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FOREWORD


The U.S. Army Peacekeeping Institute (PKI) was established at Carlisle Barracks, PA, in July 1993 to examine the strategic complexities of peace operations and humanitarian interventions.  As a participant in most United Nations (UN), non-UN, and U.S. peace, humanitarian, and stability operations since its inception, PKI uniquely mixes ongoing operational experience with academic expertise to assist major participants in various types of peace operations to capture the major lessons to be learned which might be employed in future U.S. Army policy, planning, operations, doctrine, and education.  


The HURRICANE MITCH After Action Review (AAR) conference was held at Carlisle Barracks, 20-23 September 1999, under a directive from the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans of the U.S. Army.  To initiate the conference, the PKI conducted a review of the HURRICANE MITCH relief and rehabilitation operation from the field.  The conference examined strategic and high operational-level Army issues involving planning, coordination, and civil-military relations.  Additionally, other cogent issues were generated in the broader discussions that were facilitated by the U.S. Army War College nonattribution policy.  The intent was to provide uninhibited discussions that would lead to conclusions and recommendations designed to improve the Army’s capabilities when participating in future small scale contingency operations that include Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief (HA/DR) missions.


Participants included representatives from U.S. Army Military Groups in the affected region, other U.S. Government departments and agencies, and Non-Governmental Organizations that were involved in the HURRICANE MITCH relief effort.  The 20 participants remained in a continuing plenary session and discussed the specified issues in turn with PKI moderators leading the discussions.  One moderator led the sessions that pertained to the planning and coordination issue(s).  The other moderated the civil-military relations issue.  That moderator also brought to closure four additional highly interrelated recurring themes—the need for more mature doctrine, information management, the continuing problem of accessing human and materiel resources, and force protection.


The outstanding work done by all participants in the conference is reflected in this report.  Moreover, the interchange of information and experience as it relates to an extremely difficult operation will be reflected in each participant’s enhanced professional capabilities.  Thus, the HURRICANE MITCH AAR conference and report have already served, and will subsequently serve, as a product of great value for improving personal and institutional capabilities when participating in future HA/DR missions.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Under a directive from the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans (DCSOPS) of the U.S. Army, a HURRICANE MITCH After Action Review (AAR) was conducted by the U.S. Army Peacekeeping Institute (PKI).  The AAR culminated in a conference held at Carlisle Barracks, PA, 20-23 September 1999.  The intent of the 2-day conference was to collectively review the issues and events associated with the U.S. Army response to HURRICANE MITCH and provide recommendations regarding policy, doctrine, operations, organization, training, leader development, and Title X responsibilities to improve the Army’s response capabilities in future similar disaster relief and humanitarian assistance missions.  


Consensus was that:

· Complex humanitarian emergencies such as those created by HURRICANE MITCH in the Central American region are likely to be harbingers of future U.S. military operations.

· Despite difficult multinational and U.S. civil-military coordination challenges, initiative and ingenuity enabled U.S. leaders and soldiers to achieve near impossible feats in snatching victims out of the floods; feeding and taking care of the victims of the tragedy; beginning the repair of a badly damaged infrastructure; and providing victims and nations alike real hope for a viable future.

· The requirement for large scale “ad hoc-ery” in achieving success in the HURRICANE MITCH operation, however, indicates that there is much to study, learn, and apply in response to future natural or manmade disasters.

Key Findings


Conference participants focused on planning, coordination, and civil-military relations.  Four closely related themes emerged out of the discussions and underlie each of the primary issues.  They involve the problems of doctrine, resources, information management, and force protection.

The Primary Issues

· Planning.  Planning and implementing procedures did not work well.  Conference participants considered this issue to be, at its base, a command and control problem.  Consensus was that pervasive ad hoc planning and implementing were caused by a recurring question of “Who is in charge?”   Primary recommendations center on the need to clearly define civil-military authority relationships and supporting and lead roles that, once defined, can and will generate an effective interagency and multinational unity of effort.

· Coordination.  Early U.S. military coordination in the HURRICANE MITCH operation did not include key U.S. civilian agencies, International Organizations (IOs), Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), or relevant Host Nation civilian and military organizations.  Participants argued that the lack of unity among and between the various players is fundamentally an organizational issue.  It was agreed that coordination to plan and implement shared partnership goals must deal with the corollary question of  “What is the Process?”  Resultant recommendations center on the concept that organizational mechanisms to improve coordination must be conceived and firmly established to ensure more effective civil-military cooperation and cohesion.

· Civil-Military Relations.  Because of a certain lack of clear authority lines and well-defined lead and supporting roles, each major actor tended to “do his own thing” and stay within his own “stove-pipe” organizational structure.  Participants were in complete agreement that this is, essentially, a professional education and leader development issue.  Recommendations focus on the notion that extensive civilian engagement in operations like HURRICANE MITCH makes it imperative to assess how multinational and multiorganizational civilian and military partners can best manage their increasingly interdependent relationships.  Thus, effectiveness and ultimate success in humanitarian assistance and disaster relief operations depend on educational as well as organizational solutions.

Recurring Themes

· Doctrine.  Throughout the conference discussions, participants implicitly, explicitly, and repeatedly emphasized the perception that current doctrine is inadequate to meet the requirements of complex multinational, multiorganizational, and multidimensional  humanitarian emergency situations.  Consensus among attendees stressed the need for all U.S. armed forces and civilian agencies, potential coalition partners, and IOs and NGOs to begin the process of harmonizing doctrine and standardizing procedures, equipment, and communications.

· Resources.  Although conference participants were concerned with materiel as well as human resources, emphasis was placed on the fact that extensive demands on the reserve components to provide vital elements of support in operations such as  HURRICANE  MITCH, and other humanitarian emergencies, are creating a shrinking pool of professionally qualified available personnel in the Active Component.  This problem—along with that of access to personnel in the Reserve Component (RC)—has also had a negative effect on mission continuity.  Recommendations center on the need to pursue initiatives to provide easier access to the RC; and to create a better balanced, and well-prepared Army.

· Information Management.  Participants observed that, at least in the earlier stages of the HURRICANE MITCH operation, U.S. management of information was not a high point.  Information tended to be less than timely, lacking in sophistication, and sometimes contradictory.  Moreover, it was perceived to be more reactive than proactive.  It was also emphasized that the key to accessing both human and materiel resources is effective management of information.  Thus, recommendations center on the need to review, revise, and implement more mature doctrine for multinational and multiorganizational information management situations; to work toward the establishment of a single organizational mechanism for civil-military coordination of information efforts; and to develop standard multinational and multiorganizational information management agreements.

