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Reconstructing Stability:
A New U.S. Office

By Brandon L. Hunt

Fragile states have always been a source of
instability and insecurity; the threat has not
suddenly cropped up in this new
millennium. Any state which is unable to
provide basic services such as functional
security for its citizens, a stable judicial
system, and access to health, education, and
transportation will be a volatile environment
and prone to be taken advantage of by illegal
and illicit actors (i.e. terrorists, black-
marketeers, etc.). This loss of functionality
leads to a loss of legitimacy, often spiraling
into violent conflict. The United States has
established an Office of the Coordinator for
Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) to
respond to such crises.

Failed States & State-Building
The definitive line between a failed state and
a fragile one is dubious and contentious.
According to Robert Rotberg:

“Failure for a nation-state looms when
violence cascades into all-out internal
war, when standards of living massively
deteriorate, when the infrastructure of
ordinary life decays, and when the greed
of rulers overwhelms their responsibilities
to better their people and their
surroundings.”1

                                                  
This article is in honor of Professor Robert L. DeVries,
who first introduced the author to the intersections of

The United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) categorizes failed or
fragile states as “unable or unwilling to
adequately assure the provision of security
and basic services to significant portions of
their populations and where the legitimacy
of the government is in question.”2

It seems logical that states that are stable and
see profit in a stable world system, such as
the U.S., would attempt to increase the
functionality and legitimacy of government
institutions in fragile states, thereby
increasing global stability. Yet after such
fiascos as the U.S. mission in Somalia, the
idea of rebuilding state institutions in
“failed” states was largely dismissed. As
globalization continues to reshape inter-state
relationships, the impact of instability in
regions far removed is suddenly becoming
acutely apparent and has found increasing
traction with policy-makers in Washington.

                                                                           
foreign policy and international development. DeVries
retired from Calvin College in May 2006.
1 Rotberg, Robert I., “The New Nature of Nation-State
Failure” in The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 25, No. 3,
(2002), p. 86.
2 Fragile States Strategy, United States Agency for
International Development, (2005), p. 1,
(http://www.usaid.gov/policy/2005_fragile_states_strat
egy.pdf)
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These trends led Francis Fukuyama to
contend: “Since the end of the Cold War,
weak and failing states have arguably
become the single-most important problem
for international order.”3

International norms, domestic political will,
and finite resources restrict governments
that attempt to respond to this threat.
Regardless of such restrictions, instability
(whether local, regional or global) has rarely
been sufficient to prompt states to act.
Indeed prior to and at the beginning of
President George W. Bush’s first term, his
administration rejected state-building.4 Yet
current events can quickly transform areas
of peripheral concern to matters of
considerable urgency – as was the case in
Afghanistan after 9/11 and in Iraq in 2003.
A more far-sighted approach, based less on
emergency responsiveness, would be a long-
term investment in state-building.

Often referred to as nation-building, state-
building refers to the attempt to bolster
infrastructure and political processes,
thereby increasing stability through
empowering local governments to better
provide their citizens with basic services.
These services would include: security
forces, a judicial system, social services,
material infrastructure, etc. Particularly in
post-conflict situations, state-building is at
the crossroads of international development
and international security. It entails
negotiating a difficult path of balancing
local interests and international norms,
recognizing the state being built and the

                                                  
3 Francis Fukuyama, State-Building: Governance and
World Order in the 21st Century, (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 2004), p. 92.
4 Neal, Terry M., “Bush Backs into Nation Building” on
washingtonpost.com, February 26, 2003,
(www.informationclearinghouse.info/article1710.html).
“Presidential Debate” on News Hour with Jim Lehrer,
October 12, 2000
(http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/politics/july-
dec00/for-policy_10-12.html).

state builder; this balancing act can lead to
significant human and material roadblocks
during both planning and implementation.

Nonetheless, post-conflict reconstruction
and stabilization are critical to the
establishment of an efficient, effective world
system. It is for the benefit of the citizens it
serves that the U.S. government takes an
active role in such activities. Stuart
Eizenstat, John Porter and Jeremy Weinstein
conclude:

“Washington must realize that weak and
failed countries present a security
challenge that cannot be met through
security means alone; the United States
simply cannot police every nation where
danger might lurk. Thus, state-building is
not an act of simple charity but a smart
investment in the United States' own
safety and stability.”5

The new U.S. office will carry out “tasks
and missions to promote security and
encourage stable, democratic governance
and economic growth following major
hostilities.” 6 This is a broad spectrum,
which is why a number of U.S. agencies are
involved in these activities. Were a conflict
or crisis to occur, the U.S. government has
resources to stabilize the situation (e.g.
humanitarian relief and managing cease-
f i res  or  demi l i ta r ized  zones) .
Reconstruction would entail a long-range
plan to rebuild infrastructure, both physical
(e.g. water, energy, roads and schools) and
social (e.g. political, legal and justice
systems).

