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Introduction

A. The US Government BIn New Need of Coordination

The United Saes government recognizes the critica importance of interagency coordination and is
prioritizing it a al levels, from senior politicd leaders down through the ranks of every department
and agency. Enormous efforts and resources are being applied to this nationa chdlenge. The need
for improved interagency coordinaion has been clearly documented and the importance of this
mission and its direct impact on the safety and prosperity of our nation is universaly recognized.t

Improved interagency coordination will provide enormoudy positive benefits, the most obvious of
which will be enhanced nationad and homeland security. It will provide the US government with
more flexibility to react to the dynamic internationa environment in which it now operates. It will
enable US policy makers to develop more nuanced and effective policies in some of its most
chalenging missions, such as the stabilization and recongtruction missions in Afghanistan and Irag.
Improved interagency coordination in these complex environments will dso improve collaboration
and coordination with other governments and organizations (internaiond and non-governmentd).

The need for the coordinaion of a multitude of different internationd and nationa actors is
particularly evident in pogt-conflict environments, where programs must focus on different
timeframes B short, medium and long-term B and different programmatic approaches B security,
political, humanitarian, human rights, development, peacebuilding and rule of law, among others. In
these complex interventions, coordinaion helps to knit the different pieces together, and is crucid
for the smooth functioning of the larger multifaceted approach.

For over twenty years, the peacekeeping, peacebuilding, development, conflict resolution and
humanitarian communities, including US government agencies, have been struggling with the chronic
coordinaion chdlenges present in post-conflict and other environments. Naura competition,
miscommunication and miscoordination within and among multilaterd organizetions, non-
governmentd organizations and bi-latera donors have plagued and hampered the efforts of these
organizations around the world. As a result, these communities have developed a core base of
lessons learned about improving coordination within the same sabilization and reconstruction
mission environment tha the US government finds itsdf today. The aim of this paper isto hdp the
US Government tackle its interagency chdlenge by drawing on the lessons that have been learned in
other communities.

One of the mogt important lessons learned is that there is no silver bullet. Tension around the
coordination of different agenciesis anaturad aspect of the bureaucratic environment. These tensons
can be managed, but rarely completely resolved. By injecting the interagency system with a clearer
understanding of the nature of the common coordination chalenges and the tools to manage them, a
culture of coordination will be fostered over time which addresses these chdlenges. As a result, we
will hopefully begin to see synergies that have a profound and additive impact on the safety and
prosperity of the United Sates.

B. Framing the Coordination Challenge and the Solution

It is mogt often recommended that coordination be improved through the establishment of new
coordinaion bodies and the formation of clear policy directives. While the establishment of

1911 Cammissan Repat, New York and London: W.W. Norton & Company, 2004, available from
http:/ / www.9-11commission.gov/ report/ 911Report.pdf




coordination bodies can help to improve the likdihood that coordination will take place, mechanisms
done are not the solution. To be effective, coordination bodies must employ good coordination
processes and be supported by incentives that encourage ingtitutions and individuds to invest in
coordination. Likewise, while clear policy guidance from an ingtitution such as the Nationa Security
Council can help to focus the direction of coordination efforts, coordination efforts will ill have to
manage the diverse perspectives and gpproaches of different agencies2 Therefore, we do not propose
an ided structurd or policy solution to the coordination chdlenge, as most ided solutions have been
proven to fal. What we do propose are ways to address the inherent difficulties that exist in dmost
dl coordination efforts, barriersthat we clam can be managed, but not removed.

Bdow, we outline eight common barriers to coordinaion. Then, we summarize the conclusions of
the paper, outlining the five mgor lessons learned, two key new concepts and three drivers for
coordination. Much more detal on each of these topicsisfound in the pagesthat follow.

) Barrier s to Co ordin ation

Bdow, we identify the eight barriers to coordination that are common to most interagency,
intergovernmentd, and inter-organizationa coordination processes. While mogt readers may be very
familiar with these barriers, we bdieve that it is important to reiterate them. Our andysis indicates
that many coordination processes ignore these barriers, rather than trying to work with them so that
the coordination process can surmount them. The subsequent sections of this paper will propose
ways that these barriers can be effectively managed and addressed.

1. Organizetiona sovereignty - Each agency condders itsaf to be a sovereign entity. Each
agency operatesin collaboration with other agencies, but is not directly accountable to them.
An agency will therefore only participate in coordination efforts that help it to meet its own
particular objectives and misson. Even coordination efforts that are statutorily mandated
require some degree of voluntary participation. I ndividuas are foremost accountable to their
agencies, and only secondarily accountable to the coordination effort, if at al.

2. Missons are very complex with great uncertainty as to the correct course of action - One of
the primary barriers to coordination that underlies this entire discussion is the complex
context in which coordination is taking place. Whether organizations are trying to achieve a
coherent foreign policy, implement complementary programs in a post-conflict
environment, carry out effective humanitarian relief efforts or implement counter-terrorism
operations, to name afew, thetask a& hand is usudly extremely complex. Thus, coordination
mogt often takes place in the context of difficult, chalenging problems that require a
multitude of actorsto address the various dimensions of the problem, with great uncertainty
for dl asto the correct course of action.

3. Lage disparity in power and resources between agencies - the disparity in power and
resources among the agencies participating in the coordination effort often are a sgnificant
barrier. Less powerful agencies often see coordination as synonymous with being co-opted
or controlled by the more powerful agency. More powerful agencies run up against
resistance to even their most band efforts a coordination. More powerful agencies may dso
perceive coordination as aloss of their power. This power imbaance creates a great ded of
explicit and implicit resistance to coordination efforts.

4. Agencies have different mandates, programming approaches, timeframes and concepts of
the end gate - The different organizationa mandates, programming approaches, timeframes
for operations and concepts of the end state can congitute a great barrier to coordination.
They make it very difficult for different agencies to dign toward a common objective or to

2 See the Bayond Gddwnater Nidds Repat by CS S as an example one proposal to address the I nteragency Process
avalable a http:/ / www.csis.org/ index.php7option=com_css progj&task=view&id=52




i)

develop joint operaions. Each agency often views their own approach as the best gpproach,
and believesthat al other agencies should dign with them.

Adgencies have different cultures, languages and systems of communicetion - Agencies use
very different languages and terminology. Agencies have different security classifications and
communications systems. Agencies are governed by different cultures or ingitutiona norms
of behavior and interaction. All of these potentid communication barriers between agencies
st the stage for considerable misunderstanding and miscommunication.

Bariersin communication between headquarters and field - Each agency encountersinterna
barriers to communication and understanding between headquarters and the field. When
agenciestry to coordinate with one another a ether level, these vertica bureaucratic barriers
increase exponentidly. Thus, coordination efforts must dways address the bureaucratic
bariers between the different levels of one agency as well as the differences between
agencies.

Politics of coordination B Politicd imperatives and jockeying for power can greetly
complicate coordination processes. The approaches proposed here seek to help the agencies
focus on and attain acommon implementation objective rather than faling back on separate
politica maneuvers.

Not everything can or should be coordinated - In some cases, agreement may not be found
among the different agencies and coordination may not be achieved. A coordination process
will often reved what can be coordinated and what can@® In Peter Uvin®@ words, K nowing
wha needs to be coordinated and what not; knowing where to dlow difference and
competition and where not to; knowing what each agency is better at doing and what it does
not do wdl b ae dl as important as cregting desre, ownership, atitude change and
institutional mechanisms for coordination.O

Lesson s Learned fr om Other Field s

We have drawn five mgor lessons from the two decades of experience that the development,
peacekeeping, peacebuilding, humanitarian and conflict resolution communities have had with
coordination.

1. Coordination is the process of managing diverse efforts and their inherent contradictions.

Due to the sovereignty of each agency and the importance of a diversity of approaches in
complex missions, coordinaion is an essentid process that helps to manage potentid
tensions and increase understanding of other@ perspectives.

Authority is an illuson, incentives are the solution. A hierarchicd coordination structure,
with one clear authority figure a the top, will not resolve the inherent tensions involved in
trying to coordinate the efforts of different agencies, multilatera organizations, bilaterd
initiatives and non-governmenta organizations. It is therefore essentid to egtablish
incentives to encourage individuas and ingitutions to commit themsdves and ther
resources to the coordination process and cooperaive efforts.

The longterm effectiveness of coordinated efforts depends on nationa capacity.
Internationd coordination efforts often sddine and overwhem nationa capacity, even
though the success of internationd efforts often depends on the capacity of nationa actors
to continue the work begun by internationa actors. Nationad and loca actors therefore need
to beinvolved, to a least some degree, in the coordination process.

Decentrdize decison-making authority, but maintain strong, supportive linkages between
heedquarters and the field. It is important that decison-making authority be given to field
representatives who are able to respond quickly to the problem at hand, enabling them to
paticipate more effectively in field-based coordination efforts. Nonethdess, it is dso




ii)

important to maintain strong vertica linkages between headquarters and the field so that
headquarters can effectively support and ensure accountability for actions taken on the
ground.

Integrate conflict analysis, scenario planning and gaming tools into the coordination process.
The inclusion of these vauable tools in a coordination process hepsto reved how different
agencies address different aspects of the same problem, setting the stage for collaborative
action. The application of these tools can identify ggps and overlaps in internationa and
nationd efforts and help organizations focus on a common context-specific problem to
jointly address. These tools can aso build reationships and foster understanding for the
different agenciesCherspectives and gpproaches.