· Force Protection.  Participants acknowledged that lessons learned from such diverse Small Scale Contingency operations as Somalia and HURRICANE MITCH demonstrate that humanitarian assistance and disaster relief missions in areas where law and order have broken down can place U.S. forces in “harm’s way.”   Nevertheless, it was stressed that the extent to which force protection measures should be enforced depends on the sound judgment of leaders at all levels who understand the situation and adjust to accommodate local conditions.  Force Protection rules adopted in some areas during the HURRICANE MITCH response jeopardized credibility and hampered civil-military cooperation.  Conference recommendations stress the need for the U.S. Army to ensure a proper balance between force protection and operational flexibility.

Implications


The recurring themes of doctrine, resources, information management, and force protection are subsumed by the primary issues of planning, coordination, and civil-military relations.  Yet, they can, and did, stand alone as issues essential for strategic and high operational level review and relevant to the U.S. Army.


The primary implications are straight forward.  Two common denominators underlie the discussion of the issues considered in this report.  The first is the need to learn how to optimize U.S. Army capabilities in an ambiguous, nontraditional, and global security environment.  This is a professional military education and leader development issue.  The second denominator involves the political, coalition, and multiorganizational partnership requirements that predominate in these types of emergencies.  This is primarily a unity of effort issue.  Both these issues need doctrinal and organizational reviews.  But, together, these two leadership and unity of effort common denominators can provide the basis for a holistic agenda for greater effectiveness in dealing with complex humanitarian emergencies.  Conference participants argued that, although the development of such an agenda might be difficult, the results for the United States and the U.S. Army would be worth the effort.

Conclusions


The U.S. experience to date in the unstable but interdependent global security environment that has emerged out of the Cold War indicates that the U.S. Army and other military services will continue to be called on to bring stability to chaos, order to anarchy, peace to conflict, relief to disaster victims, and assistance to victims of other human tragedies.


Experience further indicates that international security goals established by the U.S. will be less military and more political.  In that context, U.S. unilateral military operations have given way to coalition civil-military actions.  Partnership, thus, is the key to the future.  That is, military partnership with U.S. civilian agencies, military partnerships with coalition and other military organizations, and military partnerships with civilian coalition and other political, economic, and humanitarian actors.  


U.S. Army policy, organization, doctrine, education and training, leader development programs, force structure, and Title X activities all impact on the ability to deal with these contemporary challenges.  The conference attendees agreed that, with a thorough review of the recommendations of the HURRICANE MITCH After Action Review Conference, the Army Staff can help replace confusion with cooperation and help fulfill the promise that humanitarian assistance and disaster relief operations offer.

CHAPTER 1:

INTRODUCTION


Under the direction of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans (DCSOPS) of the U.S. Army, the U.S. Army Peacekeeping Institute (PKI) conducted a comprehensive After Action Review (AAR) to analyze strategic and high-operational level recovery efforts and provide recommendations designed to improve the Army’s capabilities to participate in future operations similar to the aftermath of HURRICANE MITCH.


The data collected from the initial review of the situation from the field, and from the conference, strongly suggests that the response to HURRICANE MITCH by the U.S. Government and—by extension—the U.S. Army, was an overall success.  Much of that success was attributed to the hard work, ingenuity, professionalism, and dedication of the men and women at all levels who were involved in responding to the crisis generated by  HURRICANE MITCH.  Nevertheless, a review of the Army’s response to HURRICANE MITCH  will allow leaders and planners to enhance the performance of the U.S. Army in working with the joint and civilian communities during future Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief (HA/DR) operations.

The Report

The DCSOPS directed that the report should consist of two parts.  The first part (Chapter 2) is a short historical overview of complex humanitarian emergencies in the global landscape and includes a brief overview of HURRICANE MITCH.  The second part (Chapters 3- 7) is a more detailed examination of lessons learned from the HURRICANE MITCH experience.  These chapters deal specifically with planning, coordination, civil-military relations; and additional recurring themes, and implications.     


Three premises influence the entire report.  First, it is likely that the U.S. armed forces will continue to participate in small scale contingencies (SSC), including HA/DR operations.  Second, humanitarian assistance and responsibility for human rights and civil democracy are pivotal responses in what has become the pervasive threat environment of the post Cold War era—that of the SSC.  Third, even though the total U.S. effort in the wake of HURRICANE MITCH was a great success, both the victims of the emergency and the U.S. taxpayers deserve even better performance.  If we are satisfied with the status quo, our standards are too low.  Apologies for not trying to do better in the future will not bring back the human and materiel losses that might have been saved.

The Historical Context of the Report


An examination of complex humanitarian emergencies in general, and HURRICANE MITCH in particular, indicates that, despite situational differences, the analytical commonalities of HA/DR operations are very powerful elements that define the problem and dictate response at the strategic and high-operational levels.  By coming to grips with the fact that other similar disasters are microcosms of HURRICANE MITCH, leaders and planners can develop the strategic vision necessary to deal more effectively with these phenomena.  General Anthony Zinni, U.S. Marine Corps, observed that “If we can’t learn this lesson, we are doomed to the status quo—and ad-hocing it every time.”
 

The Lessons Learned Parts of the Report

The examination of the planning, coordination, and civil-military relations issues cuts across policy, strategy, operational, and Title X “lines.”  As each issue was analyzed, it evolved to a highly interrelated set of problems.  That is, the conference participants considered planning in the HURRICANE MITCH context to be, in fact, a problem of command and control.  The discussion on coordination became a discussion regarding the need to develop organizational mechanisms for integrated and comprehensive planning and implementation.  The participants regarded the civil-military relations issue to be educational and leader development problems.

Recurring themes dealing with doctrine, resources, information management, and force protection were added to the agenda, discussed, and incorporated into this report.  Finally,  implications centered on two common denominators derived from the discussions, conclusions, and recommendations of the conference.  One participant summed up the matter stating that “Taken together (the recommendations and their common denominators) establish a basis for a holistic agenda for the achievement of a more responsive humanitarian effort to deal with complex human emergencies such as the aftermath of HURRICANE MITCH.
”

Conclusion

It is hoped that this report will serve as a source document regarding humanitarian  emergency operations for decision-makers, policy-makers, leaders, planners, and implementers, 

and that it will help the U.S. Army prepare for similar HA/DR operations  now and into the 21st Century.

