A CASE STUDY IN SECURITY SECTOR REFORM:
LEARNING FROM SECURITY SECTOR REFORM/
BUILDING IN AFGHANISTAN
(OCTOBER 2002-SEPTEMBER 2003)

Jason C. Howk

November 2009

Visit our website for other free publication
downloads
http:/ /www.StrategicStudiesInstitute.army.mil/

To rate this publication click here.

The views expressed in this report are those of the author
and do not necessarily reflect the official policy or position of
the Department of the Army, the Department of Defense, or
the U.S. Government. Authors of Strategic Studies Institute
(SSI) publications enjoy full academic freedom, provided
they do not disclose classified information, jeopardize
operations security, or misrepresent official U.S. policy.
Such academic freedom empowers them to offer new and
sometimes controversial perspectives in the interest of
furthering debate on key issues. This report is cleared for
public release; distribution is unlimited.

Fhhkd

This publication is subject to Title 17, United States Code,
Sections 101 and 105. It is in the public domain and may not
be copyrighted.


http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?pubID=949

*hkkhk

Comments pertaining to this report are invited and should be
forwarded to: Director, Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War
College, 122 Forbes Ave, Carlisle, PA 17013-5244.

*hkkhk

All Strategic Studies Institute (SSI) publications are available
on the SSI homepage for electronic dissemination. Hard copies
of this report also may be ordered from our homepage. SSI's
homepage address is: www.StrategicStudiesInstitute.army.mil.

PKSOI's website address is https://pksoi.army.mil.

*hkkhk

The Strategic Studies Institute publishes a monthly e-mail
newsletter to update the national security community on the
research of our analysts, recent and forthcoming publications, and
upcoming conferences sponsored by the Institute. Each newsletter
also provides a strategic commentary by one of our research
analysts. If you are interested in receiving this newsletter, please
subscribe on our homepage at www.StrategicStudiesInstitute.army.
mil / newsletter/.

*hkkhk

The author would like to give special thanks to Ms. Karen
Finkenbinder and the PKSOI and SSI publication staffs for their
dedication and expertise with the editing and support of this

monograph.

ISBN 1-58487-415-5

ii



FOREWORD

This PKSOI Paper is designed to further the U.S. and
other interested international governments’ understanding
of how Security Sector Reform (SSR) was conducted in
Afghanistan from 2002 to 2003. This was America’s first
attempt at conducting formalized SSR, so it offers readers
an opportunity to learn whom the United States saw as
key actors in the process, what institutions were slated for
reform, and how well the United States and its partners met
the typical challenges of SSR.

The author rightly points out the synergy that was lost
because of alack of coordination and understanding between
government officials and nongovernmental organizations
like aid groups, academia, and think tanks. This deficiency
became one of my focal points as I started to build my team
in Afghanistan.

The lessons learned from this endeavor were useful
to me as I developed my strategy for helping the Afghans
make their country a secure and stable state. The author’s
experience revealed many pitfalls in security sector building
and international team-building that we are trying to avoid
today.

Finally, this paper provides a case study to help explain
the SSR concepts that were recently formalized in U.S. Army
Field Manual 3.07, Stability Operations Doctrine. It provides
insights into how the military interacts with host-nation
governments, the United Nations, the State Department,
and national embassies to solve today’s complex problems.

STANLEY A. MCCHRYSTAL

General, U.S. Army

Commander,

United States Forces-Afghanistan/
International Security Assistance Force,
Afghanistan
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SUMMARY

Security sector reform (SSR) is that set of policies,
plans, programs, and activities that a government
undertakes to improve the way it provides safety,
security, and justice. This is a complex and involved
task against which Captain Howk evaluates the early
international effort to rebuild effective governance
in Afghanistan. The purpose of this case study is to
document the lessons learned through the development
and execution of the SSR program in Afghanistan,
with special emphasis from 2002 through 2003. The
author has a unique and enviable position from which
to observe the inner workings of the highest level
commands in Afghanistan —first as an Aide de Camp
to then Major General Karl Eikenberry during his first
tour in Afghanistan and as the current Aide de Camp
to General Stanley McChrystal.