Two Key New Coor dination Conce pts

Our andysis has led us to frame two key new concepts that should shape how coordination is
thought about or considered.

¥ Coordinaion is an iterative process of gradudly building trust, understanding and working

V)

relationships. The cooperation spectrum, conceptuaized by Andrea Srimling, outlines the
following different degrees of coordination: communication ! coexisence! coordinated
action! integrated action and decison-making. Each step builds on the next. The objective
of the process is to determine the degree of coordination necessary for the participating
agencies to meet their common objectives, and to develop a process to help the agencies
build the knowledge, understanding and reaionships necessary to meet these common
objectives.

Each subsequent degree of coordination (communication ! coexisence ! coordinated
action ! _integrated action and decison-making) requires that each agency commit a grester
amount of resources and abdicate a greater degree of its control over outcomes to the
coordination process. As the degree of commitment that esch agency has to the
coordination process increases, S0 does the risk that each agency takes on the process. It is
therefore essentid that persond and ingtitutiona incentives be established to encourage a
grester commitment to coordination, if coordination istruly desired.

Driver s for I mprov ing Coord ination

Findly, based on our andysis of the lessons learned, we outline three overarching drivers for
coordination: develop incentives for coordination, adopt and diffuse coordination principles and
improve coordination processes.

1

2.

Develop persona and ingtitutiona incentives for coordinaion. Because participation in
coordination processesis dways to some degree voluntary, it is essentid that incentives be
established a both the persond and ingtitutiond levels within each agency and for the
coordination process to encourage greater commitment to collaborative outcomes.

I ncentives are necessary to badance out the natura disincentivesto coordinate and to address
many of the barriers coordination discussed above.

Adopt and diffuse coordination principles. We outline the following three overarching
caegories of coordination principles that should be adopted and diffused by dl agencies:
transparency, interagency communication and accountability for impact. These principles
once agreed should be integrated into both agency-specific and interagency training

packages.
I mprove the coordination process. Although coordination bodies are necessary as noted

elier, they are not sufficient. Coordination bodies are only as good astheir process. It is
therefore essentia that an effective process be developed to help agencies establish and work




toward their coordination objective (communication ! coexistence! coordinaed action

I integrated action and decision-making). We recommend that a more effective
coordination process should include the following components: 1) identification of the
dimensions of the coordination mechanism (horizonta & verticd, networked & hierarchicd,
event-based & ingtitutiondized); 2) assignment of rolesin the coordination process
(convener, facilitator, decision-making process, stakeholder); 3) establishment of a
coordination objective; and 4) comprehension of the environment and dl of the rdlevant

players.

In the following pages we expand on the points enumerated above - the lessons learned from other
fidds, important new ways of thinking about coordination, and driversthat can help to improve
coordination. It is our hope that thiswill help those within the US government chalenged with this
very difficult task to find some new inspiration for how to surmount what may have appeared to be
insurmountable barriers.



Part I: Lessons Learned from Develo pment,
Peacebuilding, Humanitarian and Conflict Resolution
Communities

The previous section discussed common ingtitutiona barriers to coordination. The development,
conflict resolution, humanitarian, peacekeeping and peacebuilding fields have been struggling with
the chalenge of coordinaion for a least twenty years. Over thistime period, afew crucia lessons
have been learned that are relevant to the current coordination chalenges faced by the US
government. It should not be assumed, however, that any field has found the perfect solution to the
coordination chalenge. In fact, one principle that is echoed throughout this paper isthat thereisno
perfect solution to coordination. Thereis no perfect tool, mechanism, driver or hierarchy.
Coordination, as stated previoudy, is a process of managing the potentidly conflicting priorities and
interests of the intervening indtitutions, whether from one government or representing a multitude of
governmentd and non-governmentd interests.

l. Coordination is the process of managing diverse efforts
and their inherent contradictionss

As mentioned in the introduction, a diversity of approaches by a multitude of actors is needed to
address the complex dynamics of pre-, during and post-conflict environments. In pogt-conflict
environments, in particular, interventions must focus on different timeframes B short, medium and
long-term B and different programmeatic gpproaches B security, politica, humanitarian, human rights,
development, peacebuilding, and rule of law, among others. Each of these programmatic gpproaches
has its own priorities and assumptions which may or may not be in line with those of the other
gpproaches.

Proposds within the US government and the UN seek to manage competing priorities through the
edtablishment of comprehensive, inclusve planning processes and coordination efforts that are
unified under a clear chain of command. The UN defines this as an integyated mssan: Gn indrumant
with which the UN saksto hdp auntries in thetrangtion franwer tolagingpeaee a address a siilarly aomplex
Stuation thet reguiresa ggemwideUN repmss thraugh subauningvariaus adars and approeedieswithin an ogdl
pditical-drategc aids menegavet framevak.( Yet, ndther the UN nor the US government has
developed a planning, management or coordination process that can effectively manage the tensions
between the different programmatic priorities and objectives. This is partidly due to the red
differencesin priorities and gpproaches that exist among the various organizations.

To illustrate the chdlenge of managing these differences, bdow we outline the potential
disagreements around priorities that can exist between agencies and organizations
intervening in the same complex operation. This builds on the work of a recent review of UN
Integrated Missions, and thus uses their terminology, but is equaly relevant to the same sectors
within the US government.

3|n his OECD review, Peter Uvin recommended that | nnovation in diversity be respected: Gome countries
may be more willing than other to take risks, to innovate, or to engage conflicting partiesin didogue. Rather
than seeking bland consensus, the potentials of transparent but differential innovation must be recognized.O
Peter Uvin,. Thelnflueed Aidin Stugtionsd V idet Catflid. Paris: Development Assistance Committee,
OECD, 1999, p. 20

4 Egpen Barth Eide, Anja Therese Kaspersen, Randolph Kent, Karen von Hippdl, Regoat o Inteyated Missans
Pradic Paratives and Reommendatians | ndgoendat Study far theExpanded UN ECHA CaeGraup, May 2005, p. 14.



¥

(Peacekeepers typicaly see integrated missons in terms of supporting peace agreements,
ensuring stability through the cessation of hogtilities, diss’mament and demobilization,
creaing civilian structures to enforce policing and judicid functions, and promoting the
return of civilian governance B normaly through an dection process® These short-term,
internationdly-led and executed efforts often run into conflict with the longer-term
development and peacebuilding perspectives, which seeksto transfer capacity to the nationd
actors.

(evelopment actors undoubtedly share many of the same objectives as the more security
oriented actors, as evidenced in their common interest in disarmament, demobilization and
reintegration (DDR) and security sector reform (SSR). The difference between the two
clusters centers principaly on the dimensions of time, process and level.O6 Development
actors have complained tha longer-term thinking often loses out to the urgency of
egtablishing security and providing humanitarian relief, reducing the likelihood that a
sustainable impact will be made. In most UN peacekeeping missons, the development
actors are rarely included in the mission planning, and the expertise that they have amassed
from years of a presence on the ground is rardly built upon.”

The perspective of humanitarian actors is (based on a set of principles (i.e., humanity,
impartidity and neutrdity), which cannot be easly reconciled with the sort of politica
processes required for peacebuilding. And yet, those humanitarian actorsin the UN are part
of a sysem which, in its peacebuilding pursuits, is deeply politica. Their perspectives
therefore have to contend with a host of contradictions.G Additiondly, conflicts often
emerge between the different understandings that humanitarian actors and peacekeepers
have of humanitarian space. For humanitarian actors this is understood as the Gmportance
of maintaining aclear distinction between the role and function of humanitarian actors from
that of the militaryE (as) the determining factor in cresting an operating environment in
which humanitarian organizations can discharge their responsbilities [to protect and save
lives] both effectively and safely.® For military actors, as demonstrated in Afghanistan and
Irag, the line between humanitarian and security efforts has become increasingly blurred.

There are dlear contradictions between the human rights and political perspectives. GDften,
trangtiond [political] processes require that individuas and groups that themselves were part
of the preceding conflict  often with blood on their hands B become accepted and e times
necessary partners in making transition work. Hence, the quet far peaeemay suggest that past
sins are forgotten, which the quet fa truth, reconciliation and dignity suggest that they are
brought into the open and that a culture of impunity is avoided.30

The following key lessons learned can be drawn from our analysis of the different priorities
and assumptions of agencies and organizationsintervening in complex operions:

¥

It is important that a diverdity of approaches be maintained, even a the sacrifice of a
completely coherent, integrated intervention. A completely integrated intervention risks
losing the benefit of the different tools and approaches that each individua agency can
ddiver. According to David Tucker in his andysis of the role of the US Department of
Defense in the Interagency process, (Because their functions are different, military officers,
spies, diplomats and lawyers see problems and their solutions differently. Not one of these

5 Inteyated Missan Repat, p. 13.
6 |nteyated Misson Repat, p. 13.
7 Inteyated Misson Repat, p. 18.
8 | nteyated Misson Repat, p. 13.
9 |nteyated Missan Repat, p. 30.
10 | nteyrated Misson Repatt, p. 7.
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different gpproaches is expendable. To succeed, the US government needs them dl and
needs vigorous advocates for each.O!