CHAPTER 2:

COMPLEX HUMANITARIAN EMERGENCIES IN THE GLOBAL LANDSCAPE,

AND AN OVERVIEW OF HURRICANE MITCH

For those who would argue that HURRICANE MITCH was an aberration and something that may happen every 100 years or so—and therefore need not be examined for lessons learned—there is good news and bad news.  The good news is that the intensity and scope of HURRICANE MITCH was a phenomenon that occurs only very seldom.  The bad news is that there are 28 manmade or natural small scale contingencies (SSCs) ongoing in the world today.   Humanitarian assistance, disaster relief, and responsibility for human rights and civil democracy are pivotal responses in what has become the pervasive threat environment of the post-Cold War era.  One conference participant observed that “Even a simple disaster such as that in the Bahamas is a microcosm of HURRICANE MITCH.  Our whole approach should be rethought and reworked for future relevant effectiveness.”1 


Experience strongly indicates that the President and Congress are likely to continue to require military participation in humanitarian operations in which U.S. interests are affected, involved, or threatened in some way.  At the same time, military disaster relief providers are increasingly expected to cooperatively help rehabilitate and reconstruct devastated economies and support the development, redevelopment, or maintenance of civil societies.  This unconventional task requires close cooperation between and among national civilian agencies, other non-U.S. civilian organizations, other military organizations, international organizations (IOs), nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and sub-national indigenous actions involved in 

one way or another with perceived threats to international security and well-being.  The intent is to ensure that any manmade or natural disaster does not generate instability and chaos, and create a greater threat to the interdependent global community.  At the same time, an IO acting unilaterally, or a government acting unilaterally, that defers to arbitrary  “end-dates” and fails to make a commitment to a clearly defined vision of ultimate political success, makes it possible to lose control of the situation.  Experience in places such as Somalia , Rwanda, and the former Yugoslavia demonstrates that such action frequently cycles back to the beginning of a given SSC, and the seeds of the next problem are sown in the present one.   Thus, the scope and objectives of military missions in this expanded security environment must comply with overriding political requirements.


As a consequence, short-term efforts with whatever and whoever happens to be available, and improvised solutions, are no longer options.  The implacable challenge in the pursuit of humanitarian relief and nation-state stability is one of accepting the responsibilities of political leadership that the global security environment imposes.  The primary task is to mount a deliberate, long-term, coordinated political-economic-psychological-humanitarian-military (i.e. multidimensional) effort to achieve those ends.  Clearly, the way the international community confronts disaster, and responds to its challenges, sets the stage for how the rest of the tragedy will play itself out.

HURRICANE  MITCH.


During October and November 1998, HURRICANE MITCH caused a natural disaster in which there were loss of life, human suffering, and physical destruction that reached wide and tragic proportions.  The U.S. response to this humanitarian emergency was a demonstration of an extensive, complex, selfless, and successful disaster assistance effort.  That effort encompassed the execution of U.S. Army policy, doctrine, organization, training and leader development, and other Title X responsibilities in a “non-traditional” political-military stability assistance setting in Central America .  The U.S. Army also played an important role as teacher, mentor, and role model for other military organizations, civil governments, and regional disaster relief agencies around the world.  As such, the U.S. response to the aftermath of HURRICANE MITCH provided a good example for similar efforts in the future.  It also provided national security dividends at that time and for the future.

The Situation


Virtually every one of the 25 million people living in Central America was touched in one way or another by  HURRICANE MITCH.  Roughly 40 percent of the Central American landmass was directly affected in four principal countries—Honduras, Nicaragua, El Salvador, and Guatemala.  In that context, the number of dead and missing persons reached approximately 25,000.  The number of homeless and displaced peoples reached over 3 million.  The economic devastation was estimated at over $3.5 billion, and included destruction or severe damage to  over 50 percent of  the major bridges of the region.  These few statistics provide an appreciation of the extent of the human and physical disaster, and the magnitude of the relief and reconstruction effort required.2
The Response


The Commander-in-Chief, United States Southern Command (USCINCSOUTH), General Charles Wilhelm, USMC, planned, organized, and implemented the initial U.S. military support effort into three phases.  Phase one was an emergency assistance mission.  Phase two was a rehabilitation phase.   Phase three was a transition phase into a long-term civil reconstruction effort.  The first phase primarily involved life-saving missions and emergency distribution of food, clothing, shelter, and medical assistance.  The second phase focused on repairs to the infrastructure that would be required to reestablish the Host Nations’ capabilities to provide essential support and health services to their respective peoples.  The third phase provided a transition point at which the role of the U.S. armed forces would reduce, and the roles of civilian, international, nongovernmental, and Host Nation organizations would expand.  The intent of the three phases was to go beyond a simple temporary relief mission to begin an effort that would regenerate viable economies and civil societies and, ultimately, assure sustainable regional well-being, peace, and stability.3

During the first two relief and rehabilitation phases of the U.S. humanitarian aid effort, the initial 1,400 troops on the ground increased to over 5,700 personnel.  Civilians representing relevant U.S. governmental agencies, IOs, NGOs, the Host Nations, and other nations also increased their numbers and efforts.  They saved innumerable lives—often at great personal danger; distributed over 60 metric tons of food; delivered unnumbered quantities of medical supplies; over 100,000 gallons of purified water; 1,434 rolls of plastic sheeting; 22,150 blankets; 

and  began  rebuilding Central American regional infrastructure.  In these cooperative efforts, the U.S. Department of Defense expended $150 million; the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID)/Food for Peace and the U.S. Department of Agriculture provided $115 million;  the USAID/Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance and Host Nation credit assistance reached $35 million for a total U.S. government contribution of $300 million.  These figures demonstrate another dimension of the magnitude of the relief and rehabilitation effort associated with the aftermath of HURRICANE MITCH.4  

The Situational Realities


The U.S. response to the human and physical disaster caused by HURRICANE MITCH was not a simple, short-term relief mission conducted by U.S. armed forces.  It was a holistic, long-term, multidimensional, multiorganizational, and multinational relief, rehabilitation, and reconstruction effort supported by U.S. armed forces. The U.S. response was also a serious economic and political stability effort.  Finally, the goodwill generated from U.S. actions and the generally positive media coverage created an unmitigated foreign policy success in Central America and throughout the rest of the world.


The positive aspects of the HURRICANE MITCH operation notwithstanding, the reality of the experience revealed that the U.S. Army—and the U.S. government—could have done even better.  There are at least three major strategic and high operational level problems that should be resolved to improve the results of any similar future operation.  


First, planning and implementing procedures did not work well.  Conference participants considered that issue to be, at its base, a command and control problem.


Second, early U.S. military coordination during the assessment and planning stages of the first phase of the operation did not include key U.S. civilian agencies, IOs, NGOs, or relevant Host Nation civil and military entities.  That lack of unity of effort was deemed to be, fundamentally, an organizational issue.  


Third, as a result, civil-military relations left much to be desired.  Participants were in complete agreement that this was essentially an education and training problem.


