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      Introduction

      
         
         
         Thomas Juneau

         
         
      

      
      Policy making on international issues occurs in a context of uncertainty, with senior
         officials usually operating under time, resource, and political constraints. Given
         the dynamic and complex nature of the international environment, decision makers are
         eager for real-time analysis that can help them make informed decisions and understand
         the short- and long-term implications of their choices. This is much easier said than
         done, however. Analysts and managers in organizations tasked with providing analytical
         support to senior clients face a wide range of challenges and obstacles, ranging from
         defining their precise niche (the specific value-added that they bring to the table);
         identifying their customers (those who are likely to read and use their products)
         and gaining a fine-grained understanding of their analytical needs; gaining the trust
         of these customers; and hiring, training, and retaining staff with the proper skills.
      

      
      This collective book aims to improve our understanding of what it means to create
         high-quality analytical products by focusing on the oft-mentioned but poorly understood
         concept of relevance for policy makers. The book broadens the debate: despite variations
         in context, strategic analysts in different sectors—in intelligence, but also in nonintelligence
         government organizations, private consultancies, think tanks, and academia—face similar
         problems in identifying the needs of their clients and setting up organizations with
         the mandates, structures, and personnel necessary to address those needs. The objective
         of the book is therefore to identify these common challenges, compare solutions, and
         share lessons learned. To do so, we combine broader thematic reflections on strategic
         analysis with innovative case studies of how organizations have worked to successfully
         produce relevant analysis. 
      

      
      Why This Book

      
      The literature in the field of intelligence studies is steadily growing. Until about
         two decades ago, the field was relatively immature and mostly dominated by biographies
         and autobiographies of retired officials, along with occasional historical monographs.[1]   More recently, intelligence studies have become more diversified and rigorous.
         As a result, the field is taken more seriously in academia and has broadened to encompass
         a range of subfields, including the study of covert action, deception, counterintelligence,
         means of intelligence collection (e.g., human or signals intelligence), analysis,
         oversight and review, accountability, and international cooperation. The institutionalization
         of multidisciplinarity has been crucial to this growth: intelligence is now studied
         from the perspectives, notably, of political science, public administration, ethics,
         law, and history. Illustrating this growth, a number of collections of important articles
         have been published in recent years, each providing a comprehensive tour d’horizon of the field of intelligence studies as a whole, or of specific subfields.[2]   
      

      
      A particularly important and useful area of growth has been the study of intelligence
         analysis. Practitioners, both serving and retired, and scholars have published an
         emergent body of studies looking at analysis from a variety of angles, including organizational
         machinery, methods and tools, support to military operations, and perhaps most prominently,
         its relationship with policy.[3]   
      

      
      A key theme throughout this literature is that intelligence analysis is, or should
         be, a means to an end, and not an end in itself. This end is, or should be, to provide
         support for policy and decision makers. Different authors provide varying definitions
         of the ideal nature of this support. Broadly, the basic idea is that intelligence
         must not only provide interesting and rigorous analysis of important developments,
         but rather that it must provide its clients with a specific value added, what Jennifer
         Sims labels as “decision advantages” (2005). To do so, intelligence analysis must
         educate and inform its clients to allow them to gain an edge over adversaries or,
         simply put, to better do their job. Jack Davis, for example, a former CIA analyst,
         argues that the “mission of intelligence analysts is to apply in-depth substantive
         expertise, all-source information, and tough-minded tradecraft to produce assessments
         that provide distinctive value-added to policy clients’ efforts to protect and advance”
         national interests (2006, 1007). Roger George and James Bruce make the case in more
         crude—but appropriate—terms: “Analysts are of no use to their official customers by
         being merely the smartest and best-informed experts on a topic. They must address
         the policy needs of whoever now sits in the White House, executive departments, and
         congressional offices” (2008, 304).
      

      
      There is much debate as to how much success intelligence analysis achieves in providing
         what Davis, George, and Bruce posit is the ideal, with answers ranging from an overall
         mediocre performance to a satisfying one. Many official reports in the United States,
         in particular, have highlighted the unsatisfactory nature of the intelligence community’s
         analytic performance. The Brown Commission of 1996, for example, concluded that “often
         what [policy makers] receive fails to meet their needs by being too late or too unfocused,
         or by adding too little to what they already know” (Commission on the Roles and Capabilities
         of the United States Intelligence Community 1996, 83). Richard Russell, a former CIA
         analyst, is even more scathing in his critique of what he labels as the CIA’s dismal
         performance and its sclerotic bureaucratic culture (2007). Thomas Fingar, a former
         deputy director for national intelligence and chairman of the National Intelligence
         Council, is, on the other hand, more generous: in his view, most of the 14,000 analytical
         products that he approved in his long career as a manager may not have been entirely
         correct, but they were “useful to those” his organizations supported (2011, 48).
      