¥ Effortsto completely unify planning and operationa processes risk homogenizing al efforts
under one agency® approach, losing the diversity of approaches necessary to carry out
complex missons. Different planning and andytica processes result from the divergent ways
that agencies envision the problem. While more compatible planning process,
communication infragtructure and operationa procedures will certainly fecilitate
coordination, fully aigned processes and procedures risk prioritizing one agency® approach
over another@

¥  If an agency®@interests are not taken into account they will often explicitly or implicitly resist
full participation in a coordinated process. If more powerful agenciestry to wield their
power to enforce coordination, less powerful agencies will often resist by not committing
thelr resources or expertise to the coordination process or to any collaborative action. This
type of explicit or implicit resistance can occur even in circumstances where an agency is
mandated to participate in the coordination process.

¥ More powerful agencies, such as the Department of Defense or the UN Department of
Peacekeeping Operations, can exercise too much control over an integrated intervention,
Sdelining other agencies and gpproaches. For example, within the United Nations the
Integrated Mission assessment showed that the UN Country Team on the ground prior to
the deployment of a peacekeeping mission said that if Ontegration redly was about bringing
the whole UN community together as equals, then they would support it.OBut, they said,
integration as it is currently structured represents Ga one-way transfer of powerOfrom the
UN Country Teams to the Department of Peacekeeping Operations [DPK O] who runs the
integrated missons.12

¥ The potentid contradictions between the approaches of different intervening agencies cen
never be completely resolved, but must aways be managed. Coordination is, therefore, the
process through which these differences and competing priorities are managed.

¥ The UN Integrated Misson report concluded that efforts to focus purdy on gructurd
solutions to the challenge of integrated interventions are insufficient. Qntegration,Othey say,
Qs a least as much about process as it is about structuresO We have drawn the same
conclusion from our anaysis of the US Government and its primarily structura approach to
interagency coordination.

The primary lesson learned is tha due to the sovereignty of each agency and the importance of a
diversity of gpproaches in complex missions, coordination is an essentid process tha helps to
manage potentia tensons and increase understanding of other agenciesperspectives.

Reference documents:
¥ Reat onInteyated Missias Pradica Pergeatives and Resmmandatians
http:/ / www.nupi.no/ | PY filestore/ Reportonl ntegratedMissionsMay2005. pdf
¥ Civil-Military Rdationdhipin Carpex Emegndes
http:/ / www.reliefweb.int/ rw/ lib.nsf/ db900S D/ D PAL-62GCWL 0 penD ocument

1 David Tucker. TheRMA and thelnteragangy. Knonledgeand Sped s |gharaneand Sah? Parameers, Autumn
2000, pp. 66-76.
2 |nteyated Misson Repat, p. 17.
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[I.  The lllusion of Authority and the Solution of Incentives

Most recommendations to improve coordination of complex interventions include the appointment
of an authority figure to lead and manage the operation. The Beyond Goldwater-Nichols report
declares that Qunity of effort requires coordination from the topOand recommends a more active
role for the Nationa Security Council in Gensuring the presidentid intent is redized through USG
actions.(33 The UN Secretary Generd has repeatedly called for his Specia Representativesto be
given clear overdl authority for the UN system in peacebuilding missons.4 In his chapter on, Orhe
Challenges of Strategic Coordination,OBruce Jones says that the mediation and implementation of
peace agreements requires alead actor to Gt priorities, ensure that those priorities are pursued by al
third-party actorsinvolved, and to provide consistency across dl phases of apolitica process, such
that implementation efforts are grounded in the redlities of the negotiating process. 35 Yet, Jones
admits, no internationa actor has the capacity and authority to fulfill thisrole.

Thelesson learned isthat ahierarchica coordination structure, with one clear authority figure at the
top. will not resolve the inherent tensions involved in trying to coordinate the efforts of different
agencies, multilaterd organizations, bilaterd initiatives and non-governmenta organizations. Our
andysis reveds the following reasons for thisillusion of authority:

¥ According to David Tucker, the US Government interagency process functions much more
like aloose network of organizations with their individud interests rather than aclear
hierarchy where Qlirections and information flows down the hierarchy and information and
policy options ready for decision flow up.G¢ It only becomes aclear hierarchy when the
President focuses his atention on a problem. CBnce the number of issuesthat become
politicaly significant are few compared to the array of issues dedt with, the interagency isfor
the most part ared network and an apparent hierarchy.G7

¥  QOrganizations operate as sovereign entities. Even within one government, each agency has
its own decison-making processes and accountability structures. Staff are primarily
accountable to their particular agency and how their agency respondsto the overdl policy
directives. The sdlf-interest of each agency is dways potentidly at odds with a coordinated
approach. The chdlenge for coordination effortsisto dign the sdf-interest of the agency
with the interests of the coordinated effort. This adignment can rarely be achieved through a
purely hierarchica process; it will always require some degree of voluntary participation on
the behdf of the organizationsinvolved.

¥ Dueto the complex nature of many contingency operations, it is dso extremely difficult for
one authority figure to comprehend and manage the numerous dimensions of the
intervention. Delegetion of authority is a necessity. Deegation of authority within the
intergovernmenta and internationa ream results in delegation to individua agencies and
ther particular incentive structures and ingtitutiond cultures.

¥ Even when there is coherence between the different efforts of one government, there has
not yet been an individud with the authority or legitimacy to direct an intergovernmental
coordination process. The Specid Representative of the Secretary Generd in Afghanistan,
Lakhdar Brahimi, was one of the few figures who might have had the legitimacy and
mandate to wield significant authority over a coordination process. The Security Council and

13 Bgond Gddweter Nidds2, p. 7.

1 |nteyated Missan Repat, p. 20.

15 Bruce D. Jones, TheChdlenged Stratejc Cardnatian : Cantaining Oppadtion and Suidaining I mplerentation o Peace
Ageamatsin Civl War Available at http:/ / www.ipacademy.org/ PDF_Reports/ Pdf_Report Chalenges.pdf
Jones, p. 111.

16 Tucker, p. 19.

17 Tucker, p. 19.
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dl politicaly and economicaly interested member states were in agreement with Brahimi®
gpproach and leadership of the UN Assistance Mission in Afghanisgan (UNAMA),
representing an unprecedented politica consensus. Nonetheless, his power and ability to
provide Qlirective coordinationOto dl UN agencies, much lessto other agencies outside of
the UN system, was limited by a number of factors. First, dthough he was mandated to
provide directive coordination to al UN agencies, he did not have authority over the
budgets and staff appointments of UN personnd. Second, the other internationd actors
were not eager to be drawn into a UN-defined framework of cooperation. Third, he was
seen by other UN agencies and NGOs as being partid to short-term politicd solutions
which sidelined many humanitarian, development and human rights actors.’8 Thus, even
Lakhdar Brahimi, aleader with avery high degree of persond legitimacy and politica and
economic support, was not ableto lead an effective UN, much less intergovernmentd,
coordination process.

The primary lesson learned hereisthat the diverse gpproaches of the multitude of actors
intervening in complex environments cannot be managed simply by making al agencies accountable
to one authority figure, or even to hisor her deputies. Establishing lead agenciesfor a particular
sector or misson may be important for designating who is charge of convening and facilitating the
coordination effort; yet, it does not replace the necessity of establishing incentives to encourage
individuas and ingtitutions to commit themselves and their resources to the coordination process
and cooperétive efforts.

Reference documents:

¥ Rt o thePand an United N atians Peace Oparatians (Brahimi Report)
http:/ / www.un.org/ peace/ reports peace operaions

¥ Reuat d theSardary-Gaad@Hidvled Pand o Thrests, Challenges and Change
http:/ / www.un.org/ secureworld/

¥ BruceD. Jones, TheChdlenged Strategjc Coxrdinatian : Cataining Oppaatian and Sugtaining
Imperantation d Peace A geamantsin Civil Wer
http:/ / www.ipacademy.org/ PDF_Reports/ Pdf _Report_Challenges.pdf

lll.  The Long-term Effectiveness of Coordinated Efforts
Depends on National Capacity

Theinternationd community often intervenesin other countriesin away that siddlines nationad and
local capacity. The various representatives of the @ternationa communityGare often so consumed
with trying to manage and coordinae their own effortsthat they fail to include, or even undermine,
nationd and loca capacity. I nternationd actors often seem to assume that internationda cgpacity can
replace nationd capacity and tackle dl of the problemsthat the nationa government is unableto
tackle. Yet, if nationa and local capacity is not built, there will be no one to continue the work begun
by internationd actors.

The following points out the potentid impact of the exclusion of national and local actors from
international programming and coordination effortste:

18 A Reievd PeaeOpgaias A Caefa Changg Canflid, Seurity and Dedqomat Graup

King® College London, 13 March 2003, p. 39, available from

http:/ / www.reliefweb.int/ rw/ lib.nsf/ db900S D/ LGEL-5LLH7D/ $FILE/ kings-peace-03.pdf D penElement
19 Someof these are drawn from the OECD work on Harmmization and Allignmat in Fragle States noted above.
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¥

When weak governments are avoided by donors, pardle systems and priorities are set up by
the international community, which hampers the development of downward accountability
or socid contract to the populaion.

The nationa government is the only actor with the legitimacy to exercise authority over dl
of the variousinternationd actorsintervening in their country, athough it rarely hasthe
capacity or politica clout to do so.