As a consequence of these problems, there was more strategic ambiguity than clarity, more unity of command than unity of effort, and much more duplication of effort and working at cross purposes than movement toward the relief of a human tragedy of enormous proportions.

Preliminary Implications for U.S. Army Policy and Other Title X Responsibilities

Because of today’s complex political-strategic environment, with instant media exposure, leaders at all levels must be literate and competent in all of the following:

· The political-strategic complexity and implications of contemporary SSCs;

· Strategic planning and implementing organizational mechanisms and processes that generate unity of effort, as well as unity of command;

· Doctrine for operating cooperatively in complex multidimensional, multi-organizational, and multinational situations; and



· The conduct of synchronized civil-military efforts.

CHAPTER 3:  

PLANNING

Issue.  After the initial rescue and relief efforts for the HURRICANE MITCH operation, synchronization of the planning process improved.  The process, however, remained difficult as a result of systemic disconnects (e.g., communications; methods and means of operation; and command, control, and coordination relationships) between the various military and civilian components of the U.S. operation, between the U.S. and the Host Nation civil-military organizations, between the U.S. and involved international organizations, and between the U.S. and nongovernmental and private voluntary organizations.  In short, the roles and responsibilities for Army planners, and other players in the HURRICANE MITCH operation, were not well understood or followed.  This was the result of systemic disconnects already noted, and the fact that “people didn’t know each other and didn’t know what another organization could bring to the table—or how.”1   The problem, however, was not just an Army problem—“it was not a service-centric thing.”2  It pertained to all the involved parties.  All this generated a great deal of “ad hoc-ery,” duplication and triplication of effort, and higher political, personnel, and monetary costs than should have been necessary.


Discussion.  Discussion of the planning issue centered on questions generated by the U.S. Army Peacekeeping Institute preliminary field survey.  The six questions are:

· What were the strategic planning roles and responsibilities in the planning process?

· How were plans and supporting plans coordinated laterally and vertically?

· Was the strategic planning process sufficiently inclusive regarding the civilian relief community?

· Was structured feedback incorporated into the planning process?

· Were early crisis assessments relevant and useful to the planning process?

· How did lack of centralized logistics control affect operations?

Key Findings
· Strategic Planning Roles and Responsibilities.  USCINCSOUTH had written a plan to support a humanitarian relief operation.  There were, however, major problems involved in executing the plan.  The military groups (MILGPs) had no supporting plans; there was no MILGP in Nicaragua; there were no forces assigned to the plan; and General Wilhelm’s authority was limited by law to providing disaster relief only.  That is, “CINCSOUTH had to back off when his legal authority ran out.”3   Nevertheless, the interagency community did not develop any plans.  The Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA) did write a plan, but, because of its limited mandate, also had to shut down as soon as the emergency disaster relief stage of the crisis had been concluded.  Participants emphasized that other than the SOUTHCOM and OFDA plans, “the closest thing to a plan was the Non-Combatant Evacuation Operation (NEO) plans at country level.”4   It was also pointed out that  “NEOs are a totally different thing, and only focus on a single country."5  Thus, even though operations such as HURRICANE 

MITCH require close planning and coordination between and among the various military and civilian players, there appeared to be no strategic planning roles and responsibilities assigned to anyone beyond SOUTHCOM and OFDA.  The  Central American Center of Coordination for the Prevention of Natural Disasters might have taken on that role, but that international organization (IO) did not have the resources or the capability.

· Coordination of Plans.  Initially, very little coordination of plans was done between organizations and groups involved in the HURRICANE MITCH operation.  In the case of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), both U.S. and internationally based, there was very little interaction with U.S. planners.  As the operation matured and people got to know each other—and know what each could bring to “the table,” however, vertical and lateral coordination was accomplished informally, and on an ad hoc basis.

· Inclusion of the Civilian Relief Community.  The formal strategic planning process-as it was-did not include the U.S. and non-U.S. civilian relief community.  Based on coordination with SOUTHCOM, OFDA made recommendations regarding emergency disaster assistance and relief that might be taken by other U.S. civilian agencies.  Each agency determined what it would do and when.  Cooperation and coordination with IOs and NGOs, initially nonexistent, improved late in the operation and, then, only on an informal basis.  Later, humanitarian operations centers (HOCs) were established to perform the coordination function, but “they came too late, were unresourced, and not located where any player had representatives who could speak and make decisions”6 for a given organization.  One example was the HOC in El Salvador that was located at a military air base 45 minutes away from the capital city where most of the civilian relief community had offices.

· Structural Feedback.  Because of the lack of adequate organizational mechanisms, feedback into the planning process was not structured.  Again, it was informal, self-selective, and improvised.  Some of the “right things” were done, because “Some of our people had had experience elsewhere, so we didn’t have to wait for the Army to tell us what we should do.”7
· Crisis Assessments.  Early crisis assessments were generally not relevant and not useful to the planning process.  Because of the lack of coordinating structures between and among the various civilian and military players involved in the HURRICANE MITCH operation, each major organization did its own assessment with its own resources, and set up its own “stove-pipe.”  As a consequence, some players were not aware of others having conducted an assessment, and when they did become aware, the quality was so “uneven” that more often than not they were considered totally irrelevant and unusable.

· Centralized Logistics Control.  The lack of centralized logistical control or coordination significantly slowed the overall response.  Conference participants closest to this problem complained of two things:

· There was a centralized logistics control system in place, but it was not designed to provide timely disaster relief; 

· The system might have worked relatively well, but “there were other organizations and people with enough clout to intervene and (defeat) the system;”8 and there was no coordination of what was sent down to the Host Nation AOR, or when it would be sent; as an example, “we never knew what a civilian or military aircraft would have aboard it when it arrived.”

· Summary. “Ad hoc seems to be how our (planning) problems were resolved.”9


Conclusions.  Participants concluded that these shortcomings were not planning problems, per se.  They were, instead, problems of command and control.  That is, problems in determining “Who is in charge,” and “What is the process?”  They believed that the problems relating to planning would be resolved when the questions of who was in charge and what was the process were answered.


Importantly, authority arrangements between and within the U.S. interagency civil-military apparatus were not well defined, and led to inefficiencies and confusion.  In that connection, there were a lot of people in charge of various things at various times—depending on  the politics of clout.  “People who were in theory in charge (e.g., USAID) got blown away in the real political situation.”10   Moreover, lead and supporting role relationships between the U.S., the civilian relief community, and even the Host Nations were also often blurred and confused— again, depending on over-riding personality and influenced relationships.  Finally, in this connection, the only organization that could look at the problems associated with the aftermath of HURRICANE MITCH from a regional perspective was SOUTHCOM.  All the other players treated each of the affected Central American nations as completely separate entities.   Thus, because of a lack of appropriate command and control and perspective, there was a general lack of unity of effort and a corresponding lack of clarity in the strategic and operational planning processes.