Prior to S/CRS, such missions are typically
created ad hoc in the face of an emergency
                                                  
5 Eizenstat, Stuart E., John Edward Porter & Jeremy
M. Weinstein, “Rebuilding Weak States” in Foreign
Affairs, Vol. 84, No. 1, (Jan/Feb 2005), p. 2.
6 Serafino, Nina M., Peacekeeping and Post-Conflict
Capabilities: The State Department’s Office for
Reconstruction and Stabilization, Congressional
Research Service Report RS22031, (Library of
Congress: 2005), p. 2.
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and military forces are often already present
or in route to fragile states to provide
security. On such occasions, the military –
with its structured hierarchy, established
logistics, and immense resources – is often
called upon to fill the gaps or engineer a
transition. The U.S. has certainly mobilized
its military for this purpose, but experience
has also shown that the military, while
needed to establish or maintain security in a
fragile state, is not the appropriate agent for
state-building and reconstruction strategies
such as reinforcing the rule of law, training
police forces, assisting in political processes
and democratization, and reestablishing
basic services and infrastructure.

In order to support global stability, the U.S.
would need to develop a clear strategy and
apparatus to reconstruct failing institutions
after violent conflict and stabilize affected
regions. Recognizing this, the U.S.
government established a new federal office
within the State Department: the Office of
the Coordinator for Reconstruction and
Stabilization (S/CRS). The remainder of this
article will examine the origins of this
office, the policy and legislation behind it
and whether it is appropriate, adequate and
sufficient for this purpose.

Appeals for a Civilian Office
There have been numerous calls for better
coordination among the various U.S. civilian
components deployed for reconstruction and
stabilization. In fact, one of the most glaring
cries came from the lack of U.S. government
civilian personnel involved in reconstruction
in Afghanistan and Iraq. Additionally,
civilians who were deployed had to be
recruited and trained, delaying their
departures.

In 2004, Hans Binnendijk and Stuart
Johnson, writing for the National Defense
University, recommended the deployment of

civilian personnel alongside military forces.
They believed it was important to transfer
state-building responsibilities to civilians as
quickly as possible.7 To facilitate such a
deployment, they suggested a permanent
inter-agency stabilization and reconstruction
office and a corps of civilian trained in
medical, legal, language, and law
enforcement.

Similarly, the Center for Strategic and
International Studies (CSIS) cited the need
for an “Agency for Stability Operations” in
the Beyond Goldwater-Nichols report on
Defense Reform.8 According to the CSIS
outline, this agency would be responsible for
planning and implementing missions and
organizing a “Civilian Stability Operations
Corps” of government civilian employees
and a “Civilian Stability Operations
Reserve” of non-government civilians with
relevant expertise.

Following these reports and others (e.g.
from the United States Institute for Peace),
the policy and legislative debates have
centered around three areas: a coordinating
office for civilian-led reconstruction and
stabilization; a corps of trained civilian
personnel (both government and non-
government) to carry out operations; and a
fund to pay for those operations.

Policy & Legislation
S/CRS was created on paper in July 2004
through a directive by the National Security
Council and in practice through seconding
personnel from a variety of U.S. branches

                                                  
7 Binnendijk, Hans & Stuart Johnson, (eds.),
Transforming for Stabilization and Reconstruction
Operations, (National Defense University Center for
Technology and National Security Policy: 2004).
8 Murdock, Clark A., Michèle A. Flournoy, Christopher
A. Williams, & Kurt M. Campbell, Beyond Goldwater-
Nichols: Defense Reform for a New
Strategic Era Phase I Report, (CSIS: 2004),
(http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/bgn_ph1_report.
pdf).
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and agencies. Congress later authorized the
establishment of S/CRS in the Consolidated
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2005
(P.L. 108-447).9

Report 108-247 from the U.S. Senate’s
Committee on Foreign Relations states the
need to “strengthen the capacity of civilian
foreign affairs agencies to respond quickly
and effectively to overseas crises, including
post-conflict  and other complex
emergencies.”10 According to this report,
while various U.S. departments have “often
participated in stabilization and
reconstruction operations in conflict and
post-conflict environments” they have
unfortunately “lacked adequate resources
and the organizational structure.”11 Seeing
such roadblocks, the report concludes an
inter-agency effort is necessary. This is an
appropriate step in the right direction: the
U.S. should have a cohesive approach in
order to limit any duplication or conflicting
actions by its agencies.

Additionally, Report 108-247 recognizes the
need for civilian leadership in post-conflict
reconstruction. The U.S. military is highly
trained for war-fighting, but they are not
adequately trained for post-conflict
reconstruction, nor should they be expected
to single-handedly carry out the broad
spectrum of tasks required for state-building.