Nationa planning departments are often overwhelmed by the incompatible procedures,
processes, conditiondities and demands of the diverse internationd interveners. Particularly
in fragile states, where the internationa presence is often highest, the nationa planning
departments are often unable to meet the demands of the various internationa actors, much
less coordinate them.

Divisonswithin the internationa community can play into divisonswithin the nationa
government, with dliances being crested among different internationa representatives and
their favored nationd interlocutor.

To address these potential problems, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Devdopment (OECD) recommends that donors dign and harmonize their programs with those of
the nationd government.

¥

¥

¥

Alignment is the Qdationship between the priorities (as reflected in strategies, policiesand
budgets) and system of agovernment and those of donorsto that government.O

Harmonizetion refersto Othe extent of coherencein gpproaches, policies and systems
between donors.O

Coherence Oefersto the extent of consistency of approach within and across donor
governments between the security, politica, humanitarian and development policy
domains.3°

Alignment with national policies and processes can form the basis for improved coordination
because effective efforts will flow much more easily from common policies. According to Peter
Uvin, both loca ownership and dignment create a solid basis for coordination Bif donors and
interveners are willing to build their priorities around those made by the nationad and locd actors,
then Qile facto coordination will ensue.Gt

Nonetheless, alignment and harmonization in fragile states comes with many challenges,
including the fact that donors may support bad policies or support leadersthat have little legitimacy
with their population. The OECD arguesthat in fragile satesit is even more essentid that donors, or
internaiond actors, have coherent policies so as not to create more chaos out of an aready complex
Stuation.

The primary lesson learned isthat nationd and locd actors need to be involved in internationa
coordination. The effectiveness of internaiond efforts, particularly in stabilizetion and
reconstruction missions, depends on their capacity to build nationd capacity. In the mogt fragile
states where there is week capacity, the OECD recommends that donors and recipients Gvork to
focus on alimited number of tasks rather than try to spread limited human, financid and ingtitutiond
capita over arange of tasks smultaneously.(32 This means that internationa actors may have to
consider whether or not nationa actors can absorb and sustain their efforts, rather than plan in
isolation of nationd or loca capacity or priorities.

2 |nteyated Missan Repat, pp. 6-7
21 Uvin, Thelnfluened Aidin Stuatiosd V idett Catlid, p. 20.
2 |nteyated Missan Repat, p. 9.

14




Reference doocument:

¥ Hammizaion and Aligymat in FragleStates
http:/ / www.oecd.org/ dataoecd/ 20/ 56/ 34084353.pdf

IV. Decentralize Decision-Making Authority, but Maintain
Strong, Supportive Linkages between Headquarters and the
Field

There has been a continuous push among development, humanitarian, peacekeeping and
peacebuilding actorsto decentraize authority and responsibility to the country/ field level. According
to the OECD, (D ecentrdization consists of atransfer of public functions from higher tiersto lower
tiers of governance. It can be administrative (transfer of civil servants and public functionsto the
locd levd), fiscd (devolution of fisca resources and revenue generating powers), politica (devolution
of decision-making powers) or amixture of these. 33 Decentraization can support more effective
coordination in the following ways:

¥ Decentrdization of decison-making authority enables people that are closer to the dynamic
country context to make quick, informed decisions. D ecentraized decison-making is even
more crucid in complex conflict environments where effective action requires quick
decisonstha are relevant to the context a hand. The delegation of authority to country-
level representatives enables them to jointly make quick, informed decisions and dlocate
resources. |n his study of development aid in conflict, Peter Uvin concluded that Qhe need
to dlow locd officers, who are closer to the stuation and the locd actors, to take decisons
more rapidly and flexibly was one of the most often recurring themes throughout [his
research].G4

¥ Coordination anong different bilaterd, multilateral and non-governmenta organizations is
only possible a the country level, where they are al present. Because the headquarters of the
different intervening organizations are located al over the world, some degree of
decentrdization is necessary to facilitate effective communication and relationship building
among the intervening organizations. According to Chayes and Chayesin their book Planning
far Intevantian, Qpeople can meet frequently and share the latest news, engage in andysis and
strategizing together, and take joint actions where appropriate. When interveners have fidd-
based representatives, these individuds can coordinate much more efficiently than the
geographically scattered organizationa leaderships of their respective organizations.(35

¥ Pesond reationships built in the field facilitate better coordination. Both forma and
informa coordination are facilitated through persona reaionships. Giving some degree of
decision-making authority to individudsin the fidld helps them to use these relationshipsto
encourage more effective coordination. According to Nicole Ball, Gzonstant second-guessing
from headquarters and injunctions on collaboration with other agencies have hampered the
development of close working relationshipsin the field on many occasions. (¢

2 Damtrdization and Poaty Reoudian, p. 1, OECD Development Center 2005, OECD, Policy InsghtsNo. 5,
Johannes JYtting, Elena Corsi and Albrecht Sockmayer, , available from www.oecd.org/ dev/ insights

24 Uvin, Thelnfluened Aidin Stuatiosd V idett Catlid, p. 20.

% Antonia Chayes and Abram Chayes, Planningfar intevantion: internationd aogperation in anflid managamant, The
Hague; Boston: Kluwer Law International, c1999.

% Nicole Ball, TheChdlenged RéouildngWar-Tan Saddiesin Chester A Crocker, Fen Oder Hampson, and
Pamda Adl eds.,, Tuhuet Peaee TheChdlengsd ManagngIntenatiand Canflic, US P 2001, p. 731.
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¥ Decentrdization of decison-making authority increases the investment that agency
representatives have in solving the problem at hand. People that are closer to the problem
may be more concerned with the impact of their efforts than bureaucratic rivaries. Yet, in
some cases, even those on the ground will see coordination as being againgt their interests.
For thisreason, it isimportant not to decentrdize complete authority, but to keep
headquarters involved to provide incentives for coordination to take place, in the cases
wherethisis desrable.

Nonethdess, theided coordination structure, where dl decison-makers are present at the table and
have the resources and support of their organization behind them, is not likely to ever exist. The
relationship between headquarters and field varies with each agency and organization. Even within
one government, such as the US government, the degree of decentrdization of authority varies with
each agency. The variation only increases as more governments and organizations participate in the
coordination process. Coordination will dways be held somewhat hostage to the complex
reaionshipsthat each field-level representative has with hig/ her headquarters and with the other
individuds or ingtitutions to which they are accountable (taxpayers, donors, legidators, etc.).

Therefore, a the sametime that decison-making authority is given to field representatives, there
should remain strong vertical linkages between headquarters and the field linkages to enable
headquarters to monitor, support and/ or revise the decisions taken on the ground. David
Tucker writes that this vertical dimension is critical because it enables people in the field to convey
operationd possibilities and costs to policymakers. Yet, Tucker writes, Of operations are too fast for
coordination with policymakers, then they will be ineffective, no matter how successful militarily,
because they will unfold before policy can properly shape them. Worse, operations may present
policymakers with faits acanrplis and thus determine policy.37

Decentrdization efforts should, therefore, take into account the following justifications for a
supportive vertical linkage between headquarters and field:

¥ The primary question that headquarters should ask is how headquarter-based coordination
efforts can facilitate and support more effective coordination &t the field level. According to
areview conducted of UN integrated missions, ome of the limitations to integration in the
fidd actualy flowed from the fact that headquarters itsalf remained fragmented.(38 This
shows the importance of coordination a headquartersin supporting and enabling amore
effective decentrdized coordination.

¥ Asdated earlier, eech agency acts as a sovereign entity. Some degree of responsbility for the
decisons made and actionstaken a thefidd level remainswith headquarters. Thisis
important for ensuring accountability for actions and for pressuring for changes a the field
level.

¥ Fidd g&ff are often very vulnerable to potentially dangerous security situations.
Headquartersinvolvement helpsto protect field saff by helping to reved potentia security
threats, bringing them to the atention of the international community, and providing
necessary politicd and materia resources to increase security.

¥ Decisons made e thefield leve affect internationa policy. Headquarters must be involved
and maintain some degree of responsibility for actionstaken a thefidd level in order to
ensure that policies are implemented and to revise policy decisions as the situation on the
ground necessitates.

27 Tucker, p. 7.
2 |nteyated Missan Repat, p. 18)
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¥ Additiond politica, financia and materia resources are often needed from headquartersto
support unforeseen eventsthat occur in the dynamic context of complex interventions.

Therefore, the primary lesson learned isthat it is essentid to develop clear verticd lines of
communication between headquarters and the field in order to support decentraization decison-
making. It is aso important to be transparent with other actors about the verticd lines of
communication and decision-making to facilitate more open communication and coordination.