Recommendations.  The Army should:

· Support the development of joint doctrine and organizational structure that can generate greater cooperation, coordination, and consensus between and among the diverse U.S. and other national and international civilian and military organizations.  The intent would be to authoritatively define, clarify, and enforce cooperative and collegial relationships with U.S. civilian agencies, possible coalition partners, Host Nations’ civil-military structures, international organizations, and relevant humanitarian organizations.  

· Support the concept that all doctrine includes:

· Service provision of Title X support;

· Role of service component commands, relative to U.S. unified commands and multinational commands;

· Deliberate coordination with Host Nations, International Organizations, and Non-Governmental Organizations.

· Support the creation/establishment of highly qualified, crisis specific, high-level, standing JTF-type plugs with leaders and staff members (to include monetary controllers) who are subject matter experts in disaster relief operations—with the understanding as well as responsibility to coordinate the various multilateral efforts.  The intent would be to bring coherence to the arena of operations that lies “beyond jointness”—that is, beyond the U.S. military to the interagency process, the international actors, and the U.S. and non-U.S. humanitarian community.

CHAPTER 4:

COORDINATION


Issue.  The HURRICANE MITCH operation demonstrated that ultimate success depends on the effective coordination and integration of military endeavors with civilian counterparts at the U.S. interagency, international, and Non-governmental Organizations (NGO) (e.g., humanitarian community) levels.  The political end-state can be elusive and operations suffer when there is no strategic planning structure empowered to integrate the key multinational and multiorganizational elements of short-term humanitarian assistance and longer-term disaster relief operations.


Discussion. The questions relating to coordination are closely related to those concerning both the planning and the civil-military relations issues. Participants focused their attention on four questions generated by the U.S. Army Peacekeeping Institute field survey.  The questions are:

· Did Army command and control arrangements support effective coordination of the crisis plan and operation?

· Can Army roles and responsibilities be more succinctly defined?

· What can be done to improve the integration and coordination of all crisis response partners?

· How effective was military and media coordination?

Key Findings 

· Army Command and Control.  Army command and control arrangements worked well within the Army.  Because of unclear civil-military authority relationships, however, the decision-making process began to break down once an issue/problem/action had to be taken to a higher level, host nation, international organization, another country, and/or to an NGO.  At each of those “friction” points, informal solutions (without planning, organization, or training) had to be worked out.   Success, as a result, depended on personal relationships that were developed over the course of the operation. 

· Army Roles and Responsibilities.   Army roles and responsibilities are already well defined. The problem in the HURRICANE MITCH operation was the sometimes ambiguous and undefined supporting and/or leading interface between the Army and the myriad other civilian and military organizations involved in the operation.  

· Improving Integration and Coordination.  Participants acknowledged that creating an integrated, coordinated approach that can optimize the contributions of all crisis response partners requires an organizational solution.  Unity of effort requires an executive-level management structure that works to ensure continuous cooperative planning and execution among the relevant U.S. civil-military team members.  That structure must work to ensure that all civil-military actions at the operational and tactical levels directly contribute to the achievement of the strategic political end-state (i.e., vertical coordination).  Unity of effort also requires the integration of coalition, Host Nation military, international organization, and nongovernmental efforts with the U.S. civil-military effort (i.e., horizontal coordination).

· Military-Media Coordination.  Conference participants considered the military and media coordination in the wake of HURRICANE MITCH to be a success.  Nevertheless, the coordination and its results could improve.  Although successful, the U.S. information operation relating to the media tended to be late, incomplete, lacking in sophistication, and, at times, contradictory.  “We need to do a better job providing information to CNN, the rest of the media, and the Internet than we have in the past.  Also, visitors—VIPs, movie stars, business executives, clergymen, and local people—must be dealt with properly.”1  As inconvenient as it might be for some commanders in terms of immediate mission accomplishment, keeping information up to date and accurate and developing good public relations are absolutely key to adequate funding and long-term support.


Conclusions.  Conference participants repeatedly observed that problems of coordination and unity of effort during the HURRICANE MITCH experience were closely related to failures in planning and command and control.  Participants also repeatedly argued that coordination was a function of organization.  That is, appropriate organizational mechanisms can go a long way toward generating the coordination that is crucial to the long-term political success of civil-military Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief operations.  


Recommendations.  The Army should:

· Support the Joint Staff in pursuing the study and analysis of the Federal Emergency Management Agency template for integrating the activities of diverse federal, state, and local entities as it might pertain to international disaster situations.  The 

intent would be to identify mechanisms and processes for the purpose of creating a viable model that integrates vertical and lateral planning and implementing processes. 

· Enhance the capability to deploy Army planning experts to augment: 

· liaison teams; 

· in-theater planning staffs;

· joint task force-type disaster relief teams; and 

· civilian agencies in preparation for, and involvement in, future complex humanitarian emergencies.

· Support Joint Staff initiatives, with expertise and materiel resources, dealing with the development and enhancement of regional organizations designed to plan and coordinate regional efforts to deal with disasters.

· Through leader development programs and Professional Military Education, develop strategic and high operational-level thinkers, planners, and negotiators who can function in chaotic planning situations that blend U.S. deliberate and crisis action planning with concurrent partnership dialogues.

CHAPTER 5:

CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS  


Issue.  The HURRICANE MITCH operation confirms the notion that disaster relief efforts are especially dependent on civilian agencies’ competencies for ultimate success.  Since natural and man-made disasters are complex affairs often rooted in less developed political, social, and economic conditions, an effective response to a given crisis must integrate a wide variety of participants with specialized skills.  One key to success is to develop ways and means of collaboration among the various contributing states, international organizations, and non-governmental organizations that constitute the humanitarian community (i.e., lateral coordination).  Another key to success is to also develop cooperative measures within the U.S. interagency structure (i.e., vertical coordination).  These keys allow the various civilian and military components of a given operation to do what they must to achieve a mutually agreed end-state.  In this context, cooperation, coordination, and consensus are the sine qua non for establishing mission responsibilities, supported and supporting relationships and limits, and for avoiding ad hoc debilitating reactions to military contingencies.  All these integrative efforts, in turn, ensure conditions that will allow a host nation to renew its economic and political solvency—and that will permit humanitarian relief and stability to be achieved.


Discussion.   The success of civil-military relations is directly related to the level of planning and coordination achieved.  Good civil-military relations rest on a solid foundation of  training and education.  The conference dialogue revolved primarily around the following three questions:

· Can more be done between crisis responses to enable the civil-military partnership to succeed in the areas of “cross-cultural” understanding and confidences, communications, and training?