This paper is not only a case study, but in effect is
a primer on SSR. It critically evaluates the underlying
theories of SSR and discusses how SSR should work
in an operational environment. The paper concludes
by reexamining the development of the strategy and
implementation of the SSR effort in Afghanistan. By
2002 it was clear that SSR was an important focus, and
it was recognized to be essential for the successful
development of economic and governance institutions
in Afghanistan.

The paper uses the four major elements of the
security sector as outlined by D. Hendrickson and A.
Karkoszka to focus on seven key objectives. To narrow
the scope of the paper, the author details the role of
four typical actors involved in SSR: donor nations;
recipient state of Afghanistan; multilateral participants
such as the United Nations (UN), SSR experts, and



nongovernmental organizations; and regional security
cooperation entities such as the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization and the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations.

The paper provides an insider’s view of the prep-
aration accomplished by the leadership team prior to
entering Afghanistan, and then it provides a critical
assessment of the SSR activities that were conducted.
The paper incorporates an assessment by General
Eikenberry in which he assesses the implementation of
the SSR Strategy in 2002-03.

The author concludes with several lessons learned
in communication, staffing, interagency issues, lead-
ership, and implementation, noting several rules of
thumb and best practices.

Captain Howk recommends that SSR be the
single, primary duty for a senior leader so that it
does not decline in scope and emphasis, and that
planners determine the refined mission objectives and
goals for such a position should it be reinstated. He
further recommends that the United States create an
SSR coordinator on the National Security Council to
integrateand synchronizeall agenciesand departments.
Finally, he recommends that we consider former UN
Secretary General Lakhdar Brahimi’s advice that lead
nations remain patient. Afghanistan must be mentored
and given every opportunity to succeed.
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A CASE STUDY IN SECURITY SECTOR REFORM:
LEARNING FROM SECURITY SECTOR REFORM/
BUILDING IN AFGHANISTAN
(OCTOBER 2002-SEPTEMBER 2003)*

All photos courtesy of author.

Figure 1. Afghan Tribesmen at a Buzkashi Match.

Security Sector Reform in Afghanistan is a lot like a
Buzkashi match, lots of motivated people running
around trying to grab the calf, then a ferocious scrum
to determine whom to chase next . . . it seems to have
no end, exhausts all the horses, leaves the riders bruised
and broken, and it’s hard to tell who's actually winning;
but the players will never forget it.!

INTRODUCTION

The goal of this paper is to answer three questions
about Security Sector Reform (SSR) by studying the

*l am indebted to Lieutenant General Karl Eikenberry, the many members
of the U.S. Security Coordinator’s Staff, the Office of Military Cooperation-
Afghanistan, the SSR forum, and the international SSR community who
assisted me in recalling and organizing these lessons before they were
lost to time. All errors are the author’s alone.
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case of Afghanistan from 2002 to 2003. First, how was
SSR conducted in Afghanistan—what was the forum,
who were the actors, and what was the strategy?
Second, what did SSR mean in Afghanistan—what
institutions were slated for reform, what were the goals,
and how well were nations prepared to achieve them?
Finally, how well did the SSR strategy and team meet
the typical challenges for SSR as outlined by David
Hendrickson and A. Karkoszka? What goals were met,
what issues were avoided or solved, and what lessons
can be gleaned for future use??

The purpose of this paper is to document the lessons
learned through the development and execution of an
SSR program. Some of the positive findings of this
work should help guide future SSR leaders, while
the explanation of unsuccessful decisions and polices
should prepare future planners for the difficulties of
SSR. This paper is not meant to correct the record or
cast blame on any actors, but rather to describe the
actual facts of the SSR process between 2002 and 2003.
The lessons and history described here are specific to
how SSR was conducted and should be useful to future
leaders called upon to conduct it.