Reference documents:

¥ Johannes J¥tting, Elena Cors and Albrecht Stockmayer, Desntraization and Posarty Redudian,
www.oecd.org/ dev/ insights

¥ Pee Uvin, Thelmluened Aidin Stuatiorsd Videt Catlid
http:/ / www.carleton.cal cifp/ docs synth_fin.pdf

¥ Antonia Chayes and Abram Chayes, Planningfa intenventian: intenationd agpaatian in aflia
menagarant

¥ Nicole Bdl, TheChdlenged ReuildngWar-Tan Saddies

V. Integrate Conflict Analysis, Scenario Planning and Gaming
Tools into the Coordination Process

Thereis generd agreement within the development, humanitarian and peacebuilding fields asto the
importance of an andyss of the conflict dynamics of aparticular country prior to and during an
intervention.2 The military and humanitarian communities have developed sophisticated gaming and
scenario planning toolsto better prepare for the diverse scenarios that could occur in complex
contingence operations. Conflict analysis, gaming and scenario planning tools can
significantly improve coordination efforts if integrated into coordination processes that
involve the relevant agencies and organizations. More specificdly, conflict anaysis, gaming, and
scenario planning help to:

¥  |dentify the context in which the agencies will intervene and the different aspects of the
problem that they seek to address. Thefirst objective of aconflict or context analysisisto
identify the politica, security, economic, socid, cultura and environmenta aspects of the
conflict. It helps dl intervening agencies to develop programsthat are suited to the specific
context and its particular needs and chadlenges. It dso helps agenciesto st indtitutiona
priorities. When this analysis is done jointly by a group of agencies, it helps to reveal
how the agencies address different aspects of the same problem and sets the stage
for more open collaboration.

¥ |dentify the capacity of each agency to address the problem, the current programs underway
and the potentia overlapping or complementary capacities. It isaso important to clearly
identify the capacity of each agency to address the problems identified in the andysis. In
many cases, dthough an agency might have amandate to address aparticular problem, it
may not have the capacity and may need to be supplemented by other agencies. In other

2 According to USAID(® Conflict Assessment Framework, conflict assessments should be conducted in most
countriesin order to (help Missons: 1) identify and prioritize the causes and consequences of violence and
ingtability that are most important in a given country context; 2) understand how exiging development
programsinteract with these factors,; and 3) determine where development and humanitarian assistance can
most effectively support local efforts to manage conflict and build peace.OAvailable from

http:/ / www.usaid.gov/ our_work/ cross-

cutting_programd conflict/ publications/ docs/ CMM_ ConflAssessFrmwrk_May 05.pdf
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cases, resources can be wasted because agencies may duplicate efforts. Conflict analysis
and organizational capacity mapping can help to identify gaps and overlapsin efforts
of international and national interveners and set the stage for coordinated action.

¥ Egablish acontext-specific objective and distinguish how each agency will work toward that
objective. Coordination efforts are more effective when they focus on atangible and
achievable god. Joint conflict anadysis and scenario development can help to focusthe
various agenciesCapacities on acommon well-defined god. This is particularly important in
cases where agencies must combine their cgpacities to solve acomplex problem. For
example, a Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (D DR) program requires efforts
by politica, military, humanitarian and development agencies. The success of one agency®
efforts depends on the capacity of the other agency to tackle their part of the problem. The
joint identification of a common context-specific objective and a mapping of the
international and national capacities to meet that objective can greatly help the
international and national actors plan and allocate the resources necessary for a
cooperative effort.

¥ Build cooperative relationships and set the stage for overcoming chalengesthat may arisein
the implementation process. Gaming and scenario planning can dso help different agencies
build more cooperative relationships. According to Chayes and Chayes, O\ddressing the
many quite different futures that might unfold from the present environment pushes
participantsto open their minds to different assumptions, different approaches and
dternative ways of thinkingE The roster [for scenario planning] will include soldiers,
diplomats, human rights workers, humanitarian assistance personnd, hedth workers,
engineers and even lawyers. Almogt any kind of advance planning activity drawing together
such people from different organizations with different cultures, expertise, experiences and
gpproaches will help them overcome mutua suspicion and develop adegree of comfort with
one another.(0 T he resulting understanding of different agenciesCperspectives and
approaches significantly supports improved coordination.

Even though conflict andysis, organizationd mapping, scenario planning and gaming are al useful
tools, they are not the magic solution. In gpplying these toolsit isimportant to be aware of the
following potential pitfalls and the ways that coordination processes can help to address
them:

¥ [tisnot possbleto fully predict how adynamic conflict situation will unfold. Thus, al
anadyses must be continuoudly updated and revised in line with the changing dynamics on
the ground. Coordination processes can serve as a venue in which to jointly revise the
analysis and the resulting programmatic assumptions.

¥ A cler identification of the problem does not necessarily result in agood program or
operation to address the problem. In many complex conflicts, programs must be prepared to
encounter some degree of trid and error asthey adapt themsavesto the particular needs and
challenges of the particular environment. Coordination processes can provide a venue in
which agencies can encourage each other to redirect a program that is not effectively
responding to the problem.

¥  Andyss and scenario development is dways subjective. People and agencies tend to andyze
the problem through their own lens. An economist will identify economic problems and
economic solutions. A soldier will identify security problems and security solutions. A
historian will identify the historica dimensions of the problem. Joint conflict analysis,
gaming and scenario planning seek to help people step out of their own institutional
box, but the subjective nature of analysis always remains arisk and a reality.

30 Chayes and Chayes, p. 176.
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¥ Thorough anaysis and scenario planning often requires that trust be established among the
participants beforehand. People are often reluctant, or unable, to share sengtive information
about the context or about their red ingtitutiona capacity. There are dso many ingtitutiond
and security clearance barriersthat block the open sharing of information. Thus, it is
essential that conflict analysis, scenario planning and gaming efforts be
accompanied by good processes that help to build trust and encourage openness and
understanding.

¥ Asdiscussed above, the efforts of different agencies can be inherently contradictory. Thus,
even agood anaysiswill not completely resolve these contradictions. On the contrary, it
may highlight the contradictory approaches (i.e., human rightsv. politicd; military v.
humanitarian, etc.) Well-facilitated coordination processes can help to reduce the
natural friction between different agenciesCapproaches.

Reference documents:

¥  RexurePak on Caflid SandtiveA ppraadhesto Dedgomant, Humanitarian A sstaneand
PeacoLilding
http:/ / web.idrc.cal en/ ev-60789-201-1-DO_TOPIC.html

¥  Cammm Inte-A gngy Framenak fa Caflia Andydsin Trangtion
http:/ / www.undg.org/ content.cfmdd=1247

¥ Pradid GuidetoMultilatea N exs A ssesratsin Po-Catflid Stuatians
http:/ / www.undp.org/ bepr/ recovery/ D ocuments Practicd %20G uide%20t0%20MN A%2
0in%20Post-Conflict%20Stuations.pdf
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Part Il: Drivers for Improving Coordination: Incentives,
Principles and Process

Based on our andysis of the lessons learned from the development, humanitarian, peacekeeping and
conflict resolution fields, we have developed three overarching driversto improve coordination:
Incentives, Principles and Process. We propose that more effective coordination requires the
establishment of persond and ingtitutiond incentives to encourage coordination; agreement on
common principles among agencies to support forma and informa coordination; and improved
design and facilitation of coordination processes. As staed in the introduction, the US government
has responded to the need for more effective coordination by proposing the creation of new
coordination mechanisms. Our argument hereisthat the creation of mechanismsis necessary, but
not sufficient. The three drivers for improving coordination focus on creating a more conducive
ingtitutiona environment in which coordination can take place and on improving the functioning of
coordination mechanisms.

Two Core Concepts

When most development, humanitarian, or peacekeeping actors mention coordination, they often
have in mind the definition of coordination provided earlier: bringing Qhe different eements of (a
complex activity or organization) into a relationship that will ensure efficiency or harmony.Gt In
redity, however, most coordination efforts do not achieve this degree of smooth, integrated action.
Agencies and organizations often end up smply sharing unclassified information about what they do
and what they know, rather than creating a smooth, efficient, unified or effort. Our anadysis leads us
to conclude that there are three reasons for the shdlowness of many coordination efforts. 1) the
agencies around the table have different degrees of commitment to the coordinaion process, which
is rarely openly discussed; 2) iterative approaches for building trust and reationships are rarely
integrated into the coordinaion process, and 3) there are few ingitutiona and persona incentives to
take the ingitutiond and persond risksthat agreater degree of coordination often requires.

Therefore, before going into the content of the three drivers, we will outline two core concepts that
underpin thisanalyss. Firdt, coordination is an iterative process of working toward your coordination
objective. Second, the greater degree of commitment that an agency makesto coordinated action, the
greater the degree of ingitutiond risk.

) Coordina tion a s an Iterative Process

In her article, (Rtepping Out of the Tracks. Cooperation Between Officid Diplomats and Private
Facilitators OAndrea Srimling organizes the different activities that coordination can include into
four components under what she terms the agpaatian patrum 32 Bdow, we have used the framework
from her coordination spectrum and adapted it to the language used in this paper:

31 Oxford American Dictionary Bonline access.
2Andrea Srimling, Sgppingaut o the Tradks Cagparation Baweamn Offidal Diplaretsand PrivateFadlitatas 27 July
2004, p4.
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Low intensity

High intensity

>
Coordination Communication Coexistence Coordinated Integated Acion and
Objedive Adion Dedsion-Making
Activities Communication Joint context and Joint design Subsuming various
between agenciesb | cgpacity analyss, and/ or actors and gpproaches
limited informaion | with programming implementation of | within an overal
sharing. developed partidly specific activities, | politica-strategic
based on the andysis. | active partnership | framework;3
on ad hoc or egtablishment of
sustained basis. collaborative decison-
méking and evaluation
mechanisms.
I nstitutional Participation in Participation in an Commitment to Full transparency;
commitment generd interagency | interagency somedegree of senior level
meetings;, fostering | coordination joint decision- participation and
informd mechanism with a making; senior support for
relationshipswith | facilitated process; level buy in and achievement of a
other agencies. establishment of the | support. comman policy

degree of

trust/ communication
necessary to share
red anaysis of
context and
ingtitutiona capacity;
development of
somejoint decision-
meking capacity.

objective, and the
dlocation of the
Necessary resources.