Interestingly several government documents
claim such an effort should be “led by the
National Security Council” – the U.S.
executive body responsible for U.S. national
security.12 This may be indicative of how

                                                  
9 Consolidated Appropriations Act 2005, Public Law
108-447, December 8, 2004, (http://thomas.loc.gov)
10 Lugar, Richard G. & The Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, “The Stabilization and
Reconstruction Civilian Management Act of 2004”,
Senate Report 108-247; p. 1.
11 Senate Report 108-247, op cit., p. 3.
12 Ibid., p. 3, (emphasis added).

and when S/CRS will be implemented.
While the National Security Council should
be involved to the extent that the functions
of S/CRS will enhance national security,
being in charge of the coordinating effort
may leverage the traditional security aspects
and lessen the emphasis on development and
reconstruction.

It has already been noted that fragile states
can pose a security threat, but if the remedy
requires rebuilding infrastructure, enhancing
political processes, and other tasks not
generally under the oversight of the National
Security Council, perhaps it is not the best
body to lead reconstruction efforts. Instead,
the Agency for International Development
and ultimately the Secretary of State at the
cabinet level should oversee the office. The
framework laid out in National Security
Policy Directive 44 (NSPD 44) establishes
that the “Secretary of State shall coordinate
and lead integrated United States
Government efforts, involving all U.S.
Departments and Agencies with relevant
capabilities, to prepare, plan for, and
conduct stabilization and reconstruction
activities,” but it also established a Policy
Coordination Committee which is co-
chaired by “a designated member of the
National Security Council.”13

As defined by the 2005 Consolidated
Appropriations Act (P.L. 108-447), S/CRS
has six specific responsibilities:

(1) keeping track of non-military
resources and capabilities including
government, private, and nonprofit
sources,

(2) determining the appropriate non-
military U.S. response to crises,

(3) planning the response,
(4) coordinating interagency contingency

plans for the response,

                                                  
13 National Security Policy Directive 44, p. 2, p. 5,
(http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/nspd/nspd-44.html).
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(5) coordinating training of non-military
personnel to respond to such crises,
and

(6) monitoring world events and the
need for U.S. response.14

However, NSPD 44 has a more expansive
list of possible responsibilities for S/CRS:

(1) Develop and approve strategies,
with respect to U.S. foreign
assistance and foreign economic
cooperation, for reconstruction and
stabilization activities directed
towards foreign states and regions
at risk of, in, or in transition from
conflict or civil strife;

(2) Ensure program and policy
coordination among Departments
and Agencies of the United States
Government…with respect to such
states;

(3) Coordinate interagency processes
to identify states at risk of
instability, lead interagency
planning to prevent or mitigate
conflict, and develop detailed
contingency plans … integrated
with military contingency plans,
where appropriate;

(4) Provide United States Government
decision makers with detailed
options for an integrated USG
response… including to
recommend when to establish a
limited-time PCC-level group to
focus on a country or region…;

(5) Coordinate USG responses for
reconstruction and stabilization
with the Secretary of Defense…

(6) Coordinate reconstruction and
stabilization activities and
preventative strategies with foreign
countries, international and
regional organizations,
nongovernmental organizations,
and private sector entities…

(7) As appropriate, work with people
and organizations… with relevant
ties, expertise, or knowledge…

(8) Develop strategies to build
partnership security capacity
abroad and seek to maximize

                                                  
14 P.L. 108-447, op. cit., Section 408, Division D.

nongovernmental and international
resources…

(9) Lead U.S. Government
development of a strong civilian
response capability…

(10) Identify lessons learned and
integrate them into operations;

(11) Resolve relevant policy, program,
and funding disputes…

(12) When necessary, identify
appropriate issues for resolution or
action through the NSC
interagency process in accordance
with NSPD-1…

The discrepancies between these lists must
be reconciled. Regardless, this is an
ambitious list of tasks for an office of 37
personnel with ad hoc funding (neither the
Senate nor the House have fully funded
S/CRS or the associated recommendations
of a Civilian Rapid Response Corps or a
Rapid Response Fund).

Any attempt at reconstruction or
stabilization will require a close working
relationship between the military forces on
the ground and the civilian components
under the direction of S/CRS, particularly in
cases of transition after a full-scale regime
change or a complete collapse of the state.
NSPD 44 gives special mention of such
organization between the Department of
Defense and S/CRS.15 According to General
Richard B. Myers, the office will
“synchronize military and civilian efforts
and ensure an integrated national approach
is applied to post-combat peacekeeping,
reconstruction and stability operations.”16

However, there is no mention of cases when
the U.S. military is not the primary supplier
of security personnel. This missing
component for when S/CRS must coordinate
                                                  
15 NSPD 44, op cit.
16 Posture Statement of General Richard B. Myers,
USAF, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, before
the 109th Congress. February 17, 2005, p. 31,
(http://armed-
services.senate.gov/statemnt/2005/February/Myers%
2002-17-05.pdf).