The articles, books, and studies written about
Afghanistan and SSR have pointed out how the Bonn
agreement of 2001 set forth key pillars that would
enhance Afghan sovereignty and development.
They also showed how many of the critical pillars
have needed improvement over the 7 years since the
international intervention in Afghanistan. But the
literature largely fails to describe the actual process of
SSR in Afghanistan, namely, how it developed after
the October 2002 introduction of a SSR coordinator and
what its goals, accomplishments, and shortcomings
were. The primary reason for this omission is twofold:



authors did not know about or chose not to write
about the monthly SSR meetings that started in the
fall of 2002. These same authors do not reference the
role of the U.S. Security Coordinator (USSC) who was
sent to Afghanistan in October 2002 to develop and
coordinate an Afghan SSR strategy that would enable
the international community to address the concerns
being heard by the U.S. Administration from the Af-
ghan government, the coalition military commanders,
and the international community.?

In hindsight, it was a loss for the Afghan people
and the world that many SSR experts/authors from
numerous nongovernmental organizations (NGOs),
international governmental organizations (IGOs),
and think tanks spent so much time assessing and
critiquing the SSR pillars in Afghanistan and yet never
effectively integrated themselves into the Afghanistan
SSR working group to share their expertise and present
their concerns for address. But one of the most critical
oversights was the International SSR working group’s
failure to invite these experts into the formal SSR
process, incorporate their wisdom into the strategic
plan, and give them an official seat at the table each
month to discuss their issues. This omission might be
one of the most important lessons from the SSR process
in Afghanistan.

This paper begins with a discussion of the inter-
national understanding of SSR, the U.S. definition of
SSR in Afghanistan, and how SSR’s performance was
envisioned. Next, it will highlight the development
of the SSR strategy, and how that strategy was
implemented, with special attention to the positive
measures and the many areas that could have been
improved. Additionally, it will evaluate the SSR
campaign, relying principally upon an SSR article that



explains most of what was known about SSR in 2002.
This will show that the SSR strategy was fairly sound,
but that execution was difficult. Finally, it will offer
some lessons learned by the SSR team and some areas
that should be explored in greater detail.

SECURITY SECTOR REFORM IN 2002

By 2002, when the endeavor to rebuild the security
structure in Afghanistan became a major focus for the
coalition, SSR was commonly (but not unanimously)
defined as a long-term enterprise that “aims to improve
governance, thereby reducing the risk of state weakness
or state failure.”* Moreover, it was believed to have
never been successfully and fully implemented in any
country.® It was also clear that SSR was directly tied
to successful economic and governance development.
Most nations willing to conduct conflict prevention
and state building missions understood this linkage in
2002.¢ Hendrickson and Karkoszka (2002) discuss the
new reality that such security entities as militias and
private armies bring to situations, and further refine
what the typical security sector includes. Although
private militias may not be legally authorized by a
state, they need to be dealt with in the broader picture
of reforming the other traditional security elements.
For the purposes of this paper, I will use the the four
major elements of the security sector as outlined by
Hendrickson and Karkoszka: (1) armed forces of all
persuasions that are authorized by law to use force on
behalf of the government, (2) the elected and appointed
civilians that are responsible for both the management
of security forces and the oversight of their activities,
(3) the institutions that enforce laws and deliver justice
to the citizens according to official legislation, and (4)



the nonstatutory security forces such as militias and
private armies.’

Some of the key objectives traditionally focused on
during the SSR process that will be useful in assessing
the Afghanistan case include (1) professionalizing
all the security forces, (2) developing the capacity of
civil servants to “manage and oversee the security
sector,”® (3) creating an environment that protects
human rights, (4) nurturing a civil society that has the
capability of surveilling the security sector and pressing
for change or giving advice to the civil authorities on
matters related to the security sector, (5) establishing
transparency in security matters so the citizens can
have a basic understanding of the issue, (6) ensuring
that the security sector operates within national and
international legal frameworks, and (7) convincing
regional actors that share the problems of the troubled
nation to support the reforms (see Table 1).°

Professionalize security forces
Develop capacity in the civil servants
Create an environment that protects human rights

Ensure the civil society can observe, press for change,
and give advice about the security sector

Establish transparency in security matters and aid citizens
to gain a basic understanding of them

Ensure the security sector operates within national and
international legal frameworks

Convince regional actors to support the SSR process.

