


 
 
 

November 7, 2007 
 
Dear Friend, 
 
The PCR Project is committed to advancing peaceful, democratic change, with an 
emphasis on locally-led reform.  We pursue innovative, practical and prioritized 
strategies to speed, enhance, and strengthen international conflict response.  These 
include new approaches to conflict management, analytical frameworks, and models for 
evaluation.  
 
In addition to major research publications, we also publish PCR Special Briefings on 
timely subjects. In Roundtable on Proposed Civilian Reserve Corps, CSIS Senior 
Associate Dane Smith highlights the challenges for the U.S. government in building a 
civilian reserve corps to manage future stabilization and reconstruction operations.  The 
paper summarizes the discussion from an experts’ roundtable held at CSIS on July 18, 
2007. 
 
The PCR Project is dedicated to raising the level of international public debate on a range 
of conflict-related concerns, from early warning and conflict prevention to rebuilding 
shattered societies.  Feedback from the wider community of experts, practitioners, 
concerned citizens, and creative thinkers is always welcome.   
 
Thank you for the part you play in our community.   
 
 
Sincerely, 

   
 
Rick Barton    Karin von Hippel, Ph.D. 
Co-Director, PCR Project  Co-Director, PCR Project 
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In his 2007 State of the Union message, President George W. Bush called for the creation 
of a Civilian Reserve Corps “to hire civilians with critical skills to serve on missions 
abroad when America needs them.”  The Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction 
and Stabilization was created in the State Department in 2004 to organize the interagency 
process for implementing reconstruction and stabilization tasks and to develop the 
capacity to staff those efforts.  The proposal for a civilian reserve reflects the perceived 
need to expand both the numbers and types of expertise available in the Federal 
government to staff particular reconstruction programs abroad.  Although perhaps as 
many as one million Americans, both soldiers and civilians, have some direct experience 
of post-conflict reconstruction, the proposal raises complicated questions relating to 
required skills, recruitment, leadership and security.  The nature of international linkages 
also demands attention, since other nations are improving their capacities in the field.  
The degree of Congressional receptivity to the proposal is not yet clear. 
 
The July 18, 2007 Roundtable brought together with Ambassador John E. Herbst, 
Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization, a group of experts from Congressional 
staffs, think tanks and the NGO community, as well as current and former U.S. 
Government officials, to discuss key issues related to the creation of the proposed 
Civilian Reserve Corps.   
 
Ambassador John E. Herbst, Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization – 
“The Civilian Reserve Corps:  Meeting Tomorrow’s Challenges” 
 
The Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) has two 
tasks:  (1) to ensure that a “whole-of-government” approach to stabilization and 
reconstruction (S&R), harmonized with military operations, is put in place, and (2) to 
build a surge capacity by recruiting, training and equipping the requisite number of 
civilians with relevant skills.  During 2007 S/CRS operational procedures for a “whole-
of-government” approach have been largely settled within the executive branch.  At the 
end of March an Interagency Management System was agreed upon:  The Country 
Reconstruction and Stabilization Group will be chaired by the State regional bureau 
assistant secretary and will include the S/CRS Coordinator and the relevant NSC senior 
director.  An Integrated Planning Cell (IPC) will deploy to the headquarters of the 
relevant regional combatant command to ensure cohesive civilian/military planning. An 
interagency Advance Civilian Team (ACT), coordinated by S/CRS, will deploy to the 
country in crisis to implement the CRSG-approved strategic plan. The ACT – supported 
by Field ACTs to extend stabilization and reconstruction beyond the capital – will 
operate under Chief of Mission authority, if a U.S. embassy is functioning, or will serve 
as the U.S. mission where no embassy exists.  
 
To create a surge capacity, three levels of mobilization are proposed:    
1. The Active Response Corps (ARC) is drawn from individuals within government 

whose primary responsibility will be to deploy quickly for up to six months to 
countries with stabilization crises. The ARC will eventually include more than 100, 
spread throughout State, AID, and other civilian government agencies involved in 
R&S.  Approximately 75 percent of the ARC will be available at any one time to 
deploy within 48 hours of call-up.  The ARC will have up to 8 weeks of training 
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annually, including participation in joint civilian-military exercises.  Members of the 
ARC have other assignments when not in the field.   