6

with other military operations, such as the
UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations
or other multinational organizations
responsible for maintaining security in a
post-conflict situation must be established
for S/CRS operations to succeed.

While the U.S. legislature “recognizes that
the international community can play a vital
role” it does not seem to attempt to engage
that community beyond the comfortable
allies found in NATO.17 When discussing
the impact of UN activities, peacekeeping
operations are missing.18 This questions the
ability of S/CRS to coordinate in post-
conflict situations that are not interventions
by U.S. military. It also may imply that
S/CRS is only intended to work in situations
where the U.S. military is leading an
intervention or stabilization operation.

Maintaining public order is one of the most
glaring needs in these crises and exemplifies
the need for S/CRS. Congress rightly notes:
“While military police and civil affairs units
can serve in emergency situations, there is
need for a standing civilian capability to
promptly undertake rule of law functions,
including such functions as constabulary,
police, judicial and corrections.”19 Prior to
the establishment of S/CRS, CivPol was run
by the Department of State and legal
professionals were supplied through the
Department of Justice completely
independently; S/CRS will enable a
cohesive, committed response when the U.S.
is engaged.20

                                                  
17 Senate Report 108-247, op cit., p. 3.
18 Ibid.
19 Ibid.
20 Serafino, Nina M., Peacekeeping and Conflict
Transitions: Background and Congressional Action on
Civilian Capabilities, Congressional Research Service
Report RL32862, (Library of Congress: 2006), pp. 9-
10.

S/CRS Operations
From a policy perspective, S/CRS fills a
critical need in coordinating the U.S.
response in post-conflict situations and cases
of instability. From an operational
perspective, it is important to examine how
effective S/CRS is likely to be both as a
coordinator of diverse U.S. agencies and as
a planner and implementer for state-building
missions. It would be appropriate to
examine the tasks assigned to S/CRS in
more depth.

Cataloging Resources: The first task will be
a monumental undertaking – particularly if it
is as comprehensive as the legislation
allows: including government, private and
nonprofit sources. However it is a necessary
first step in preparing for and providing an
appropriate response. One of the most
important reasons for establishing S/CRS
was to improve efficiency and minimize
redundancy. Keeping track of available
resources will provide a quick reference as a
crisis develops and may cut down response
time. One roadblock is that as a government
agency working overseas S/CRS would not
necessarily have authority over non-U.S.
government sources unless directly
contracted by the U.S. government –
although that does not exclude S/CRS from
keeping track of where required services
could be acquired.

Appropriate Response: Determining the
appropriate response will be the critical
factor  in whether S/CRS will make a
significant difference in global stability and
security. The need is already evident in
numerous cases. When and where the
services of S/CRS will be implemented will
be the real indicator of whether the office
was created to increase stability and rebuild
states for global (and U.S.) benefit or if it is
merely a smokescreen for pursuing more
acute U.S. strategic goals and interests. The
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Policy Coordination Committee (PCC)
created by NSPD 44 will factor highly in the
decision-making process. The fact that a
member of the National Security Council
will be the co-chair of the PCC might
suggest that acute U.S. interests may be the
primary factor. It is important to note that
S/CRS officials are hoping to be prepared
for two or three simultaneous missions.
Many analysts would characterize a dozen
or more states in need of stabilization and
reconstruction, some as many as fifty.

Planning: Implementation will flow much
more smoothly and the participants will
have a greater respect for the process if
planning is carried out thoughtfully. As a
coordinating body, made up of personnel
from across the U.S. government, this
process should be comprehensive in scope.
It is at this phase that most of the internal,
bureaucratic resistance will probably be felt
– in the case of an emergency there will
probably be enough political will to
stimulate cooperation among agencies. As a
coordinating body, its authority is somewhat
circumspect. On the one hand, personnel
from each agency should be involved in the
planning stages; however if this takes place,
there are likely to be clashes between the
different departments on priorities and
practices.

If office personnel successfully negotiate
bureaucratic turfs, the resulting plans will be
a good foundation. Planning by S/CRS will
benefit from access to expertise and
intelligence from many sources. It will be
important for the plans to be collaborative
by assimilating the information and
recommendations of the departments and
agencies ,  creat ing a  cohesive ,
comprehensive plan; the alternative being a
mere compilation of the isolated plans of the
each participating agency.

If local actors do not view the plans as
legitimate, they may resist or hijack the
efforts. One cause of instability is often the
local government’s lack of legitimacy and
author i ty .  When planning and
implementation does not take this into
account, reconstruction activities may be
demolished and instability may continue
unabated. In both Afghanistan and Iraq, the
U.S. is facing this problem; expectations are
not being met, corruption continues, and
services are continuously interrupted.21

In view of such circumstances, contingency
planning will be necessary. There will never
be a direct path for state-building. Given the
wide diversity of actors and volatile
environments, S/CRS will require scenario
planning to allow for complications,
setbacks and hijackings.