      
      At the very least, most observers agree that there is scope for intelligence analysis
         to do better. The notion of “relevance” is central to these debates on how to better
         position intelligence to support policy and decision making. Oddly, however, there
         is a gap in the literature: everyone agrees that relevance is one of the most important
         criteria for success and that clients demand it. Yet the concept remains poorly understood;
         there have been few efforts to conceptualize and operationalize it. What is it? How
         can it be defined? How do we know it when we see it? More specifically, how and why
         have specific analytical organizations successfully achieved it? 
      

      
      This book seeks to improve our understanding of this crucial concept of relevance
         by offering a series of case studies of analytical units—both governmental and nongovernmental—that
         have worked to achieve it themselves, and of organizations that have supported analytical
         units in their quest for relevance, notably through education. This is important:
         there is a growing body of high-quality studies of the relationship between intelligence
         and policy, but the necessary next step must be to provide more in-depth and innovative
         case studies on how analysis can concretely support policy and decision making. This is, therefore, not
         a book on methods and tools of intelligence analysis; those topics are well covered
         elsewhere.[4]   This is also not a book on intelligence failures, an important perspective to study
         the relationship between intelligence and policy but, again, one that is well covered
         elsewhere.[5]   This collective book instead focuses on analytical successes, by contributing to
         the building of a much-needed data bank of case studies of how strategic analysis
         can achieve relevance. 
      

      
      To do so, we broaden our scope: our object of study is strategic analysis, which encompasses
         strategic intelligence analysis but also other, comparable, high-level and longer-range
         forms of nonintelligence analysis (performed, in particular, elsewhere in government
         national security apparatuses, in academia, in think tanks, and in private sector
         risk analysis firms). This allows us to better refine our understanding of what it
         means to achieve relevance. Indeed, strategic analysis units both inside and outside
         the intelligence apparatus often grapple with similar challenges. There is therefore
         much potential to learn from the work of others and to discuss comparable solutions
         and exchange ideas. Intelligence can learn from strategic analysis performed elsewhere,
         whether inside or outside the government, and vice versa. 
      

      
      What Is Strategic Analysis?

      
      In the broadest sense, analysts begin by gathering data from multiple sources, they
         select pieces of information they deem useful to their readership, and then they tie
         them together to offer meaning in a format adapted to their target audience. The analytical
         tradecraft aims to provide a framework to interpret a specific aspect of the world
         (its current state, how it came to be, where and how it is likely to evolve, and with
         what consequences) by offering a prism through which readers can process past and
         incoming data and then try to make sense of what is more or less likely to come next.
         Similarly to its tactical and operational counterparts, strategic analysis must be
         viewed as the middle point in a production chain, starting with those who gather the
         data, continues to those who analyze it, and then finishes with those who consume
         it by acting on its basis. Analysis is strategic, as opposed to operational or tactical,
         when it focuses on high-level drivers and outcomes and explores longer-term consequences.
      

      
      Thomas Fingar, a former chairman of the National Intelligence Council, has proposed
         a definition of intelligence analysis which is particularly useful to understand strategic
         analysis more generally: “analysts assist decision makers, military commanders, and
         other ‘customers’ in the national security enterprise by providing information and
         insights that reduce uncertainty about what is happening, what is likely to happen,
         and what can be done to ensure or prevent specific developments” (2011, 35).
      

      
      There is much to unpack here. The analytical process can be viewed as a double funnel—one
         that closes toward the object of analysis, and that opens up afterward (see Figure
         I.1). The object of analysis can fall anywhere within a broad continuum; it can be
         a specific event—a bombing in a country of interest—or a larger-scale occurrence,
         such as the onset of war. The object of analysis does not have to be an event; it
         can also be a demographic, economic, political, or security trend. In the first funnel,
         which narrows toward the object of analysis, strategic analysis explains how we got
         to where we are. What are the key drivers that brought us to this point? What is the
         historical, political, social, cultural, and economic context that is necessary to
         frame this event? In the second funnel, which opens up with the object of analysis
         as its starting point, the analyst explores what comes next. What are the consequences
         of the occurrence of the object of analysis, if it is an event, or of changes (or
         of the absence of change), if it is a trend? What are plausible scenarios for the
         future? Has the balance of probabilities among plausible scenarios changed? What are
         options going forward, and what are the costs and benefits associated with them?
      

      
      
      
      
         The Framework for Strategic Analysis: Drivers, Object of Analysis, Implications.