 
2. The Standby Reserve Corps (SRC) could grow to 500 members in FY 2008. The SRC 

includes officers who hold day jobs in a number of government agencies.  In a crisis, 
they would deploy at a rate of about 25 percent within 30-60 days of call up.  The 
SRC would be more difficult to pull together than the ARC since its members have 
full-time jobs with on-going responsibilities 

 
3. The Civilian Reserve Corps (CRC).  The CRC would consist of experts from state 

and local government, as well as the NGO community and the private sector, who 
have skills lacking in sufficient numbers in the USG—from police trainers to city 
managers. Members would make a four year commitment, and agree to deploy for up 
to one year, if called upon.  CRC members would receive several weeks of 
orientation, annual and mission specific training prior to deployment. Activation of 
the CRC – unlike that of the ARC and SRC – would be limited to major USG S&R 
engagements and would require a presidential determination, ultimately a political 
decision.   A key judgment would be the resource requirements for the mission that 
would be defined in the CRSG-developed implementation plan.  CRC members 
would become U.S. Government employees when mobilized for training and 
deployment. If a reservist refuses to deploy and does not qualify for an exemption 
(e.g. health, pregnancy, serious family obligation), penalties would be imposed. 
Approximately 25 percent of the CRC would be available to deploy at any one time.  
The CRC Task Force, headed by Gary Russell, is moving forward on detailed CRC 
planning.  It is hoped that an initial CRC of about 500 will be in place by the end of 
FY 08, of which 350 positions would be dedicated to security and rule of law, 
including 120 police officers.    If the CRC is in place by the end of 2008, particularly 
if it has been used, it is unlikely to die during the next presidential transition.  The 
Iraq and Afghanistan supplemental legislation passed in May 2007 appropriated up to 
$50 million for the CRC, subject to authorization.   Sen. Coburn (R-OK) has placed a 
hold on the pending authorization legislation. 

 
Discussion 
The Roundtable addressed three questions, each introduced by commentators. 
 
1. What kind of future should the CRC be developed for? 

 
Commentator Pauline Baker (The Fund for Peace) said that the current international 
situation suggests the need for an S&R mechanism for quite some time. Iraq and 
Afghanistan are not aberrations Some 60 states are in danger of failure and 20 are in alert 
status.    A key question is whether the US wants civilian forces for its own operations 
exclusively or also for multinational operations.  The mix of skills would be different for 
multinational operations, calling for an alternative division of labor. Other countries have 
niche capacities that the U.S. could draw on.  
 
Commentator Mark Schneider (International Crisis Group) said that S/CRS should 
start from the assumption that these operations will be multilateral in nature, probably 
involving the UN’s Department of Peace-Keeping Operations and/or Department of 
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Political Affairs. The CRC should be structured to be effective in conflict prevention, as 
well as in conflict resolution. If the next administration is Democratic, the CRC should 
not be jeopardized because of the bipartisan Lugar-Biden bill. An order for SRC to 
deploy should be mandatory for participants. 
 
Highlights of the discussion: 
  There is a difference between making a multilateral contribution and improving the 

State Department contribution to a US-led counterinsurgency response.  
Requirements regarding “where to plug in” are different.  Peace enforcement and 
peacekeeping operations generally require more accountability. 

 
  America’s future international engagements are likely to be few in number but will 

take place in more dangerous situations than previously.  In complex contingency 
operations ACTs and civilian teams could be subject to increased levels of risk in the 
field.    

  
  It was suggested that the ARC be directly integrated into military commands from the 

beginning so that military and civilian plans are developed together, rather than 
harmonized at a later date.  Assigning a single CRS representative to a military 
headquarters should be considered.  As the military considers the full spectrum of 
conflict management, the civilian presence creates a focus on the nature of American 
engagement with the international order, regardless of the disparities in planning 
capability between the military and civilian sides.  

 
  A CRC on a limited scale is sustainable politically.  Intervention must be selective.   

Evolution of the international situation will affect its future use.  
 
Herbst responded that multinational operations have been implicit in CRC planning.  He 
thought integrating the ARC directly into military planning might be “a bridge too far.”  
S/CRS operational planning is developing but still lags behind that of the Department of 
Defense.  S/CRS is currently only the size of a State Department bureau. Some State 
Department officials continue to resist planning for post-conflict scenarios in specific 
countries, fearing it could harm relations with those countries.  R&S planning for specific 
countries may be initiated if the Secretary of State requests it or the regional assistant 
secretary approves. 
 
2. What skill sets are needed for the CRC? 
 
Commentator Joseph McMenamin (Defense Department) said that more governance 
specialists were required in Iraq – individuals who know how to set up local government, 
run elections and even negotiate contracts.  He recalled when, as commander in Iraq, he 
had to negotiate a contract with a glass factory because there were no specialists available 
to do it. He outlined three phases of stabilization and reconstruction. The initial phase 
should consist mostly of military personnel; the second phase should be split between 
military and civilian; and the final phase should be mostly civilian.  
 
Commentator Stewart Patrick (Center for Global Development) urged more clarity on 
the range of S&R missions, recommending an assessment of performance gaps on a 
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spread sheet. That assessment should identify the cause of the lapse – personnel, 
planning, policy, and/or resources. What capabilities are available now?  Job creation 
requires more attention to planning than foreigners on the ground, but rule of law and 
police are personnel intensive.  A shared understanding of how the different sectors relate 
to each other is desirable.    
 