According to Srimling, communication is the foundation of dl coordination, collaboration and
integration. She proposes that we think about communication and trust building as an iterative
process, An which initial communication strengthens relationships in ways conducive to morein-
depth communication.(3* We have termed the different degrees of coordination as the coordination
objettive which can range from communication to integrated action and decision-making, and

includes dl of the variaions in-between. One phase in the coordination process builds up to the

next, and the degree of intendty of coordination increases as you progress on the spectrum from the

right to the left.

i)

Commit ment and Risk

I neffective coordination is often blamed on the absence of politicd or ingtitutiond will to participate
fully in the coordination process. While some degree of good intention can help improve
coordination, this explanation ignores the multitude of ingtitutiona and individud disincentives that
often discourage full participation in coordination processes. The persond and ingtitutiond risks
increase with the degree of commitment desired in the coordination process. Smply sharing public
information about a particular agency® programs, objectives, funding, partnerships, politica
objectives, etc., does not put much at risk; it may only take away precious staff time. Committing

3 This definition is taken partidly from the UN Inteyated Missan Repat, p. 14.

3 grimling, p. 10.
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resources to and designing integrated operaions or initiatives through a coordinated process can put
much more at risk Dthe effectiveness of the agency® programs/ operations and the reputations of
theindividuas that advocate for the coordinated effort. The ingtitutiond and individua risks and
cogtsinherent in participation in the various degrees of the coordination spectrum must be taken into
account through the development of commensurate benefits.

The four degrees of ingtitutional commitment outlined in the table above increase in accordance with
the increase in coordination intensity as follows:

1. Indtitutiona Commitment that comeswith Communication - Participation in genera
interagency meetings, fostering informd relationships with other agencies.

2. Inditutiond Commitment that comes with Coexistence - Participation in an interagency
coordination mechanism with afacilitated process; establishment of the degree of
trust/ communication necessary to share red anaysis of context and ingtitutiona capacity;
development of somejoint decison-making capecity.

3. Insitutiond Commitment that comes with Coordinated A cion - Commitment to some
degree of joint decison-making; senior level buy in and support.

4. |ngitutiona Commitment that comes with I ntegated A dion and Dedsion-Making - Full
transparency; senior level participation and support for achievement of acommon policy
objective and the dlocation of the necessary resources.

Driver I:  Develop Incentives for Coordination

This section outlines persona and ingtitutiond incentives to encourage more effective coordinaion
processes. Theseincentives and principles are outside of the current structurd solutions proposed by
USgovernment coordination efforts. Disincentivesfor coordination exist because of the nature of
the organizationsinvolved (particularly their organizationa sovereignty), the potentiadly contradicting
gpproaches of different organizations and the complex environments in which intervention takes
place. These disincentives are not necessarily intentiond nor often recognized, but they do haveto be
managed if more effective coordination isto take place® The question is not whether there will be
disincentives for organizationsto coordinate, but whether there will be proportiona incentivesto
encourage more effective coordination. Qnartivesinclude the rewards and punishmentsthat are
perceived by individuas to be related to their actions and those of others.(3¢

We have divided the discussion of incentives for coordination into three categories: individud
incentives offered by an individua® agency; ingtitutiona incentives established by the agency; and
individua and ingtitutiona incentives established by or through the coordination mechanism. While
the other drivers should aso serve asincentives for coordination, the specific incentives here focus
on the direct benefit that can be ddivered to the ingtitutions and the individuas participating in the
coordination process.

35 Four papersthat discuss incentives more in depth are: Martens, Bertin, Thel nditutiond Eanaricd Faeg
Aid. Cambridge, Cambridge UP 2002; Ostrom, Elinor, Clark Gibson, Sujai Shivakumar, Krister Andersson.
Aid, Inatives and Sutaindhlity. An Inditutiond A ndyds o Dedagomet Cagparation. Sockhom, S DA, 2002;
Michagl N. Barnett, Martha Finnemore. ThePditics Pone, and Pahdgjes d Intenational Organizetians
Internationa Organization, 53, 4 (Autumn 1999); David Lewis, Anthony Bebbington et d. Pradie Porg and
Meaning Framenaksfa SudyingOrganizetional Culturein Multi-A gggy Rural Dedqomant Prgets London, CCS
Internationa Working Paper 12, 2004.

3 Elinor Ostrom, Clark Gibson, Sujai Shivekuma and Krister Andersson, Aid, | natives and Sugaindhlity. An
Inditutional A nalyssd Daedgamat Capaatian, Sockhom, SDA, 2002, p. 18.
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¥

Individu al inc entiv es (put in place by the individualOs gency)

Provide staff with the time to participate actively in coordination processes. It should be
included in the rdlevant individuasGob descriptions and their appraisal. For agencies that
have fewer gaff available to participate in coordination meetings, it isimportant that
meetings are run more efficiently so that they may be ableto find the time to participae.

SHect saff to participate in coordination processes who view effective coordination as
supporting the achievement of their particular mandate and improving their capacity to fulfill

their objectives.

Establish more effective coordination processes within each agggy to help find consensus and
encourage open discussion.

0 Thiswill give gaff tha participate in coordination meetings aforum within the
agency where he/ she can communicate what occurred in the interagency
coordination meeting and illicit input for the subsequent interagency coordination
meeting.

0 It givesthe gaff person more power to shareinformation and resources through
coordination processes.

o Itisimportant to encourage an environment of openness, trangparency and critica
discussion within the agency so that staff participating in coordination processes will
fed more open to discuss agency-specific chalenges and needs (or perceived
Qesknesses().37

Give gaff participating in coordination processes the authority to openly share information
and resources, where gppropriate. As the coordination process moves adong the cooperation
spectrum, it may be necessary for higher-level s&ff to participate.

Institutio nal in centi ves (put in place by the agency)

Theleadership of the agency needsto recognize the benefit that coordination can bring to
the achievement of its mandate. This requires (and will support) moving past ingtitutiona
rivdriesto the fulfillment of acommon policy objective or the achievement of acommonly
desired operationd or politica impact. In cases where the leadership of the organization may
not openly recognize the benefit of coordination, it is possible that effective collaboration
can be conducted on amore technica level by other layers of the organization.

The agency that prioritizes and establishes mechanismsto promote accountability for impact
will, mogt likely, support coordination processes. The US Government Accounting Office
has shown great interest in more effective coordination because it reduces duplication and
encourage the more effective use of funds. Putting in place better impact accountability
mechanisms should therefore encourage more effective coordination.

37 Larry Minear saysthat we should find ways to Onstitutionalize incentives for constructive criticism and
promote a culture receptive to thoughtful critiques of current policy and suggestions of dternativesOThis
guotation can be found in L erningtheL esnsd Cardnation by Larry Minear, p. 13. Available at

http:/ / hwproject.tuftsedu/ publications/ éectronic/ e_Itloc.html.
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ii)

Individu al and instit utional in centives (put in place by/through a
coordination process)

Ensure that al agencies have ownership over the coordination process. Evenin a
hierarchica coordination mechanism, where one agency or individua has clear decision-
making authority, it isimportant that the participating agencies and individuas fed that
coordination does not equa cooptation. Even if oneingdtitution or individud does have
authority as the Geoordinator,Oagencies that do not buy into the process or accept this
authority will find waysto resist coordination.

I nclude agenciesin the agenda setting of the coordination process. In the case of integrated
missions, include dl relevant agenciesin the planning and decison-making process. This
ensurestheir buy in and builds on their essentid knowledge and expertise.

Focusthe coordination effort on an objective or impact that is desired by dl participating
agencies. If acoordination effort is not focused on a specific achievable objective, such as
the DDR program mentioned earlier, then agencies will often not seeits utility. Agencies will
more readily participate if they can see how coordination will help fulfill their mandate. As
discussed in the sections on conflict anaysis, focusing on a specific context-specific
objective can gresily increase agenciesGwillingness to coordinate.

Always give participating agencies some control over the outcomes of the coordination
process. Establishing a phased process that moves from the establishment of the
coordination objective, to information sharing, to more integrated cooperation alows
agencies to engage in the process gradudly and build confidence as the process moves
forward.

In anon-hierarchicd, or consensus-based coordination process (which includes dl
coordination processesto some degree), ensure that the participating agencies establish ways
to hold themselves accountable for implementing the actions that they agree upon. The
egtablishment of measuresto ensure mutua accountability for acommon purpose or
objective gives the coordination process more vaue, and offers an incentive for agencies and
individuasto more fully participate.

0 Some examples of accountability tools may be a plan that is endorsed by each
individua agency; the presence (or areport to) of an authority figure to whom al
agencies are responsible; acongistent reporting/ review process in which agencies
hold one another accountable to following through on the commitments made a
the previous meseting.