· What measures can be taken to improve the military’s ability to support the civilian relief effort across the spectrum of response?

· How can competent and timely on-the-ground assessments be conducted that serve the planning and operational objectives of the civilian and military communities?

Key Findings
· Civil-Military Partnership.  There are several things that can be done to enable the civil-military partnership to succeed.  Most involve the addition of civil-military education to the Army’s training and education regimen.  Three participants' statements, however, will provide a cogent point of departure:  1) “We do more operations other than war than conventional war, and we need to train for it;” 2) We need to present ourselves as people who have come to help-rather than take over;” and 3) nobody mandates training for disaster relief operations at the interagency level . . . so the people who need that training don’t get it.”1
· Military Support of Civil Relief.   Measures that can be taken to improve the military’s ability to support the civilian relief effort center on:

· Early clarification of, and adherence to, mission responsibilities, supported and supporting relationships and limits, and maintaining close liaison.  As an example, the Canadian contingent involved in the HURRICANE MITCH operation followed these simple rules and was recognized as effective, helpful, a good team player, and a strong contributor to the overall effort.

· Learning as much as possible about the institutional culture, capabilities, and procedures of probable civilian and military partners—both U.S. and foreign.  “Exercises and exchange programs are key to accomplishing that.”2
· Developing regional expertise to improve effectiveness—“even in logistics.”3 Participants acknowledged that JTF Bravo worked so well that other nations involved in the HURRICANE MITCH disaster perceived that Honduras was the focus of the U.S. effort, and that those not in Honduras were distant, poor relations.”4 

· On the Ground Assessments.  Training should also address the assessment making and assessment writing process.  Generally, assessments were of poor quality, limited in scope, and of little or no help.  There are standards for these assessments.  They are taught in military education programs, and “there is a Disaster Assistance Response Team course that is very good.”5  These courses—and others relevant to disaster operations—"should be opened to all who can legally utilize them.”6  More importantly, however, when determining the organization to respond to a disaster, the issue of  how many assessments are necessary and which organizations should be responsible for them needs to be decided.


Conclusions.  Participants recognized that the prominence of the civil dimension—the realm where civilians exert influence on military operations as partners, clients, victims, and belligerents—has increased considerably since the end of the Cold War.  Extensive civilian engagement in such operations as HURRICANE MITCH makes it imperative to assess how civilian partners and U.S. military forces can best manage their increasingly interdependent relationship.  As inferred earlier, participants equated good civil-military relations with success in small scale contingencies.  At the same time, participants equated good civil-military relations—and success—with appropriate training and education.


Recommendations.  The Army should:

· Conduct or support a systematic study of the HURRICANE MITCH disaster relief effort (HMDRE) to validate the observations and conclusions outlined in this report.

· Develop a case study based upon the HMDRE that can be used in the Army school system to demonstrate the key issues of civil-military cooperation in a complex emergency.

· Support the Joint Staff in the development of interagency planning capabilities, and in the development of interagency training, exercise, and exchange programs.

· Refine Army civil-military doctrine, and Civil-Military Operations (CMO) institutional training.

· Include IOs, NGOs, and appropriate U.S. civil agencies in Army disaster operations training.

· Support Joint Staff initiatives to enhance and exchange liaisons between the CINCs/Office of Secretary of Defense and the Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance.

· Support Joint Staff initiatives to enhance personnel exchange programs, and Foreign Area Officer training and language programs.

· Support inclusion of Civil Affairs (CA) and Psychological Operations advisors and planners in CINC and Army component headquarters as special staff officers.

· Support the establishment of a study group to review and incorporate CA and CMO into Army Professional Military Education (PME) at all levels.

· Deploy professionally qualified CA planners and staff early with enabling forces.

· Incorporate into the Army’s PME structure specific courses such as

· Assessment training;

· Disaster Relief Management for senior leaders;

· The Utilization of Military Support for senior civilian leaders; and

· The Support of Civilian Agencies for senior military leaders.

· Develop a handbook that explains relevant IO and NGO organizational structure, doctrine, funding levels, and behavioral patterns for Army personnel who are not familiar with such organizations.

CHAPTER 6:  

ADDITIONAL AND RECURRING THEMES


This chapter is organized along thematic lines in order to address the most salient issues that arose repeatedly during the HURRICANE MITCH AAR conference discussions.  Participants agreed that four additional highly related issues should be included in the report, and that they would enhance the utility of the document for the U.S. Army and—by extension—the rest of the U.S. governmental agencies that might be involved in future similar operations.  These issues are:  doctrine, resources, information management, and force protection.  

Theme #1:  Doctrine.


Issue.  Conference participants repeatedly emphasized the need to develop more mature doctrine for complex humanitarian emergencies.


Discussion.  It was argued that the complex issues of Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief  (HA/DR) operations must be understood as a holistic process that involves various U.S. civilian and military agencies and other national and international organizations working together in an integrated fashion to achieve common humanitarian and political goals.


The conference participants believed that current doctrine is inadequate to meet the requirements of contemporary multidimensional, multinational, and multiorganizational civil-military humanitarian operations.  The crises in which the Army has been involved in the concluding decade of the 20th Century identified a need for civil-military partnership—that is, partnership with civilian U.S. and non-U.S. political, economic, military, and humanitarian players in an attempt to achieve common goals of relief, rehabilitation, and reconstruction.


U.S. Army doctrine, training, and leader development must focus on preparing leaders, planners, and soldiers capable of operating cooperatively and collegially in complex humanitarian emergency situations.


Recommendations.  The Army should stress the need for leaders who understand how to deal with civilian agencies, potential coalition partners, international organizations, and non-governmental organizations.  It should examine/support:

· Developing education, training, and doctrine that deals with complex contingencies;

· Standardizing procedures, equipment, and communications within the Armed Forces, the interagency community, and principal IOs and NGOs;

· Creating organizational mechanisms to ensure rapid and coordinated response of civil-military forces to sustain long-term disaster relief reconstruction efforts;

· Creating organizational mechanisms for early/prior assessment, coordination, and planning of a small scale contingency (SSC); 

· Enhancing existing U.S. Agency for International Development Disaster Assistance Response Team liaison and organizational mechanisms designed to establish rapid and effective coordination and cooperation with Host Nation and regional civil-military efforts; and,

· Developing agreements to standardize command and control, operations, logistics, communications and other equipment, and rules of engagement with potential U.S. civilian partner organizations. 