Highlights of the discussion: 
  A major weakness in post-conflict reconstruction is the lack of senior leadership.  

Recruitment is rather happenstance.   The US needs a stable of senior officers with 
experience to lead teams of 5-10.  A business executive hired to save a foundering 
company goes in with a team of his/her choice.  A good plan with poor leadership is 
dead.  Perhaps teams should compete for R&S tasks, e.g. a diplomatic team, a 
development team, and an intelligence team.  The US can learn from what other 
countries are doing.  CANADEM does a good job of providing the Canadian 
government with a roster which the UN draws on.  

 
  Because countries already possess individuals with skill sets commensurate with their 

level of development, the U.S. doesn’t need to import those skill sets per se, but 
rather individuals who can create the conditions to enable the functioning of those 
skill sets.  S&R managers are needed at various levels.  Those operating at the town 
level are the counterparts of battalion leaders.  The county-level counterpart is the 
brigade and that of the state is the division.   

 
  Police numbers envisaged seem low.   The UN typically uses a ratio of one police 

officer to every 10 soldiers.  According to that ratio, 15,000 police officers should 
have been sent to Iraq. The UN currently has 9,000 police officers. The EU is aiming 
for 5,000. The police are the only members of the CRC team that actually take the 
place of locals in the operations.  Narrowly focused police officers are not needed.  
Those who know police policy and management are required, not just beat cops. Such 
specialists are available at the state level.  Police training is a separate function from 
police operations.  Is the question of how US police officers might be integrated with 
those of the UN being addressed?  

 
  Rule of law objectives expand as the mission progresses. Initially the objective is to 

prevent anarchy.  As reconstruction proceeds, the focus increases on anti-corruption 
measures and enactment of codes of ethics. 

 
  The required skill sets are not just technocratic.  Cultural skills are required.  

Managers are needed who permit initiative and show flexibility on the ground.   
Culturally sensitive and effective specialists are available at the state and local level.   
CRC participants who have experience only at local levels of American government 
will require extensive training. 

 
  It was suggested that democracy and governance are not “joined at the hip.”  

Governance should take precedence at the initial stages.  
 
Herbst responded that the CRC needs both multilateral and unilateral capabilities but 
doubted that a current comprehensive inventory of capabilities exists.  Rule of law is a 
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critical function and must be first on the ground.  The hardest question for the CRC is the 
police function, since the US does not have the kind of federal police used by Italy and 
more recently the EU.  There are those who believe that the U.S. should develop law 
enforcement capabilities along those lines.  The US Government has not worked out 
completely what it should do about police in a unilateral intervention.  Through 
prequalification of teams, the US can forge and deploy them as units.  The reservists must 
train as teams and as individuals. 
 
3. Is the proposed CRC likely to be acceptable to the Congress?  What about use of 

contractors or an expanded Defense Department civilian function? 
 
Commentator Mary Locke (Senate Foreign Relations Committee staff) said there is no 
single Congressional response. The question of whether the R&S function should be led 
by the State Department was explored by the policy group assembled by Senators Lugar 
and Biden in 2003.  It concluded that most of the functions, experience, and skills 
required for R&S rest on the civilian side.   The military is already overtaxed.  If the R&S 
operation is run exclusively by the military in a post-conflict country, it can take on the 
look of an occupation and create its own resistance for that reason.  If the R&S function 
goes to the military by default because the civilian side is too weak or disorganized, the 
results will also detract from the military’s ability to perform its own mission, as it has to 
organize to perform new functions.  The Lugar-Biden bill, which authorizes both a 
federal and non-federal civilian R & S capability under the leadership of the State 
Department, passed the Senate unanimously in May 2006, but died due to lack of action 
in the House International Relations Committee. In the current session, it was offered 
again, this time as S-613, for passage by unanimous consent, but Senator Coburn has 
objected.  It is unclear whether the Senate leadership will bring the bill to the floor for a 
vote.  It would have a good chance of passing the House, if Chairman Lantos and 
Ranking Minority Ros-Lehtinen could be persuaded to support it.   There is considerable 
support for it in the Senate, both in the Senate Armed Services Committee and among 
Members of the Appropriations Committee.  It has passed the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee unanimously. 
 
Commentator Stephanie Sanok (House Armed Services Committee staff) noted the 
Armed Services Committee had supported the transfer of funds to State under Sec. 1207 
of the Defense Authorization Act.   Members of Congress harbor a deep skepticism of the 
phrase “surge capacity.”  What is under discussion is not a “surge” but a “reserve.”  
There is no consensus about triggers, either for deploying the reserve or for recalling it 
and transitioning to a USAID program or something else.  There will be a mixed reaction 
to replacing contractors. 
 