An important question regarding planning is
whether S/CRS has the authority to
implement the plans it creates? This is
unlikely to be answered without a test case,
but there is considerable likelihood that
putting any plan into action will be met with
resistance internally if it inhibits the projects
of U.S. agencies and externally if it fails to
meet expectations of the local population.

Training: Effective coordination will
require extensive training; not only for the
special tasks for the civilian agencies, but
also to prepare for cooperating with military
units, non-governmental organizations, and
international groups. The importance of
training and exercises cannot be
underestimated. The civilian personnel used
in stabilization and reconstruction operations
should be trained for their professional tasks
(i.e. policing, legal, construction,
engineering, etc.) and for working in post-

                                                  
21 Ydstie, John & Daniel Schorr, “Week in Review:
Iraq, Afghanistan, Guantanamo” on National Public
Radio, June 17, 2006.
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conflict zones (i.e. communication,
languages, training trainers, local political
and social issues, etc.). Coordination
training exercises should be scheduled and
carried out to ensure actual operations will
go as smoothly as possible and to prevent
incompatibilities in an emergency situation.

Monitoring: As a coordinat ing  body,
S/CRS should be able to collect information
from a variety of sources: USAID, the U.S.
intelligence community, the State
Department, Department of Defense, and
international sources. However, the
willingness and ability of such agencies to
share information is questionable. S/CRS
will probably face inertia as it attempts to
gather information. A scheduled sharing of
information would probably be helpful in
establishing an ongoing relationship
between S/CRS and collection agencies.
Monitoring, however, is not only gathering
information; it is primarily about
establishing an early warning system in
order to prioritize, plan, and respond.

S/CRS should follow John Clarke’s
recommendation that “[e]arly warning
analyses must therefore be used as a vehicle
not only for identifying societies at risk but
also for formulating clear, politically
realistic policy options for decision
makers.”22 This new office is well
positioned for monitoring because effective
monitoring will require sector expertise held
in different agencies. Clarke lists seven
factors to investigate (e.g. institutions,
human rights, elite behavior and
regional/international dimensions).23 As a
coordinating office, S/CRS will be able to
collect and assimilate information from
experts in each of the fields instead of
                                                  
22 Clarke, John N., “Early Warning Analysis for
Humanitarian Preparedness and Conflict Prevention”
in The Journal of Humanitarian Assistance, (June
2004), p. 10. (http://www.jha.ac/articles/a146.pdf).
23  Ibid. pp. 7-9.

having to rely solely on in-house
intelligence.

Monitoring has its merits, but it is far from
sufficient to prompt political determination
to act. The U.S. ambassador and the White
House were well aware of the crisis brewing
in Rwanda and could have acted by
capturing weapons caches, possibly
preventing much of the death and
devastation. The warnings were present; the
action was delayed. This brings us back to
the most critical responsibility highlighted
earlier: the determination of the appropriate
response.

Operational Critique
There are several issues regarding the
operational side of S/CRS that should be
analyzed: Who will carry out the operations?
How is the military going to be involved in
S/CRS operations? What are the
considerations for inter-agency relations?
How will S/CRS coordinate with UN
operations or other groups working to
reconstruct post-conflict environments and
stabilize volatile situations? Are there
limitations for where S/CRS operations will
be implemented?

Civilian Reserve Corps: Several reports and
legislation have suggested a standing reserve
of civilian personnel. Eizenstat et al call for
“a cohesive rapid-response unit, a
centralized pool of interagency experts on
state-building—the rule of law, governance,
and economic reform—trained to work
together and able to deploy rapidly,
unencumbered by bureaucratic inertia, to
crisis spots.”24 This is exactly what S/CRS
also envisions in its reserve corps. Creating
a reserve corps that must undertake
scheduled training and participate in
exercises can ensure that the people called
upon in an emergency are properly prepared.
                                                  
24 Eizenstat, et al, op. cit., p. 5.
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Unfortunately, as of the fiscal year 2006
budget, neither the House nor the Senate
have suggested any funding for such a
reserve corps.25 Instead, recommendations
have been made to have an active corps for
rapid response and a reserve roster of
current personnel that could be called up
from various agencies to perform the work.
However, both such groups would require
training, compensation, and benefits. For
S/CRS to be successful, it needs to have
personnel trained and ready to be deployed
in emergency situations. A reserve corps
should be funded as soon as possible.

Military Involvement: On the one hand, Ray
Salvatore Jennings claims that military units
are “often the only entities capable of
providing critical services in non-war/non
peace environments at decisive moments in
post-war transitions.”26 Yet he also admits
that “[a]s one retired U.S. peacekeeping
commander describes it, military forces go
from brilliance in war fighting to blindness
during post-conflict reconstruction.”27 Both
military and civilian personnel should be
deployed in post-conflict environments, but
they should be utilized according to their
expertise.