Theme #2:  Resources


Issue.  The HURRICANE MITCH AAR conference identified two resource issues.  The first and most important issue concerns the need for easier access to adequate numbers of professionally educated and trained personnel in situations that require the repeated deployment of more than usual numbers of specially qualified people in high deployment tempo (DEPTEMPO) situations.  The second issue concerns the need for easier access to adequate amounts of materiel and financial resources to deal effectively with unexpected contingencies.   Discussions concerning resources focused on the need to provide the unified commands with the critical personnel, financial management, equipment, and other capabilities required to carry out complex HA/DR operations successfully.  


Discussion.  In responding to the “new world disorder,” the Army active component (AC) relies on the reserve component (RC) to provide vital elements of force structure and skill densities in any given emergency situation.  Use of the RC is key to ensuring that the right people are available for a given mission.  The availability of RC units and personnel is dependent on complicated procedures—and requires prior planning and identification of appropriate units and individuals.  


Through the end of Fiscal Year 1999, a total of over 23,000 National Guard and Reserve troops from all services, and a total of 18 separate units rotated in and out of the Central American region for various periods of duty in the HURRICANE MITCH operation.  These figures demonstrate the magnitude of the RC involvement and the importance of a developing problem.  Because of the large numbers and increased length of assigned missions, high  DEPTEMPO of some of  the RCs over the past several years has created a shrinking pool of qualified, available personnel, and has had a negative effect on the Army’s long-term capability to perform multiple HA/DR and SSC missions.  In this connection, Civil Affairs, Medical, Psychological Operations, Intelligence, Military Police, and Engineer personnel were in short supply at different times throughout the HURRICANE MITCH disaster relief effort.  Conference participants predicted that a shortage of available “specialty RC units” will likely reach crisis proportions in the not-too-distant future unless measures are taken to either redesign the AC or increase RC capabilities in these specialty fields.


Recommendations.  The Army should:

· Examine its deployment history and review its Table of Distribution and Allowance   process based on that history and projected future requirements;

· Examine the mobilization/demobilization process to reduce the time required to mobilize and demobilize reserve component soldiers to allow maximum time on mission support; and

· Pursue legislative initiatives/programs to make available up to 30,000 RC volunteers prior to a planned Presidential Selected Reserve Call-up authorization.

Theme #3:  Information Management.


Issue.  A central planning and coordinating mechanism to encompass the entire spectrum of Information Operations is required.  Not having this capability limited the U.S. ability to effectively support the military and civilian agencies that were engaged in the HURRICANE MITCH disaster relief effort (HMDRE).  Each agency supporting the HMDRE tended to pursue its own agenda with the limited information it was able to obtain from its own sources.  As a result, U.S. Information Operations tended to be less than timely, lacked sophistication, and were often contradictory.  U.S. Information Operations were perceived to be more reactive rather than proactive.


Discussion.  Clear, robust, coordinated, timely, and proactive Information Operations are essential to operations such as HURRICANE MITCH.  There was no single point at which all military and civilian agencies exchanged, compared, or deconflicted information, assessments, and intelligence.  Information management, as it pertained to the media, VIPs, and local and international observers, was a constant issue.  Participants emphasized that the key to accessing human, financial, and materiel resources is effective information management.


In this context, the term informational management tended to refer to public affairs, public information, and public diplomacy.  The recurring discussions centered on the fact that many commanders considered the media, VIPs, and observers to be intruders and “sightseers”-- to be ignored or disposed of as quickly as possible.  Conference participants agreed that commanders with that mind-set did not seem to understand that mission accomplishment, and the human and other resources needed for the success of that and subsequent missions, might well depend on the good will of all concerned.  Media, VIPs, influential observers, and even indigenous “sightseers” can and do influence policy and action.  These critical players can also act as force multipliers.  Finally, the establishment of credibility and good will is probably the most important aspect of being able to counter any kind of disinformation or rumor.


Recommendations. The Army should:

· Review and rewrite Information Operations doctrine to ensure the incorporation of lessons learned in the HURRICANE MITCH operation;

· Establish a working group to develop a NATO-type Standing Agreement with potential coalition partners dealing with Information Operations;

· Propose the establishment of a single organizational point for military and civilian agencies to coordinate their respective Information Operations in all unified commands; and

· Take the necessary steps to ensure that professional military education (PME) at all levels underscores the military and political value of good public relations and public diplomacy.

Theme #4:  Force Protection.


Issue.  Force protection will always be a guiding principle in the conduct of any military mission regardless of the intensity level.  Nevertheless, during the HURRICANE MITCH operation, the U.S. force protection effort appeared to many—including Host Nation civilian and military personnel—to take on a higher degree of importance than the humanitarian relief and rehabilitation mission.


Discussion.  Participants acknowledged that lessons learned from such diverse HA/DR operations as those in the Bahamas, Haiti, Northern Iraq, and Somalia, demonstrate that any mission, in virtually any given context, could place U.S. forces in “harm’s way.”  As a result, it was stressed that the extent to which force protection should be carried out depends on the sound judgment of leaders at all levels who understand the situation and adjust to accommodate local conditions.  Additionally, force protection requirements should not normally stifle the flexibility or prerogative of the operational commander.


It was also argued that second- and third-level effects of making force protection the primary mission in a given SSC situation reduce U.S. credibility, send mixed signals to other parties, hamper civil-military cooperation, and can become a significant embarrassment in U.S.-Host Nation relations when not based on a realistic local threat assessment.  In that connection, there was a clear perception on the part of the Host Nations in Central America that the U.S. was overly cautious in using its military forces as effective and serious tools during the HURRICANE MITCH operation.


Recommendations.  The Army should:  

· Take actions to ensure that there is a proper balance between force protection and operational flexibility;

· Review PME to ensure leaders recognize second- and third-level effects of force protection policies and take actions to control them; and

· Support actions that clarify the fact that the primary responsibility for force protection belongs to the operational commander.

CHAPTER 7:

IMPLICATIONS


Two common issues transcend the HURRICANE MITCH AAR process and have immediate implications for the U.S. Army.  First, Army leaders at all levels need to learn how to optimize capabilities in an ambiguous political environment in order to put the military in a civilian support role to enhance world stability.  This relates specifically to Professional Military Education (PME) and leader development responsibilities.  Second, Army leaders at all levels need to focus on unity of effort and learn how to develop political, coalition, and multi-organizational partnerships to achieve clarity and effectiveness in contemporary humanitarian assistance and disaster relief (HA/DR) operations.    


In both the leader development and unity of effort areas, conference participants recommended a phased-and long-term planning and implementation program.  The recommended basic direction for such a program is outlined as follows:

Professional Military Education and Leader Development


There are at least four general educational requirements necessary to understand and better deal with contemporary complex humanitarian emergencies.  


