and control ele ments regard less 
of their parent agency. As to numbers required, one proposal was for Regional CINCs to have one SJFHQ fully oper a tional, with the addi
tional capa bil ity for another completely equipped back-up SJFHQ that could be fielded from its own resources. The number and staffing 
of OPGs, however, would be depend ent on geographic issues, contin gen cies, and theater oper a tions plans. Finally, it was asserted that 
TRANSCOM and SPACECOM should proba bly possess “standing” deploy able support ele ments to “plug in” to any Regional CINC JTF 
des ig nated for mission exe cu tion. 

To streamline the force, JTFs should be structured with Joint Force Compo nent Commands (JFCC). There was also agreement that the sub-
or di nate, exe cut ing ele ments of the SJF headquar ters must train jointly, because habitual asso ci a tion is one key to early success. There was, 
how ever, no agreement on whether it was neces sary—or feasi ble—for subor di nate ele ments to be “assigned” to such a headquar ters. 

It is recog nized that CINCs will not have all the JTF resources needed contin u ously on-hand and that some sharing amongst CINCs will 
be required.  To elimi nate redun dan cies to the maxi mum extent possi ble, CINCs should consider interservice total capa bil i ties when de-
sign ing their JTF structures. 

It was suggested that there are signif i cant oppor tu ni ties for force structure savings from devel op ing joint intel li gence, medi cal, and signal 
units. Some partic i pants believed that there is an oppor tu nity to elimi nate redun dant ser vice specific HQ ele ments no longer required for 
C4ISR, but agreement was not univer sal.  It was also suggested that selected functions done by uniformed person nel could be outsourced. 

1	 The “T” for “Task” has been removed from SJTF to indicate that this headquarters is not organized solely to accomplish a single purpose in time 
but is an enduring organization. 
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Finally, it was proposed that a re-examination is required to deter mine whether we need more multifunctional service members instead of 
spe cial purpose service members. 

Emerging Techno log i cal Inter faces 

Fighting in unfa mil iar theaters will present a host of new challenges.  The Asia-Pacific scenario highlighted the fact that jungle and moun
tain envi ron ments, with poor exist ing infra struc ture, located a great distance from U.S. mil i tary bases, poten tially create some unique 
tech nol ogy require ments.  New C4ISR capa bil i ties, such as those required to locate light en emy infan try in a jungle envi ron ment, are 
needed. We need to reduce energy consump tion and employ labor-saving technol o gies.  We need effec tive counters to anti-access mea
sures. Mobile lab systems are needed to counter possi ble unknown tropi cal diseases, as is the capa bil ity to moni tor for bio log i cal 
Weapons of Mass Destruc tion (WMD). 

Tech nol ogy may assist streamlin ing in many ways. Electronic technol ogy may be lever aged to increase 
the span of control and/or the elimi na tion of levels of command.  We can contract specific func tions, 
iden tify likely “crisis” loca tions, and start making provi sional contracts for required ser vices with com
mer cial firms possess ing the appro pri ate technol o gies, rather than acquir ing mili tary-specific items or 
or ga ni za tions.  It should be possi ble to utilize civil ian capa bil i ties to help protect the mili tary against 
hack ing and cyber attacks by provid ing tax breaks or other incen tives to business for “harden ing” of 
com mu ni ca tions hardware and software.  To reduce logis tics burdens, we need to design sys tems that 
are “FedEx-able,” that is, they can be shipped in common commer cial cargo transport ers.  The group 
agreed that there were proba bly capa bil i ties within each Service Compo nent that, through care ful plan
ning, could meet the need of the entire JTF. For exam ple, naval ships may have the capa bility to 
pro duce suffi cient desa li nized water to supply an entire JTF, thus elimi nat ing the need for the other ser

vice compo nents to supply their own water.  Some partic i pants believed that the Services should have common require ments and 
ac qui si tion poli cies, simi lar to the United Kingdom’s Minis try of Defense model, to stream line technol ogy and acqui si tion deci sions, 
thereby reduc ing DOD’s to tal costs without detri ment to form, fit, and function. 

Over seas Consen sus Findings 

1. “Trust” in other members of the joint/inter agency team remains the key compo nent of effec tive teamwork.  Orga ni za tion and pro
cess must assist in building and foster ing “trust.” 

2. Reli able, unin hib ited commu ni ca tions is the most frequently cited capa bil ity require ment, regard less of eche lon of HQs or func
tional mission.  Therefore the improve ment of inter-service and inter agency interoperable commu ni ca tions capa bil i ties should be a high 
pri or ity. 