Table 1. Traditional SSR Objectives.



For this paper, I have chosen to detail the role of
four of the typical actors involved in SSR. First are
the donor nations that choose to take on a role in
SSR. Second is the recipient state itself, in this case
the Afghans. Third are the multilateral players whose
focuses are traditionally towards development; these
can be United Nations (UN) elements, SSR experts, or
NGOs. The fourth element consists of regional security
cooperation entities like the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) or the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN). (See Table 2.) An explanation
of the role of some of the key actors follows."

Main donor nations/Lead Nations
Recipient State
Multilateral Players

Regional Security Cooperation Establishments

Table 2. Typical Actors within the SSR Process.

The main donor state actors included the USSC,
the Chief of the Office of Military Cooperation-
Afghanistan (OMC-A), the Commander of Coalition
Joint Task Force 180 (CJTF-180), and the main donor
nation Ambassadors to Afghanistan. The Afghan
government actors included the President and nearly
his entire cabinet. The primary multilateral actor was
the UN Special Representative of the Secretary General
(SRSG), who worked closely with the USSC. He was
assisted by numerous UN agency leaders specializing



in various SSR pillars (see Table 3). Finally, the regional
security cooperation actor was NATO, represented
by the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF)
commander.

Germany Police Reform

Italy Judicial Reform

Japan (UN) Disarmament, Demobilization, and
Reintegration (DDR)

United Kingdom CounterNarcotics

United States Military Reform: Afghan National Army
(ANA) and Ministry of Defense (MoD)

Table 3. Five Security Sector Reform Lead Nations
and Pillars Determined by the Bonn Process.

The U.S. SSR Concept and What It Meant for
Afghanistan.”

In the summer of 2002 after 8 months of military
action in Afghanistan, U.S. Secretary of Defense
Donald Rumsfeld, wanting a senior military officer
to assess and better coordinate the SSR process in
Afghanistan, selected then-Major General Karl W.
Eikenberry, an officer with Infantry (up to Assistant
Division Commander level) and Foreign Area Officer
experience (up to the one-star level), from the Army
Staff to become the first USSC for Afghanistan.
General Eikenberry was tasked to assemble a team
from the U.S. Government, the Afghan Government,
and international community actors that could better
tackle the SSR process. There was a personal interest on



the part of the Defense Secretary to create and fill this
position as reflected by his conducting the interviews
for the job himself."? At this point, the U.S. SSR concept
was far from solidified; in fact, the concept of an SSR
working group within the U.S. Government was not
formalized until about 2004.” Before he departed for
Afghanistan, an additional portfolio titled Chief of the
Office of Military Cooperation-Afghanistan (OMC-A)
was added to General Eikenberry’s duty description.
Though the OMC-A billet was being filled at the time
by a U.S. brigadier general, discussion among the Joint
Staff, Central Command (CENTCOM), and the Office
of Secretary of Defense (OSD) had determined that
the USSC should be dual-hatted as the Chief of the
OMC-A.

Although the dire situation on the ground in
Afghanistan after decades of war and civil strife actually
made the term building more adequate than reform, the
Department of Defense (DoD) chose to call the mission
Security Sector Reform (SSR). The devastation of human
capital, infrastructure, and societal institutions above
the tribal structure all added to the herculean task the
United States and the Coalition were undertaking.

The position of USSC was unique and possibly
unprecedented; thus many agencies, departments, and
bureaucrats wanted to have input into the duties and
limits of this job. This was understandable, given the
number of agencies the person would be coordinating
with and the traditional non-DoD agency areas that
the coordinator would be operating in. After several
months, OSD, the Joint Staff, CENTCOM, CJTF-180,
the State Department, and the U.S. Embassy Kabul
reached an acceptable understanding for the Terms
of Reference in which the USSC would operate. The
understanding embraced the following initial essential
tasks and objectives.™



The primary task for the USSC was to accelerate the
development of a Security Sector Reform working group that
would include the five lead nations, the Afghan government,
and the UN. Additionally he would ensure that all SSR
programs were compatible with and supportive of the Afghan
government’s goals and objectives. A secondary task was
to advise the State and Defense Departments on all matters
involved with the Security Sector Reform process through
the USCENTCOM and U.S. Embassy Kabul.