         

      

      
      
      
      
      
      
      The overarching goal of strategic analysis is to support decision and policy makers
         by providing them with a better understanding of how we got to where we are, and of
         where we could be going moving forward—reducing uncertainty, the title of Fingar’s
         book. To do so, strategic analysis provides decision and policy makers with insights
         on the key drivers shaping current and future events. The goal is also to support
         them as they develop and implement policies aiming to reinforce trends considered
         positive for the national interest and to shift negative ones in a more favorable
         direction. Strategic analysis, in addition, helps provide clarity by telling decision
         makers which factors, in the messy business of international politics, matter most
         to understand a given issue and to act on it. Strategic analysis can thus offer insights
         on how its clients can gain leverage—the means to put pressure on and to provide incentives
         to other actors, whether friends, rivals, or enemies. More broadly, strategic analysis
         studies the drivers shaping the parameters of choice: either in the short or longer
         run, what is the margin of maneuver for clients, and what shapes it? What can be done
         to expand it, and to reduce that of rivals? 
      

      
      Viewed in this context, strategic analysis can pursue multiple objectives, either
         individually or, more often, in combination: 
      

      
      
         	
            
            To provide historical and contextual background, especially on emerging issues on
               which customers have less knowledge;
            

         

         
         	
            To provide insights on the motivations, capabilities, and goals of other relevant
               stakeholders—allies, rivals, and enemies—and on the pressures and incentives they
               face;
            

         

         
         	
            To frame or improve organizational thinking on a complex issue;

         

         
         	
            To correct erroneous preconceived assumptions;

         

         
         	
            To propose scenarios for the way ahead by assessing plausible futures; 

         

         
         	
            To provide in-depth analysis of various possible courses of action, building on the
               greater regional knowledge, historical background, and cultural sensitivity of the
               analyst; 
            

         

         
         	
            To adjudicate policy disputes through cost-benefit options analysis or risk assessment;

         

         
         	
            To support decision making by analyzing whether past comparable cases offer valuable
               lessons;
            

         

         
         	
            In sum, to help clients develop policies and programs that will advance the national
               interest.
            

         

      

      
      As will be discussed throughout this book, strategic analysis is distinct from policy
         development or prescription; its purpose is not to offer direct advice and guidance
         on which specific course of action decision makers should adopt. Nonetheless, it can
         go beyond the conventional interpretation of intelligence analysis as threat analysis,
         which focuses narrowly on the capabilities and intentions of hostile actors. Strategic
         analysis can of course incorporate this, but it can also take its client many steps
         closer to policy recommendations by weighing the pros and cons of available options.
         Strategic analysts thus strive to provide their readership with the means to understand
         underlying dynamics and to think more clearly about policy choices by emphasizing
         opportunities and areas of leverage, in addition to threats and risk. It can thus
         clarify the scope for choice, while leaving the actual decision within those parameters
         to its clients.
      

      
      It is also important to keep in mind where strategic analysis fits in the broader
         framework of decision making: it is never the only factor driving important decisions,
         but is rather, at best, one input among many. When policy makers reach decisions,
         they rely on multiple sources of information. Given that they live in an excessively
         information-rich environment, there is severe competition between these multiple sources
         just to be read, let alone to be useful. These inputs or sources of information can
         include, in addition to products from multiple intelligence organizations, open source
         products, nonintelligence government analysis (such as diplomatic reporting), analysis
         written by policy officers, external analysis (from academia, the media, think tanks,
         or the private sector), and products from allied or partner governments. Policy makers,
         moreover, often rely to a significant degree on their own knowledge, experience, worldviews,
         and instincts. 
      

      
      In this competitive environment, analytical products easily get partly or completely
         drowned out and ignored. Indeed, in the balance of forces between the analytical and
         policy realms, policy is the more powerful camp. Policy can function without analysis,
         but supporting policy is the raison d’être of analysis; analysis that is ignored is
         irrelevant. In this dynamic, it is the policy maker’s responsibility to assess these
         multiple inputs and to decide what priority to give to which sources of information,
         as he or she will be held accountable for the outcome. Analytical units do not have
         a direct say on which information will be prioritized, how their analytical products
         will relate to other inputs, and how they will be used. As a result, the output—the
         policy or decision—may well contradict, or be in tension with, the conclusions of
         some analytical products. This may lead to wrong or suboptimal decisions, but that
         is the policy maker’s prerogative. The client, in other case, may be justified in
         ignoring incoming analysis as there may be other inputs, which are not of the purview
         of analytical units and which, once factored in, justify ignoring the analysis. 
      