3. “Ade quate” knowledge is a prereq ui site to valid and effec tive deci sion making. Organi za tions and processes must provide that 
knowl edge—ei ther building it gradu ally over time, well prior to the need for a deci sion, or very rapidly provid ing it at the moment of deci
sion. 

Is sues Requiring Further Explo ra tion 

A number of signif i cant issues require further exam i na tion and analy sis before conclud ing that any specific changes to orga ni za tion, 
struc ture, or process are warranted: 

1. Work shop partic i pants recog nized that there are numer ous and high-level advo cates of a fun da men tal shift in U.S. national focus 
from Europe to the Far East. Partic i pants cautioned that, while there may be signif i cant fac tors favor ing such a shift in focus, the innu mer
a ble first-, second-, and third-order effects still need to be carefully ana lyzed.  As an exam ple, the impact of such a shift on exist ing 
re la tion ships with our Euro pean allies and Russia may have destabilizing impli ca tions—even as regional and global stabil ity are recog
nized U.S. national inter ests. 

2. The need for improved inter agency coor di na tion was a recur ring theme. There was less agree ment, however: 

a. Whether the prior ity need is within Washing ton D.C. or at the regional/CINC level, or whether the root problem is 
in-country among exe cut ing actors. 

b. On the degree to which exist ing inter agency and DOD structures and orga ni za tions enable or impede delib er ate or crisis 
plan ning and exe cu tion.  Are “inter agency coor di na tion” problems structural and organi za tional, or are they process 
and person al ity driven? 
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3. Lacking such agreement, the actual bene fits of many suggested “solu tions” remain uncer tain.  As a single exam ple, would estab
lish ing a common geograph ical alignment of Federal agencies, espe cially DOD and DOS, actually improve things, and if so, in what 
man ner?  If re-alignment would be bene fi cial, should we re-align the DOD CINC AORs to line up with the current DOS regional bureaus 
or vice-versa, or do we need to draw completely new common regional boundaries—cor re spond ing to some prospec tive national secu rity 
vi sion—for all major U.S. agencies? 

4. There was univer sal agreement on the need to ensure inte gra tion and synchro ni za tion of joint and combined mili tary activ i ties at 
ev ery eche lon of command during prepa ra tion for and exe cu tion of all theater oper a tions. There was rela tively little agreement, however, 
on the manner or degree to which current headquar ters and orga ni za tional structures meet this require ment, nor with regard to the via bil ity 
or effec tive ness of the many proposed alter na tives. For exam ple, to be most effec tive, should “standing” JTFs be orga nized on a regional 
(Eu rope, Asia, etc.), geograph ical (desert, jungle, oceanic, etc.), or functional (mari time blockade, strike/raid, human i tar ian assis tance, 
etc.) basis? 

5. The ability to resource proposed orga ni za tions and structures may be a seri ous imped iment to change. Most partic i pants’ revised 
struc tures included the creation of addi tional orga ni za tions or required exist ing organi za tions to under take new missions/pro cesses, yet 
any agreement on “bill payers” was elusive.  A broader and more detailed knowledge and understand ing of all the roles of every ele ment 
of each exist ing orga ni za tion involved in current policy making, planning, and exe cution is neces sary before “redun dan cies” can accu
rately be identi fied.  In addi tion, of course, even where reme dies appear to have merit, short-term transi tion costs may cause total DOD or 
in ter agency costs to be higher than simply maintain ing the status quo. 

Con clu sion 

Con sidering the revi sion of orga ni za tions and structures so as to streamline the overseas aspects of our national secu rity infra struc ture is 
cer tainly warranted.  Before actu ally making any major changes in current structures, systems, and processes, however, many major is
sues—in clud ing those specif i cally identi fied during this workshop—re quire signif i cantly more thorough exam i na tion. 

The Center for Strate gic Leader ship will pursue the devel op ment and exam i na tion of these issues through vari ous venues and forums.  It is 
hoped that the efforts of the partic i pants at this workshop and in follow-on efforts will ulti mately contrib ute to a signif i cantly improved 
U.S. national secu rity structure. 

******** 
This publi ca tion and other CSL publi ca tions can be found online at http://carlisle-www.army.mil/usacsl/pub li ca tions.htm. 

******** 
The views expressed in this report are those of the partic i pants and do not neces sar ily reflect offi cial policy or posi tion of the United States Army War College, the Depart
ment of the Army, the Depart ment of Defense, or any other Depart ment or Agency within the U.S. Govern ment.  Further, these views do not reflect uniform agreement 
among exer cise partic i pants.  This report is cleared for public release; distri bu tion is unlim ited. 
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