The major objectives included establishment of the
SSR forum, expansion of the organizational SSR capacities
of lead nation embassies in Kabul (identifying their needs
and coordinating for assistance), facilitating the acceleration
of SSR work in the provinces, and synchronization of the
Afghan National Army (ANA) building program and Afghan
DDR plans to ensure they were politically and logistically
feasible.”> While no clear criteria for success were given
at this time, it was hoped by OSD and USCENTCOM
that near-term gains would be made by developing a
better understanding of the current state of the Security
Sector on the ground and executing recommendations
on ways to accelerate security from the USSC."

Preparing for an SSR Mission.

One of the dilemmas in preparing for this mission
was that in 2002 there was no U.S. Government model
or doctrine that detailed the SSR process. In preparation
for the deployment, the USSC relied on four distinct
sources of information:

1. The Bonn frameworks that stipulated how the
Afghan government would function and delineated
which of the G-8 nations would be responsible for each
of the five primary security pillars.

2. The basic military officer problem-solving
method: identify and assess the issues and then create
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a plan to solve them. This method was used to execute
the plan, assess the execution, and periodically make
changes when necessary.

3. Civilian experts that had been observing that
region of the world for years, including journalists and
authors such as Barnett Rubin, Ahmed Rashid, and
Carlotta Gall, to name a few. These civilians would
have access to the USSC once he arrived in Kabul,
maintaining a continuous dialogue during his tour.

4. Numerous U.S. Government agency updates and
reports on the situation.

When asked how he would describe the initial
planning and execution of the SSR process, General
Eikenberry replied:

Overall it might be termed exploratory learning because
the many uncertainties of the Afghanistan mission
added to the steepness of the learning curve. They
included: (1) Lack of doctrine for nation building on this
level of destruction. (2) Lack of cooperative agreements
among the lead nations as to the scope of their efforts
and willingness to cooperate. (3) The unprecedented
nature of building a security sector in a nation that is
so damaged from 30 years civil war and humanitarian
disaster."”

The Security Coordinator developed four initial
short-term goals to be executed upon arrival in Kabul.
The first goal was to take stock of the situation on the
ground, to include the environment, the infrastructure,
the institutions, and the human capital. The next goal
was to meet with the SSR actors from all sides —mili-
tary, civilian, Afghan, and Coalition. The third goal
was to establish relationships with necessary players
within the SSR realm and beyond to include all relevant
government officials. The final goal was to identify

10



the key stakeholders in the process and evaluate their
capabilities.

Before he left the United States, General Eikenberry
ran into two additional obstacles as he tried to define
a clear initial strategy for Afghanistan’s SSR project.
First, the key stakeholders (the UN, United States,
European partners, and Afghans) did not have a clear
understanding of the Afghanistan crisis; and second, it
was unclear what resources and expertise each nation
was bringing to the table or what level of commitment
they were willing to give to this project. Literally
building a nation was not a challenge to be taken
lightly. The SSR strategy would remain imprecise
until these two uncertainties were resolved. Until an
assessment was made, the basic strategy would follow
the four main steps outlined in Table 4.

1. Assess and identify the key actors.

2. Establish a mechanism for information sharing and network
building.

3. Go beyond information sharing to coordination of Security
Sector areas.

4. Begin collaboration on tasks so as to create synergy in the
SSR process.

(The underlying theory of this strategy was to build the Afghan
capacity at each stage.)

Table 4. Initial SSR Strategy.
On the Ground in Afghanistan: An Assessment.
After General Eikenberry arrived in Kabul, an

assessment of the initial strategy revealed who the
key actors were, how prepared each element of the

11



SSR process was, and how to proceed. The assessment
ended with the selection of the SSR Forum participants
and a newly agreed-upon SSR strategy.