Provide individuds that are participating in the coordination process with aclear plan and
results that they can report back to their agency. Thisinformation should be written up and
al agency-specific jargon trandated for alarger audience. In the case of very senstive
information, other ways of sharing information with the agency should be adopted. The
most important incentive hereisto provide individuds participating in the coordination
process with the tools to share the information with their agency, which should encourage
the continuous buy-in of their agency to the coordination process.

Establish joint funds to support the implementation of coordinated or integrated programs.
Examples of thisinclude: 8 conflict prevention pools used by the UK government to
support the implementation of programs by anumber of UK governmentd agencies; b)
Country-specific trugt funds, such asthe onesin Afghanistan; or ¢) cdls for proposds that
encourage joint efforts.

More efficient and effective coordination processes are an incentive in themseaves because
the individuas and ingtitutions participating will fed that their time is well spent.
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Driver II:  Adopt and Diffuse Coordination Principles

In addition to improved coordination mechanisms and the establishment of persona and
ingtitutiond incentives common coordination, principles should be established at the sysem-wide
level. Here, we propose that each agency in the interagency system adopt the following three
coordination principles. These principles should be integrated into training programs within each
agency and reinforced through coordination processes.

) Transp arency

Each agency should adopt the principle of transparency. Agencies should be as open and transparent
as possible about their initiatives, capacities, budgets, interests and assessments of the situation.

1)) Interage ncy Comm unicatio n

Each agency should commit itself to investing in educating its own staff about the language, culture,
communications systems and capacity of other agencies. This should include education about the
importance of other agenciesCeffortsin accomplishing each individua agency® objectives. This will
greatly help to facilitate communication and understanding between the agencies. A common
interagency discourse should dso be developed, where common terms are understood by each
agency, or a least the differencesin terms are commonly defined.

i)  Account abilit y for | mpact

Each agency should hold itsdf accountable for the impact of the intervention. In addition, agencies
should hold one another accountable for their impact. The anaysis, ingtitutiona mapping, and
information sharing discussed in the previous section will help to create greater accountability. In
addition, coordination mechanisms can create an environment of mutua accountability. This may be
particularly truein the field where information about the impact of each agency® program can be
more easily obtained. Joint assessments and evauations can help to increase the information available
about each agency® program. To enable greater accountability it is also essentia that each individua
agency prioritize the principle of accountability.

Driver Ill: Improve the Coordination Process

Improving the effectiveness of coordination mechanisms requires designing a process that will help
to build the trugt, relationships, knowledge and ingtitutiona commitment necessary to move dong
the cooperation spectrum. We have divided this process into four steps B 1) identify the dimensions
of your coordination mechanism; 2) assign rolesin the coordination process; 3) establish the
coordination objective; and 4) uncover the information necessary to move toward the coordination
objective. Thetools of conflict resolution, mediation and facilitation are used in each of these steps
to help to get the necessary information on the table and build relationships and trugt.

) Identify t he Dimensions of Y our C oordi nation M echanism

It isimportant to identify the following dimensions of each coordination mechanism: verticd and
horizontd and networked and hierarchica .38 It is dso important to distinguish whether thisis an

3 The digtinction between verticd & horizontd and networked & hierarchica was origindly developed by
David Tucker in his discusson of the US Government | nteragency process in the Proceedings article cited
above. Additionaly, Andrea Srimling developed the concept of networked coordination.
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event-based or ingtitutionaized coordination mechanism. These digtinctions help design the
coordination process.

1. Veatia & horizontal:

¥

The horizontal dimension isthe interaction between agencies a ether the headquarters
or thefield level. The horizontd relationship between agencies a the headquarters
greatly affects coordination a thefidd leve, and vice versa. Most coordination
processes concern horizontd leve interactions a either headquarters or the fied, with
little direct attention paid to the verticd connections.

Thevertical dimension istheinteraction between the headquarters and the field, usudly
within each individua agency. Within each agency, authority may be concentrated a a
different place on the vertica axis, which influences the degree of decision-making
authority that is present a the horizontd dimension. It isimportant to know the degree
of decison-making authority present in with each agency representative a the field,
headquarters, and regiond levdls, if relevant.

Aswe gated earlier, completely decentrdized mechanisms are neither likely to exist nor
fully desirable. Thus, each mechanism will have horizonta and verticad dimensionsthat
need to be identified to understand what decision-making and implementation capacities
are present a thetable.

2. Naworked and higarchical:

¥

¥

¥

The network ed dimensi on represents aloose and completely voluntary relationship
between the agencies involved in the mechanism and relies on consensus-based
decisions. Andrea Srimling refersto this as networked coordination.

The hierarchical dimension isthe reationship with an authority figure who overseesthe
coordination process and/ or its output. D ecisons are seen as binding and the Agencies
are accountable to the authority figure for their output.

Effective coordination will rarely result from afully networked or fully hierarchica
relationship between the agencies involved.

¥  Sometype of binding process is necessary to go beyond the information sharing
stage. An authority figure can help to manage these different gpproaches, but
can rardly act in an authoritarian way to ensure coordinated action among
military and civilian agencies.

¥ Y, asdiscussed earlier, ahierarchicd approach isrardly likely to hgppen among
diverse agencies or organizations. A somewhat networked process should exist
to manage the different priorities of different agencieswho, even under a
unified command, will remain most accountable to their headquarters and their
mandate, not the authority figure oversesing the coordination process.

¥ Thus, each mechanism must baance between the binding and voluntary aspects
of the networked and hierarchica dimensions.

3. Event-basad and ingtitutionalized:

¥

¥

An event-basad mechanismisonethat is established on an ad hoc basisto meet a
specific, well-defined need, often in an emergency Situation.

An ingtitutionalized mechanismis one that meets regularly, usualy with the stated god
of information sharing.

Ingtitutiondized mechanisms can help to build relaionships that can facilitate effective
event-based coordination; yet, ingitutionaized mechanisms can rarely maintain the

26



degree of commitment from each ingtitution that event-based coordination demands.
An ingtitutionalized mechanism can aso be transformed into an event-based mechanism
when an urgent situation arises. Agencies often vecillate between participating in event-
based and ingtitutiondized coordination mechanisms.

¥ The coordination objective, which ranges from communication to integrated action,
helpsto determine whether an event-based or ingtitutiondized mechanism is needed.

i) Assign Roles inthe Coordination P roc ess

As gaed earlier, one of the fundamentd chalenges to interagency, inter-governmenta and inter-
organizationa coordination isthat every organization retains some degree of ingtitutiona
sovereignty. As aresult, tools and approaches can be used to help to encourage more active
participation from dl of the ingtitutions represented at the table. This may mean that some of the
more powerful organizations may have to abdicate some of their power in the interest of
encouraging the participation of less powerful, but essentia, agencies. It is dso important to
acknowledge that different agencies have different kinds of power (i.e., knowledge, approaches,
credibility, etc.). One way to encourage participation and discussion isto ensure that everyone a the
table will have a chance to spesk and be heard as an equd. This may mean that the more powerful
agency and/ or the authority figure will have to step back during the coordination processto ensure

that al voices and positions can be expressed. A neutrd third party can help to facilitate this type of
meeting/ discussion.

Bdow, we have outlined four, potentialy overlapping, rolesin a coordination process. Each of these
rolesis essentid to an effective coordination process. It isdso very important that al participating
individuas and agencies understand and accept their role and the roles of others.

1. Convene

0 Theingitution and/ or individud who convenes the meeting. There may dso bea
rotating convener. The convener may or may not be the authority figure. The
essentid characterigtic of the convener isthat they have the credibility to bring the
necessary representativesto the table.

2. Authority figure and/ or fadlitated joint dedson-making process

0 Theauthority figure isthe ingitution or individua to whom the coordination
process is accountable. In many cases, thereis no clear authority figure. In these
cases, the participating agencies need to establish procedures for making decisons
and creating accountability toward the decisons and commitments made. These
joint decision-making processes must appoint afacilitator and decide on aprocess
through which they will communicate and make joint decisions, where appropriate.

3. Fadlitator

o0 Theingitution or individua responsble for ensuring that the coordination process
moves forward smoothly and that al agencies areinvested in the process. Thisrole
can be played by the convener, the authority figure, aneutrd third party or a
participating agency. Regardless of who playsthe role, the person must be skilled in
facilitation and be able to subsume hig/ her own agendato the agenda of the larger
group of agencies.

4. Stakeholder/ A gency representative

0 Theagencies participating in the coordination process. Each agency holds astakein
the outcome of the coordination process. They should not be seen or treated as
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passive observers, but encouraged to invest in the process and commiit to follow
through on its outcomes.

1)) Establis h the Coord ination O bjecti ve

Once you understand the dynamics of your coordination mechanism and decide on the rolesthat
each agency will play, it is necessary to establish the objective of your coordination effort. A few key
guestions can help to determine the coordination objective: 1) what are the different people around
the table there to achieve? Are they there to share information, ensure that programs don®overlap or
contradict, develop joint programs, or develop integrated programs?2) what degree of indtitutiona
authority does each individua carry with him/ her? Are they able to commit resources and decision-
making authority to the coordinated effort?

Asdiscussed earlier, the coordination objective has four overdl leves of intensty, and dl of the
degreesin-between:

1. Communication
¥ Communication between agencies, limited information sharing.
2. Coxistence
¥ Joint context and capacity andysis, with programming developed partidly based on the
andysis.
3. Coordinated adion

¥ Joint design and/ or implementation of specific activities; active partnership on ad hoc or
ustained basis.
4. Intayated action and dedsion-making

¥  Subsuming various actors and approaches within an overdl politicd-strategic
framework;3® establishment of collaborative decision-making and evauation
mechanisms.