In 2001, as National Security Advisor,
Condoleezza Rice stated: “There is nothing
wrong with nation building but not when it’s
done by the American military.”28 Yet there
is a role for the military in state-building
operations. Security must be reestablished
and the military should be deployed to
situations where security has deteriorated.
                                                  
25 Serafino, Peacekeeping and Conflict Transitions,
op. cit., p. 20.
26 Jennings, Ray Salvatore, “Military Peacebuilding:
Stability Operations and the Strengthening of Peace
in War-Torn Societies” in The Journal of Humanitarian
Assistance, (April 2003),
(http://www.jha.ac/articles/a119.htm), p. 4.
27 Ibid. p. 8.
28 Rice, Condoleeza, “Foundation for a Nation,” The
Washington Post, October 29, 2001, p. A17.

Additionally, the military should also be
involved in security sector reform, as
exemplified by the International Military
Assistance Training Team (IMATT)
working in Sierra Leone. The Department of
Defense’s Peacekeeping and Stabilization
Operations Institute (PKSOI) has set up a
structure similar to S/CRS and should be
used as a resource as well as the first point
of contact between S/CRS and the
Department of Defense.

A close relationship must be established
between the military forces maintaining
security in unstable regions and the civilian
personnel attempting to reconstruct
infrastructure. S/CRS has already
established a good relationship with the U.S.
military, but there are questions as to its
ability to coordinate with non-U.S. military
forces, e.g. UN Peacekeepers and African
Union military units. So often the U.S. is
reluctant to send its military into post-
conflict situations; S/CRS must continually
strive to cooperate with non-U.S. military.

Inter-Agency Relations: In terms of the
routine functioning of bureaucracies,
coordinator offices are often poorly placed
to undertake their role and it is reasonable to
expect the individual agencies to resist the
introduction of S/CRS. Unless S/CRS is
fitted with authority over the agencies it is
tasked to coordinate, it will soon face turf
battles and inertia-as-resistance. At the
United Nations, the Department of
Humanitarian Affairs experienced these
roadblocks and had to be restructured.

Given the size and ad hoc budgeting for
S/CRS, it would be sensible to wonder how
much the new body is likely to be able to
coordinate when it meets resistance, either
overt or bureaucratic inertia. Pairing that
situation with the question of political will
and determination, and S/CRS will have
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considerable challenges accomplishing the
tasks assigned to the office.

Limits on Implementation: One question
that remains relatively unanswered is when
and where S/CRS operations will be
implemented. One group of authors reports
“50 weak or failing states” that “threaten the
United States, regional stability, and
international safety in a wide variety of
ways.”29 Rotberg mentions “a dozen failing
states” in need of state-building initiatives.30

S/CRS, on the other hand, is aiming for a
capacity to handle two or three simultaneous
operations at any given time. This lends
weight to the argument that S/CRS will be
utilized on rare occasion and perhaps only
when U.S. military is directly involved in
cases similar to those in Afghanistan and
Iraq. S/CRS should be given the capacity to
respond to any potential crisis. This will
involve a larger planning and monitoring
staff, but more importantly, it will require
S/CRS’s Policy Coordination Committee
and therefore the National Security Council
to acknowledge the threats of instability and
insecurity from more fragile states that may
not have the natural resources, other
strategic interests, or are deemed acute
security threats.

Coordinating with International Actors: I t
is important to note that the legislation and
executive directives have mentioned the
need for international cooperation. However,
international cooperation does not seem to
be a paramount concern in the current U.S.
administration. The role of S/CRS could
easily be relegated to essentially an internal
coordinator rather than an international
coordinator and having its activities
restricted to direct support of strategic goals.
The role of the National Security Council
reinforces this possibility.
                                                  
29 Eizenstat, et al, op. cit., p. 3.
30 Rotberg, op. cit., p. 85.

International cooperation will enhance the
effectiveness of any stabilization or
reconstruction efforts. The situations, which
will call for an S/CRS response, should be
of international concern and therefore
should entail an internationally coordinated
r e s p o n s e .  State-building activities
undertaken by individual or small groups of
states will appear to be driven by selfish
motives, expansion of global empires, and
the establishment of puppet regimes. The
fact that the world’s largest embassy is
going to be built in Baghdad by the United
States does not help dissuade this opinion.

According to Clarke, “the international
community must learn to see its own self-
interest reflected in the completion of robust
early warning analysis and the development
of realistic medium to long-term
preparedness and preventive strategies in
response.”31 S/CRS can substantially
contribute to this effort. The United States
has arguably the most extensive networks of
embassies, highest quality intelligence
equipment, and established monitoring
stations; it is therefore positioned to provide
superior early warning data and analysis.
S/CRS is poised to assimilate that
information and make educated judgments
about action, but it can – and should – pass
such information on to the international
community so that a joint effort can be
initiated. The international community needs
to work together to stabilize volatile regions
and rebuild fragile states. S/CRS has the
potential to be a leader and focal point for
such an effort, but it requires the political
backing to do so.