Among the key players most directly involved
in the SSR forum, UN Special Representative of the
Secretary General (SRSG) Lakhdar Brahimi was
chosen to head the forum, working side by side with
General Eikenberry on all SSR issues. His presence
lent credibility, coherence, counsel, and leadership to
the SSR Forum. His years of experience and expertise
in SSR-related matters and ability to strengthen
institutions were critical to motivating other actors
to step forward and take risks to make real change in
Afghanistan. SSR daily operations were managed by
General Eikenberry, the USSC, who determined the
needs of SSR and provided strategic guidance and
advice to all members of the forum through frequent
bilateral and multilateral meetings. He additionally
filled the role of Chief of the Office of Military
Cooperation-Afghanistan (OMC-A), which made him
the leader of the organization tasked with building the
ANA and reforming the Afghan Ministry of Defense
and the government agencies providing oversight of
the military.

Beyond the SSR leadership were the five lead
nations” representatives to Afghanistan: for Germany,
Ambassador Eberle and Deputy Chief of Mission
(DCM) Schlaudraff; for the United States, Ambassador
Finn, Special Ambassador Taylor, and later Chargé
d’Affaires David Sedney; for the United Kingdom
(UK), Ambassador Nash; for Japan, Ambassador
Komanoand DCM Miyahara; and forItaly, Ambassador
Giorgi. The forum also included numerous defense
attachés, political officers, and security sector project
officers and members. Two other critical members

12



of the SSR team from the UN included Mr. Sultan
Aziz from the United Nations Assistance Mission in
Afghanistan (UNAMA), who was working on DDR
with the Japanese, and Mr. Jean Arnault, the Deputy
to Special Representative Brahimi and a key counsel
to the USSC. Finally, from the Coalition were the
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) team
which was normally represented by the Commander
or Deputy Commander and their Political Advisors,
and the Commanders of Combined Joint Task Force
(CJTF)-180, Lieutenant Generals Dan McNeill and John
Vines.

Figure 2. SSR Senior Working Group at the British
Embassy Summer 2003.

(Left to Right: German Representative, U.S. Chargé
d’ Affaires Sedney, Afghan NSA Dr. Rassoul,
Japanese Ambassador Komano, UNSRSG Brahimi,
USSC MG Eikenberry, British Ambassador Nash,
Italian Ambassador Giorgi, ISAF Commander LTG
Gliemeroth.)
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The primary Afghan asset on behalf of the SSR
forum was President Karzai, who was crucial to two of
the pillars, the development of the ANA and launching
DDR. The future of each of these pillars depended on
the other; additionally, their success played a critical
political role because the President could not truly
consolidate his administration and secure his citizens
until DDR occurred. Although President Karzai did
not attend the forums, his support of the process was
invaluable because he led the Afghan buy-in into the
concept of SSR. Afghan National Security Advisor
Dr. Rassoul and President Karzai's Chief of Staff Said
Jawad were the two critical actors who stayed abreast
of SSR issues. Though not in attendance at all forums,
they were always briefed on the latest actions and
helped the SSR team select appropriate Afghan
representatives to attend the SSR forums. Finally,
key actors included the five Afghans who headed
the Security Pillars being reformed. These members
changed over time and did not always attend the
formal SSR Forum, but they were the key interlocutors
with the lead nation SSR experts, usually meeting on at
least a weekly basis to address the reform issues.'®

A quick assessment of the current SSR activities
revealed a divergence in preparedness, manpower,
and resources among the countries.

1. While the United States had no organized SSR
effort, its initial strategy for building the ANA and
reforming the MoD was in place and was being swiftly
executed by a very small but resourceful team of
personnel tasked with a massive effort and given few
resources.

2. Japan had good political leadership and linkages
to the UN agencies helping to execute the DDR process

14



and had acommitted aid package, but was handicapped
by the small size of its staff.

3. Germany had a very narrow training-centric
vision of what its role was going to be in reforming
the police and very few personnel committed to the
endeavor.

4. The UK was inadequately resourced to execute
its counternarcotics role, mainly due to a lack of
manpower.

5. Italy was the least prepared in terms of resources,
vision for success, and personnel committed to the
judicial sector reforms.