The primary lesson learned from conflict resolution and mediation processesisthat, over time, trust
and relaionships can be built that will enable agreater degree of commitment than that which was
initidly imagined. Applied to this context, the coordination objective may change over time. More
ambitious coordination objectives necessitate a process that enables the people and ingtitutions
present to build the trust and relationships necessary for that degree of commitment. At the
beginning, agencies may only be prepared to communicate, but after sharing information and
building relationships and/ or trust they may decide tha coordinated action iswhat they want to
work toward. The coordination process can support the building of these relationships, trust and
knowledge to enable individuds and ingtitutions to commit to amore integrated degree of
coordination over time. Bdow, we outline afew tools that, dong with mediation and facilitation
techniques, can help agencies move toward a more intense coordination objective.

Iv)  Underst and th e Environment and the Players

To move toward the coordination objective (communication, coexistence, coordinated action, or
integrated action & decison-making) it isimportant to understand the environment in which
coordination will take place and the capacities and interests of the actors involved.

3 This definition is taken partidly from the UN Inteyated Missan Repat, p. 14.
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)] The Environment

As mentioned earlier, ajoint anadysis of the intervention environment helps the people a thetableto
identify how the interventions of different actors contradict or complement one another. This should
aso hdp to build understanding tha the different actors involved often need one another to make
ther intervention more effective. This exercise can take place a the headquarters or the fild and can
usethetools of conflict anayss, scenario planning and/ or gaming. Conflict andysis frameworksdl
have four common components: country profile, the root and proximate causes of the conflict, the
actorsinvolved in the conflict, and the resulting conflict dynamics4 As summarized in the
Internationd Alert Resource Pack on Conflict Senstivity, these four common eementsinclude:

¥  Conflict profile: includes an andysis of the politica, economic, and socio-culturd context;
the emergent politica, economic, ecologicd, and socid issues; the identification of the
specific conflict prone affected areas; and the history of the conflict.

¥  Conflict causes: includes an andysis of the root causes and the surface level, or proximate,
causss, the triggers that could lead to the outbreak of further conflict; new factorsthat could
prolong the conflict; and factors that could contribute to peace.

¥ Actors includes an andysis of the main actorsinvolved in the conflict; the actors interests,
gods, positions, capacities, and relaionships, the potentid capacities for peace; and the
spailers.

¥ Conflict dynamics: includes an andysis of the current conflict trends, the windows of
opportunity, and the potentid scenarios that will result from the interaction of the conflict
profile, causes and actors.

A joint analysis about conflict dynamics, nonetheless, requires that a certain degree of trust
be built among the participants. Participants need to fed comfortable openly sharing what can be
very sendtive information and anadysis. Open communication can adso beinhibited by different
security classifications of the participating individuas. Oneimportant role of awell-designed
coordination processisto help to build the trust and understanding necessary for a degree of open
information sharing.

The analysis itself should be iterative and integrated into the coordination process. It should
evolve and be updated as the environment changes. The coordination process can provide the venue
for the continuous updating of the analysis and the assessment of whether the programs of the
different actors continue to respond to the changing context.

i) The Players

In addition to information sharing about the intervention environment, it is essentid tha thereisadso
some andysis, or mapping, of the capacities, limitations, current interventions and needs of the
intervening organizations. This andysis helps to encourage interventions to build upon capacity that
exigsrather than duplicating efforts dready underway. It dso helpsto more clearly identify the red
cgpacity gaps among the intervening actors. Even though an agency may have amandate to carry out
atask, they may not dways have the capacity, in which case they may need support from another

agency.

An ingtitutiond mapping should be done by the fecilitators of the coordination process as part of the
preparation prior to the meeting. During the coordination process, the facilitator should help the
actorsto put thisinformation out on the table in away in which they are comfortable. Thiswill dso

40 This description is taken from the Resource Pack on Conflict Sensitive Approaches to Devel opment,
Humanitarian Assistance and Peacebuilding, Chapter 2. Available from http:/ / www.international-
dert.org/ our_work/ training/ index.php?age=work& ext=se.
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require some degree of trust and awillingness to openly share ingtitutiond capacities and congtraints.
In addition, because agencies often spesk in their own jargon, the rea meaning of what is being
conveyed is often not completely understood by those outside of the particular agency. The
facilitator should help to clarify jargon to make the information accessible to everyone at the
table.

V) Add the drive rs tog ether

These three drivers are additive. The effectiveness of each of these driversincreases when it is
combined with another driver, and together they should significantly increase the effectiveness of
coordination. The first two drivers support forma (through mechanisms) and informa (outside of
mechanisms) coordination and pertain more specificaly to incentives that can be provided to and/ or
within each agency to support more effective coordination. The last driver relates directly to the
functioning and effectiveness of coordination mechanisms.

Thethree drivers for coordination will help to create coordination mechanismstha are ableto learn
and adapt to the changing and dynamic environments tha the US Government is faced with today.
The current structurd coordination solutions proposed by the US Government are necessary, but
not sufficient. We advocate for the incorporation of this framework of driversinto the framework to
improve the effectiveness of coordination efforts. The common barriersto coordination, lessons
learned, and drivers for coordination should inform the interagency education curriculum.

Conclusion

I nteragency coordination has been and will continue to be difficult. However, dthough coordination
challenges can never be permanently solved they can be effectively managed.

¥ Byrecognizing the Eight Barriersto Coordination outlined in this paper aclearer
understanding of the interagency coordination chalenges can be redlized.

¥ Byleveraging lessons learned from the internaiond development, peacekeeping,
peacebuilding, humanitarian and conflict resolution communities the US government can
benefit from those experiencesin genera and in particular with regards to the ongoing
stabilization and recongtruction missionsin Afghanistan and Iraqg.

¥ Byrecognizing tha coordination is an iterative process and that afull spectrum of
coordination is possble but that only those coordination effortsthat clearly define a
coordination objective will be successful.

¥ Byfully developing and leveraging both persond and institutiona incentives for
coordination in order to overcome the significant disincentivesto coordination that are built
naturaly into alarge bureaucretic organizetion like the US government.

If through interagency training and education these concepts can be introduced into the thinking of a
new and growing pool of Onter-agentsOacross the US government aculture of coordination can be
fostered which anticipates and addresses many of these challenges. As aresult, we could begin to see
interagency coordination become a true Gorce multiplierOfor both policy makers and policy
implementers and most importantly, see aresulting increase in the safety and prosperity of the
United Setes.
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Appendix A: Summary Table

This paper seeksto inform and support the development of interagency training and education. To
that end, the summary table provided below highlights three broad objectives recommended within
the framework outlined in this paper Benvironment, process and mechanism. The table then briefly
articulates the coordination capabilities required to achieve those objectives and recommends training
areasto further develop coordination capecities within US government personnd and their

organizations.

This summary table is not meant to be comprehensive in nature with regardsto dl of the lessons
learned that have been identified within this paper. However, it should assist readersin
conceptudizing how the andysis presented in this paper can betrandaed into curriculaand training
to meet the needs of the growing OnteragencyOcommunity.

Overall objective

What does this entail?

What do you train to?

Managing
Context/ environment

¥  Context andysis

¥  Continuous updating of the andysis
through coordination mechanisms

¥  Transparency of capacity and
intervention approaches updatesthe
context

¥  Mutud accountability created through
trangparency and through other
accountability messures

¥  Feed information into the coordination
process and informadly through
informa coordination and transparency
Breationship building

¥  Tran to andyticd tools, and
comprehensive gaming B pull people
into the gaming process who will have
to work together in the field

¥ Know the current environment and
who the various players are

¥ Impact assessment Brevist impact
through coordination process

¥  Tran to andyticd tools and the process
of feeding them into the coordination
mechanism. How do you ensure
accountability through coordination?

¥  Core assumptions, objectives

Managing Coordinaion ¥  Understand and develop coordination ¥  Define coordination objectivein
Objective B Process process to meet each particular relation to anadysis of context and
coordination objective undergtanding of capacity Boutline
¥  Coordination objective ranges from how you do this
information sharing to full integration, ¥  ITEA can educae on theiterative
but is dwaysin relation to the context process and how it can work
and the players. ¥  FMCScould develop acurriculum to
teach the process
Managing Players and The players and the coordination objective Understanding the characteristics of the players
mechanism determine the mechanism. and the types of possible mechanisms can help

Characteristics of mechanisms:
¥  Vaeticd and horizonta dimensions
¥ Neworked and hierarchica dimensions
¥  Binding and participatory dimensions

Characterigtics of players:

Different languages and cultures
Different ingtitutiond structures
Different capacities

Different understandings of the end
sate, mandates and objectives
Different decision-making centers of
gravity (where decisions are made)

K K K K

K

people develop amiddle ground through which
they can communicae.

You can tran to:

¥  Organizaiond capacity and

strengths weeknesses

¥  Language

¥  Culture

¥  Themiddle ground can be crested
through common coordination
principles, which you can train to
A common system
Each ingtitution®hierarchy
How the player@ capacity rdatesto the
context

#K K K
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