Conceptual Critiques
There are many sound conceptual principles
behind S/CRS. Establishing the office
acknowledges the threat of failed and fragile
states as well as the interdependence of the
                                                  
31 Clarke, op. cit. p. 11.
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international system. It also attempts to
address the root causes of insecurity and
instability via comprehensive approach.

Creating an office that coordinates the U.S.
response is a step in the right direction.
Incorporating the tasks of prevention and
monitoring, planning and training, and
implementation of operations within one
coordinating office should create a more
efficient and cohesive response. This in turn
will translate into more effective missions
from an operational standpoint. However,
questions remain about the policy behind the
missions and underlying aims.

The U.S. as State Builder: The U.S.
political climate is not situated to address
the long-term nature of state-building. In
order to be successful, the U.S. government
(both legislative and executive branches)
will need to embrace the four lessons
Eizenstat et al outline regarding state-
building:

(1) money can not buy effective
governance;

(2) Washington cannot simply avoid or
wish away dealing with local elites,
for ultimately their actions, not those
of the United States, will strengthen
or undermine institutions;

(3) in using short-term measures to
resolve complex crises, the United
States must be careful not to
inadvertently exacerbate the situation
or create new problems altogether;

(4) U.S. policymakers must be candid
about the long-term nature of the
state-building enterprise.32

To address instability and insecurity in the
global arena, a comprehensive state-building
strategy must be created that, in addition to
the training and rebuilding, relies on the
entire range of foreign policy tools,
including trade policy, debt relief, security
assistance, and diplomacy. By working
                                                  
32 Eizenstat, et al., op. cit. pp. 3-4.

across agencies and departments it should be
able to harness the different tools mentioned
above, but this will require the agencies to
work together and S/CRS may not have the
authority to enlist such collaboration.

As mentioned earlier, the activities of
S/CRS fall at the crossroads of development
and security. Kurt Mills warns of neo-
humanitarianism, which he describes as
“distinguished by the explicit manipulation
of humanitarianism for political or military
gain on the ground in a conflict or as a
substitute for political and military action.”33

He goes on to claim:
“The most powerful states in the world,
which frequently feel pressure to ‘do
something’ and intervene in instances
of genocide and other humanitarian
crises, attempt to use humanitarian
actors to show that they are responding
to a crisis while not actually doing
much at all, and certainly not putting
their soldiers in harm’s way. Thus,
humanitarian aid becomes a strategy
for political containment rather than
problem solving.”34

S/CRS, coupled with appropriate military
support, is a viable response to this
argument. If it fulfills its mandate, the new
office would allow the U.S. to respond
directly instead of relying on International
Humanitarian Organizations (IHOs).
However, this raises other concerns.
Humanitarianism has, according to Mills,
“lost its core principles of neutrality,
impartiality, and independence.”35 S/CRS
will be hard-pressed to maintain any of these
principles, especially when it is directed by a
member of the U.S. National Security
Council.

                                                  
33 Mills, Kurt, “Neo-Humanitarianism: The Role of
International Humanitarian Norms and Organizations
in Contemporary Conflict” in Global Governance, Vol.
11, (2005), p. 162.
34 Ibid., p. 164.
35 Ibid., p. 166.
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S/CRS could easily become a tool for
foreign policy. But it could also be a
legitimate humanitarian actor – delivering
needed resources and support in rebuilding
war-torn states, bolstering global stability
and enhancing global security. The lynch
pin is implementation. As of yet, S/CRS has
not been given the opportunity to implement
its plans; the first few operations will be
critical in establishing its purpose and
principles.

Transformational Sovereignty: Terry
Terriff et al noted that of the three main
views regarding the ‘birth’ of the academic
field of International Relations, ‘the starting
point for the field is insecurity.’36 In other
words, periods of insecurity are one of the
main catalysts for the development of
international relations theory. The fallout
from events of September 11, 2001 is
reshaping the way the U.S. responds to
insecurity and the way it views international
relations. Recently, the administration has
been touting its new diplomatic doctrine:
transformational sovereignty.37

National security and sovereignty have
always been closely linked. One of the key
facets of being secure is protection from
outside intervention or manipulation, or
protection of the ability to pursue the nation-
state’s interests. U.S. sovereignty is being
held up to legitimize pre-emptive action to
ensure U.S. security, and yet to do so, the
U.S. must compromise the sovereignty of
other states. This is clearly a double standard
that is allowed through the securitization38

of the issue and the labeling of states as
                                                  
36 Terriff, Terry, Stuart Croft, Lucy James & Patrick M.
Morgan, Security Studies Today, (Cambridge:
Polity Press, 1999), p. 11 (emphasis original).
37 Rice, Condoleezza, “Transformational Diplomacy”
at Georgetown University on January 18, 2006,
(http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2006/59306.htm).
38 See Buzan, Barry, Ole Wæver & Jaap de Wilde,
Security: A New Framework for Analysis, (Boulder,
CO: Lynne-Rienner, 1998).