Simply put, no country was really ready for the
mission it had signed up for. Only two of the five
lead nations had developed adequate, detailed long-
term visions for success —the U.S. team building the
ANA and the Japanese/UN team performing DDR.
The following roadmap (Table 5) is an example of the
type of broad vision for reform that would have been
helpful to the SSR process if possessed by the other lead
nations. This vision provided the kind of focus needed
to sustain the U.S. reform effort for at least a year.

After self-examination, the SSR forum members
realized that the initial overall long-term plan for SSR
in Afghanistan was feasible in the abstract, but that
they lacked resources and would be able to take the
effort only so far based on their current capabilities.
The nations contacted their governments for more
resources to alleviate the limitations. Some states were
more successful than others in changing their vision
for SSR and in gaining the appropriate resources to
execute their plans. The final SSR strategy was created

15



Task: The Chief of the Office of Military Cooperation-
Afghanistan (OMC-A) will plan and direct U.S./Coalition
efforts to reform the MoD and field the Afghan National Army
(ANA) Central Corps by June 2004 and solicit international
donations for the Afghan Armed Forces.

Major Objectives:

* Ensure activation of Central Corps HQ and its 3 Brigades
by 1 Oct 2003

* Developandbeginimplementation of Afghan MoD/General
Staff reform plan

* Establish ANA institutional support systems including
officer and NCO schools, ANA training and doctrine
directorate, and garrison support elements

* Design and build OMC-A structure consisting of U.S./
Coalition military, contractor, and Afghan civilian and
military personnel capable of managing the ANA building
program as it increases in scope and complexity

* Increase international and Afghan domestic support for
and confidence in ANA through the maintenance of quality
within the force and the conduct of effective information
operations.

Table 5. U.S. Afghan Army Building and MoD
Reform Plan October 2002.

after assessing the new assets the nations had pledged

towards the mission and acknowledging the lack of
resources that they would have to live with. The final
strategy is outlined in Table 6.

Carrying out SSR.
To explain how the SSR process was executed,

specific events that were conducted to support the
strategy are analyzed. The reader will gain a better idea

16



1. Establish a forum that at first provides a conduit for
information sharing about SSR issues and later becomes a
vehicle for collaboration among the key actors.

2. Build a network of interested actors that would proactively
manage and solve the issues in their areas of interest.

3. Build the Afghan government capacity.

4. Develop strategic plans among and agreed upon by all actors
so as to identify and fix problems by leveraging the resources
from their nations or the international community.

Table 6. Final SSR Strategy.

of what is required of a SSR coordinator by looking at
a description of the typical daily, weekly, and monthly
events that the USSC participated in and what areas
consumed most of his time. Finally, a discussion of
some of the surprising and disappointing activities
and issues that the USSC encountered in his duties
will raise awareness of the pitfalls that exist in war-
torn regions.

In general, SSR forums were conducted in the
following manner. The host of the meeting was
chosen 1 month prior to the event and was responsible
for developing the program for that meeting and
coordinating and preparing the attendees. The senior
SSR leaders would all be in attendance, along with
selected Afghan representatives associated with that
month’s topic. Additionally, all the staff and special
guests would be present for the discussion. The USSC
would make the opening remarks to refocus the team
and then hand it over to the UN Special Representative
of the Secretary General (SRSG) for the UN perspective
on events. After the leadership finished the opening

17



remarks, each stakeholder would give an update on
his particular area, and the floor would be opened for
specially slated topics. Some of the areas discussed
in the meetings included the introduction of new
military concepts like the Provincial Reconstruction
Teams and the role of Afghan actors in various SSR
areas. One of the items often highlighted was the need
for synchronized planning and execution of reforms.
Another key element of the meeting was deciding the
next major step to be taken with members’ Afghan
counterparts. Finally, these meetings allowed for
discussions of recent setbacks to coordinate surging
resources for getting back on track, meeting obstacles
that needed to be overcome, or speeding up the reform
of one sector to relieve pressure on another.