First, the study of the fundamental nature of conflict has always been the philosophical cornerstone for comprehending the essence of conventional conflict.  It is no less relevant to nontraditional conflict.  Thus, PME and leader development should give at least equal time to the study and understanding of nontraditional conflict.


Second, cultural awareness, through civilian and military exchange programs and language education and training, prepares leaders for the complexities of contemporary crisis management.  The U.S. Army needs to expand programs that allow its personnel to interact collegially and effectively with representatives of U.S. civilian agencies, international organizations, non-U.S. civilian government agencies, nongovernmental organizations, local and global media, and other military organizations.


Third, PME must foster the idea that commanders must take responsibility for collecting and managing information to the extent necessary to achieve tactical and operational objectives.  At the same time, like it or not, commanders must take responsibility for dealing with local and international media, and visitors/observers.  Good press and good personal relations with VIPs of all kinds and levels often are the precursors to more and better resources.


Lastly, education and training for contemporary humanitarian emergencies must prepare warfighters to be effective "peacekeepers."  Peace and humanitarian emergency missions have, and will continue to, put military forces in “harm’s way.”  Political actors, in an unstable situation in which HA/DR operations may take place, are likely to have at their disposal an awesome array of conventional and unconventional weaponry to use for their own narrow purposes.  For many societies, violence is a normal and accepted way of effecting change or maintaining status quo.  In either case, military relief providers must—first and foremost—be good, professional soldiers.  At the same time, because of the environment in which they must work, military relief providers must display great sensitivity, considerable restraint, and iron discipline.  “This is a difficult task, but we can do it and we must.”1
In these terms, HURRICANE MITCH AAR recommendations stress the idea that “we really need to be aware of the political environment wherein armed forces must operate, and how to best adapt to the complexities of modern humanitarian and stability operations.”2
Unity of Effort


The United States and the U.S. Army are not the only political actors in the global security arena, and they are not the only players in more specific international small scale contingencies (SSCs).  A bewildering array of international organizations and non-governmental organizations, as well as U.S. and other government civilian and military organizations, respond to complex humanitarian emergencies and potential state collapse.  Moreover, many of these players—especially NGOs and IOs—will have been operating in a given situation long before the U.S. military might be called on to enter that arena.


When the U.S. military is placed in such an environment, the question arises, “Who is in charge?”  The answer is probably, “Don’t know; nobody and everybody!”  Given such a convoluted organizational situation, it is difficult to make civilian and military HA/DR actions credible or effective.  For HA/DR actions to be politically and financially cost effective, there must be a clarification of responsibilities and relationships and an accepted mechanism to create and enhance the civil-military harmonization of actions necessary to achieve the desired end-state.  The creation of unity of effort to ensure ultimate success must be addressed at  two different levels.


First, at the highest level, the primary relief and rehabilitation providers must be in general agreement with regard to the objectives of a given set of operations and the associated political vision.


The second level of effort requires an executive-level management structure that can and will ensure continuous cooperative planning and execution of policy among and between the relevant U.S. civilian agencies and military forces (i.e., vertical planning and operations).  That structure must also ensure that all political-military action at the operational and tactical levels directly contributes to the achievement of the strategic political end-state.


At the same time, steps must be taken to ensure clarity, unity, and effectiveness by integrating coalition military, international organizational, and nongovernmental processes with U.S. civil-military (i.e., interagency) planning and implementation processes (i.e., horizontal planning and actions).  It is clear that the political end-state becomes elusive and operations suffer when there is no strategic planning structure that integrates key multinational and multi-organizational civil-military elements of an SSC.  It is also clear that duplication and triplication of effort is costly in political, financial, and personnel terms. 


At its base, however, unity of effort requires educational as well as organizational solutions.  Despite an adequate organizational architecture, ambiguity and confusion are likely to reign unless the various civilian and military leaders and organizations involved in humanitarian operations can develop the empathy (i.e., mind-set) necessary to work cooperatively and collegially.  Unity of effort ultimately entails the type of PME that leads to effective politics and skillful diplomacy, as well as doctrinal and organizational solutions.  


As a consequence, HURRICANE MITCH AAR recommendations resolutely support the notion that “we (the U.S.) need to play in a way that synergizes everything we do.  It is not enough for us to do it as a nation or as the Army alone.  We must change our notional mind-set to be part of a synergistic process.”3
Conclusions


The U.S. experience in the unstable but interdependent global security environment that has emerged out of the ending of the Cold War indicates that the President and the Congress will likely continue to call upon the U.S. Army and other military services to bring stability to chaos, order to anarchy, peace to conflict, relief to disaster victims, and assistance to victims of other human tragedies. 


Experience further indicates that international security goals established by the President and the Congress will be less and less military and more and more political.  In that context, U.S. unilateral military operations are giving way to coalition civil-military actions.  Partnership, thus, is the key to the future—that is, military partnership with U.S. civilian agencies, military partnerships with coalition and other military organizations, and military partnerships with civilian coalition and other political, economic, and humanitarian actors. 


Conference participants established three criteria, which taken together with the additional themes and various recommendations, create a holistic agenda for the achievement of  a more responsive effort to deal with contemporary human emergencies.  


First, strategic planning must define shared partnership goals (ends), options (ways), and realistic capability requirements (means) to ensure ultimate success.  As a corollary, problems relating to pervasive ad hoc planning will be resolved when the question of “Who is in charge?"

is answered.  In that context, the military principle of unity of command must accommodate  a  definition of authority relationships that can, and will, generate civil-military cooperation, cohesion, and collegiality.  Unity of command must give way to unity of effort.


Second, coordination to implement shared partnership goals must also deal with the  corollary question of What is the process?”  Organizational mechanisms for integrated and comprehensive strategic planning and implementation processes must be conceived and established to ensure an effective multinational civil-military unity of effort.


Third, the prominence of the civil dimension—the realm where civilians exert influence on military operations as partners, clients, belligerents, or victims—has increased considerably since the end of the Cold War and has affected the way military operations are used to meet policy objectives.  Thus, the final key to cooperative, cohesive, and collegial civil-military relationships is professional cross-cultural civilian and military education and leader development.  In these terms, effectiveness and ultimate success depend on educational as well as organizational solutions.


Extensive civilian engagement in man-made tragedies such as Somalia and natural disasters such as HURRICANE MITCH makes it imperative to assess how civilian and military partners can best improve their increasingly interdependent relationship.  U.S. Army policy, organization, doctrine, education and training, leader development programs, force structure, and Title X activities are especially crucial for dealing with this challenge.  By accepting and implementing the general and specific recommendations of this conference, the United States and the U.S. Army can help replace confusion with cooperation and fulfill the promise that humanitarian assistance and disaster relief activities offer.
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