failed or fragile. U.S. officials are
circumventing this hypocrisy by claiming to
be enabling and empowering “failed states”
that are unable to maintain their sovereignty.
This past January, as Secretary of State,
Rice stated: “Since its creation more than
350 years ago, the modern state system has
rested on the concept of sovereignty. It was
always assumed that every state could
control and direct the threats emerging from
its territory.”39 This may be an assumption
of the current system, but state-sovereignty
was established in order to reduce outside
intervention, which is exactly what Rice and
other U.S. officials are proposing.

The U.S. doctrine of transformational
sovereignty is worrisome. Considering the
contemporary perception of U.S. interests
and actions abroad, it will be difficult to
persuade some groups that the U.S. is trying
to bolster global stability and not simply
pursue acute U.S. strategic interests. Rubin
believes state-building “means creating a
sovereign centre of political accountability,
which is not necessarily the same as
building an ally in the war on terror.”40 One
major question will be: who decides which
states need reconstruction or stabilization?
But equally important will be the question,
who decides what a stable nation-state is?
Based on its current track record, the U.S.
has dubious authority in this arena. Perhaps
foreign policy and strategy should be
revisited before S/CRS plans are
implemented or else operations may fall
short of their targets and end up creating
more instabili ty  by providing fuel to
political extremists. “International
legitimacy of such operations appears to
increase domestic legitimacy,” claims
Rubin.41 If this is the case, S/CRS should

                                                  
39 Rice, “Transformational Diplomacy”, op. cit.
40 Rubin, Barry, “Constructing Sovereignty” in
Survival, Vol. 47, No. 4 (Winter 2005), p. 97.
41 Ibid., p. 103.
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increase its collaboration with international
institutions to increase its legitimacy.

S/CRS as part of the Security Discourse:
The driving force behind establishing S/CRS
appears to be the belief that failed or failing
states contribute to global insecurity and that
U.S. intervention and post-conflict
reconstruction in these states can contribute
to U.S. security. As claimed by Buzan,
Wæver and de Wilde, when an issue
becomes securitized it is portrayed as “more
important than other issues and should take
absolute priority.”42 Securitized issues
authorize emergency action or temporary
suspension of the normal rules.43 By
couching failed states as a security threat, it
creates a since of urgency and fosters the
belief that it is an existential threat and
therefore should be met by whatever means
possible. This is not conducive to good
state-building practices.

While state-building will enhance security if
done appropriately, if implemented without
proper planning, local participation, and
long-term commitment, these operations can
be disastrous. In fact, even if the “state-
builder” does everything “right” the results
could still be devastating.

Regardless, when situations become volatile
and require military stabilization operations,
civilian assistance and training is also
necessary for effective transitions and a
return to normalcy. Civilian agencies need
to be responsible for rebuilding
infrastructure, training civilian police, legal
and justice professionals, and enhancing
political processes. As Jennings concludes:

“Peacebuilding is the exit strategy of
stability operations.  The earlier local
institutions and civil society relationships

                                                  
42 Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, op. cit., p. 24.
43 Buzan, Barry, ‘Rethinking Security After the Cold
War’ in Cooperation and Conflict, vol. 32, no. 1,
(1997), p. 13.

are able to manage conflict on their
own, the earlier military contingents may
downsize and depart altogether.
Developmental interventions that are
peacebuilding in character and stability
operations that are sensitive to cautions
… will more readily provide the security
environment necessary for effective war
to peace transitions in war-torn
societies.”44

S/CRS has a difficult task laid out before it.
If it is bestowed with the remit and resources
to actively rebuild after violent conflict it
will effectively reduce insecurity and
instability. There has also been mention of a
role in conflict prevention for S/CRS, which
should be pursued. If civilian units can be
deployed prior to a complete state-failure or
humanitarian disaster, it may be able to
prevent or minimize destruction and
therefore eliminate part of the reconstruction
process and save innumerable lives.

As the U.S. office responsible for
reconstruction and stability around the
globe, S/CRS should remain part of the
security discourse and be considered a key
component in the campaign for a stable,
secure world system. S/CRS has the
potential to effectively coordinate U.S.
agencies and collaborate with other
international actors; as such, it would be
able to respond to humanitarian emergencies
around the globe and may even be able to
prevent a crisis from exploding. But the
critical factor in the success of S/CRS will
be its implementation: whether it will be
used to respond to humanitarian crises or
whether it will be a tool to advance U.S.
strategic interests.

                                                  
44 Jennings, op cit. p. 12.