These forums occurred monthly, which seemed to
be the right frequency to allow recognizable progress
to be made and a sufficient number of new problems
to arise that required attention. These monthly
meetings were not the only occasions that SSR team
members met, but they were the only scheduled times
for the entire extended group to gather. Bilateral and
multilateral meetings frequently occurred to follow
up on initial plans or handle emergency issues. The
meetings contributed to the success of all four elements
of the SSR strategy, although it was weakest in helping
to build Afghan government capacity.”

Bilateral and multilateral meetings on SSR subjects
were another key event for the success of the program.
A model for how the security sector reform multilateral
meetings could work was the synchronization between
the Army and Police standing up, on one hand, and the
militias standing down, on the other (see Table 3). This
effort was always synchronized to ensure that the lead
nations developed timelines and plans that balanced
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their demobilization events with security forces
recruiting events. The Japanese, UN, Germans, and
Americans met continuously and came to agreements
about the timing of the militia drawdowns throughout
the year. Because of a lack of resources and an unclear
method for coordinating the acquisition of their
resources, not all lead nations were coordinated in this
manner. The nations did well based on the resources
at hand, but resources were inadequate by all accounts
because of the immense size of the problem. These
events also supported the SSR strategy (Table 6) but
were least successful in fulfilling the fourth element
(developing mutual strategic plans) since getting more
resources from any state was nearly always an issue.

What started as a chance for the USSC to meet with
the Afghan citizens on the street and assess in person
the needs of the people turned into one of the most
useful events for building the Afghan government
capacity. The Afghan National Army recruiting/
awareness trips outside of Kabul to the provinces were
one of the most critical events every week. There were
a few different goals for these trips. Among these goals
were evaluating security forces, spreading awareness
of the Afghan National Army and Police, meeting with
governors, and talking to tribal leaders. The members on
the trips changed weekly, but generally they consisted
of the USSC, various Afghan ministers, Afghan military
personnel, lead nation embassy personnel, at least one
lead nation Ambassador, U.S. personnel involved with
ANA or SSR tasks, UN representatives, and IGO/NGO
representatives.

Another purpose for these trips was to show the
people of Afghanistan that there really was a new
government, and that it was ethnically mixed and
interested in their issues. Still another purpose was to
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explain and display the new security institutions to the
provinces, while promoting ANA or Police recruiting.
Additionally, it gave the Afghan people an opportunity
to put a face with their new national government
leaders’” names. Also, it allowed provincial leaders
to talk shop with the central government, which was
often impossible because of poor communication
and transport. Finally, the trips allowed the Afghan
ministers to see their tasks and responsibilities outside
of Kabul and to let them be seen by their people and
understand that, as national leaders, they now served
all the people of Afghanistan and not just one ethnic
group or region.

General Eikenberry recalled that one of the best
examples of how he knew success had been achieved
through these weekly trips was the locals” change of
focus from him to the Afghans. He noted that on the
early trips the entire traveling party would follow
him around and observe his interactions. Later,
they followed his lead, yet were still quite unsure of
themselves, mostly talking among themselves and not
really engaging the locals. In still later trips, however,
he often found himself standing alone, except for his
security detail, as the Afghan members were immersed
in crowds of people, interacting with them, answering
questions about their ministries, and giving little
speeches. Once the general saw this new dynamic,
he knew the Afghan officials were developing one of
the requisite skills for leaders in a representative and
accountable state.

A series of events was launched in March 2003 that
would require the total involvement of the Afghan
government leaders and the international community
in highlighting and working through all the security-
related issues still simmering in the country. The first
was a trip to the United States for the two primary
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leaders of the Intelligence Service (NDS) and the
two key leaders of the MoD to engage with their
counterparts in the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
and the Pentagon and to observe the training of cadets,
noncommissioned officers (NCOs), special forces,
infantry soldiers, and officers at numerous American
bases. This visit helped to impress upon the leaders
the level of responsibility they had laid claim to as
Kabul was retaken when the Taliban retreated. It also
underscored the need for them to be responsible actors
on the national stage and support the international
community in its efforts to reform the security sector.
The next such event, a truce, occurred in April
2003 when the Afgha