Highlights of the discussion: 
  Although Iraq has created the political impetus for the CRC, it can’t be sold to a 

Democratic Congress as a mechanism enabling a better invasion of the next Iraq.  No 
significant ally will partner with America if the U.S. Government implements R&S 
through the military.  

 
  The contracting mechanism is useful, a tool available under DOD Directive 3000.05, 

but contractors should be implementers of last resort.  The military has already 
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developed a certain resource pool in R&S.  A means of linking the military civil 
affairs function with the proposed S&R system should be explored to come up with a 
hybrid approach.  

 
Ambassador Herbst responded that the system he proposed would not wholly replace the 
need for contractors in S&R missions.  Section 1207 authorized $100 million for transfer 
to the State Department in FY 2006 and 2007.  He hopes Sec. 1207 authority will be 
renewed and expanded in FY 2008.  State should be in the lead in the R&S function.  He 
has no doubt, however, that if State should fail in the effort, the Pentagon would find the 
support to build an R&S capacity.   
 
Suggestions for Further Action 
 
Several key issues emerged from the Roundtable which warrant further exploration and 
action: 

 
  An advisory committee, to include representatives of NGOs and think tanks, 

could assist the U.S. Government in the recruitment of the Civilian Reserve 
Corps.  Numerous Americans have demonstrated skills in carrying out international 
assignments in disaster assistance, protection of internally displaced persons and 
refugees, and transition assistance – all relevant to the task of post-conflict 
reconstruction.  Some have had useful experience as participants in provincial 
reconstruction teams (PRTs) in Afghanistan and Iraq.  Some have worked for the U.S. 
Government; others for contractors, NGOs and international organizations.   CSIS 
and the Alliance for Peace-Building are prepared to work with S/CRS to develop a 
mechanism to assist with recruitment of the broadest base of Americans who have 
experience and potential to serve in the Civilian Reserve Corps. 
 

  The U.S. Government should consider identifying a seasoned leadership cadre to 
head teams carrying out the responsibilities of the Civilian Reserve Corps.  The 
Roundtable flagged utilizing experienced leaders with tested lieutenants as an element 
in achieving quick successes and laying the foundation for effective post-conflict 
reconstruction.  CRS should consider establishing an integrated roster of leaders and 
previously associated colleagues who could become the base of formal CRC teams. 
 

  As one aspect of building an effective civilian expeditionary capacity, further 
study should be given to how the CRC might be linked more closely to the 
military civil affairs function.   Numerous U.S. army officers have had recent civil 
affairs experience in situations like Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, Iraq and other 
fragile states.  Although military civil affairs activities are not an effective substitute 
for civilian post-conflict reconstruction activities, the U.S. government – through the 
inter-agency process – should seek to integrate more closely the work of civil affairs 
and civilian post-conflict activities.  Moreover, the U.S. Government should explore 
the use of retired civil-military officers as part of the CRC.  A working group of 
representatives from CRS and think tanks such as Rand and the Institute for Defense 
Analysis could be established to explore how this objective might be achieved. 
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  Closer examination should be given to the particular functions U.S. allies and 
partners can play in post-conflict reconstruction, complementary to the 
proposed activities of the Civilian Reserve Corps.  A matrix of national and 
international capabilities could be assembled to draw on.  The U.S. Institute for 
Peace, the Center for Global Development, and CSIS could collaborate in drawing up 
such a matrix, in cooperation with CRS. 
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Author Dane F. Smith, Jr. 
 

 
Dane Smith is a consultant on peace-building and democratization, with emphasis on 
Africa.  He is a Senior Associate at the Center for Strategic & International Studies, 
where he is doing a study on US Government peace-building diplomacy and post-conflict 
reconstruction programs.  He is an adjunct professor at American University and a Senior 
Fellow at the Joint Forces Staff College.  He lectures on African history and culture and 
has worked with American police trainers heading for Sudan and Liberia.   
 
From 1999 to 2003, he served as President of the National Peace Corps Association, 
which mounts programs in global education, conflict resolution and voluntary service.   
Smith served as U.S. Ambassador to Senegal 1996-99.  In 1995-96 Smith was Special 
Presidential Envoy for Liberia, while concurrently directing the State Department's 
Office of West African Affairs.  He was U.S. Ambassador to Guinea 1990-93.  He is the 
recipient of the Presidential Meritorious Service Award and the Commandant de l'Ordre 
du Lion Award from the Government of Senegal.  Smith began his international career as 
a Peace Corps Volunteer in Eritrea, 1963-65, then part of Ethiopia.   
 
He is a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, the African Studies Association, 
and the Middle East Institute.  Smith earned his A.B. from Harvard College and a PhD in 
international relations from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy.  He also studied 
at the Union Theological Seminary in New York.  His article on “US-Guinea Relations 
during the Rise and Fall of Charles Taylor” appeared in the September 2006 issue of the 
Journal of Modern African Studies. 
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