      
      Strategic analysis must, in sum, strike a difficult balance on many levels to be relevant.
         It must be highly sensitive to, but at a minimal distance from, the policy-making
         context. Because guidance from consumers is often vague, some work may be analytically
         sound but deal with an irrelevant topic. As will be argued in many chapters throughout
         this book, the onus is thus on analytical units to have a fine-grained and up-to-date
         understanding of policy and operational priorities and to identify or anticipate the
         key questions decision makers are likely to consider as they weigh different options.
         Decision makers, moreover, usually have limited time; a perennial challenge is therefore
         to catch their attention in an overcrowded marketplace of ideas. Work that is too
         long and theoretical loses their attention; work that is too simple risks being ignored
         as stating the obvious. 
      

      
      Methodology of the Book

      
      This book is built around case studies, with each one dissecting either how a given
         analytical unit sought to achieve relevance, or how specific organizations (such as
         an undergraduate program in intelligence studies) or approaches (such as forecasting)
         can help improve the work of the analytical community. Most chapters have been written
         by individuals who are either currently serving in these organizations, or who recently
         retired from service. Other chapters are written by scholars with significant experience
         as observers and practitioners of strategic analysis. 
      

      
      Each chapter addresses a standardized set of questions to allow for focused comparison
         and synthesis, as well as the extraction of cross-cutting themes in the conclusion:[6]   
      

      
      
         	
            
            Provide background on your organization or your function;

         

         
         	
            What is your niche (your organizational mandate and value-added); what do you do that
               nobody else does and that someone needs? 
            

         

         
         	
            Who are your clients? What are their needs and interests? 

         

         
         	
            What questions do you seek to answer? 

         

         
         	
            How do you fulfill these needs: organizational structure, professional development,
               partnerships?
            

         

         
         	
            What are the main products that you create (written vs. oral, length, format, methodology)?

         

         
         	
            How do you assess whether you are achieving your objectives?

         

         
         	
            How do you manage relations with your clients?

         

         
         	
            Have you conducted exercises on lessons learned?

         

      

      
      Plan of the Book

      
      The first four chapters explore challenges to achieving relevance at the level of
         the analyst, while the remainder of the book analyzes cases at the level of organizations.
         These chapters explore how improved techniques, methods, and training can make strategic
         analysis more relevant, as well as discuss challenges that analysts face—because of
         geographic constraints, for example, or of methodological dilemmas. The common thread
         is to explore solutions to overcome or mitigate these challenges. In each case, the
         authors seek to build generalizable implications based on their specific circumstances.
         
      

      
      The first chapter by Jeremy Ghez and Gregory Treverton acts as a scene-setter and
         provides background. It explains how the purpose of strategic analysis is to help
         decision makers in the public and private sectors go beyond the current reporting
         that dominates the day’s headlines and integrate the wider context into their calculations.
         This can help decision makers broaden the range of possible futures and better manage
         long-term uncertainty. In practice, however, strategic analysis is often underappreciated
         in the rush of the immediate. Even at its best, it cannot provide “the answer,” and
         so it is all too easy for harried consumers to overlook it. The challenge is to tap
         expertise in a way that demonstrates value to customers: if the analyst is looking
         to provide policy makers with something new but not actionable, getting an audience
         will require a high degree of sophistication. The ultimate impact of strategic analysis
         thus lies in its ability to reconcile long-term trends with immediate managerial concerns.
         
      

      
      The second chapter by Robert Ayson explores the challenges in seeking to find common
         ground between international strategic debates and the circumstances of a small state.
         It outlines the constraints that come with undertaking strategic analysis in New Zealand,
         a country of 4.5 million people living at some distance from Asia’s main hot spots.
         These include the small size of the security community including the lack of a sizeable
         defense establishment, few think tanks, and limited media interest in longer-term
         questions. The remainder of the chapter reflects on the author’s experiences (including
         successes and failures) in trying to use ideas from wider jurisdictions and adapt
         them to New Zealand’s context. Key findings include the need to frame great power
         relations in a way that makes sense to a small state’s regional position, the use
         of media commentary to shape debates, and the need to avoid concentrating too much
         on the military aspects of regional challenges without connecting the analysis to
         domestic and economic interests. 
      

      
      In chapter 3, Tim Walton proposes a case study explaining the role that education
         plays in improving analytical capacity. The Intelligence Analysis Program at James
         Madison University provides a multidimensional education for students who aspire to
         careers as analysts in national security, law enforcement, and business. Unusually,
         the program is located in the science faculty. This means that it focuses on technology
         and the scientific method, with a course in strategy assessment as part of the core
         curriculum. The program also includes a required course on ethics and law, and students
         minor in a subject area such as computers or foreign languages. To deal with the challenge
         of preparing young people to be effective analysts, the program includes case studies
         and the use of structured analytic techniques such as scenarios and red team exercises.
         
      

      
      Intelligence agencies are often called upon to identify important trends, pinpoint
         key indicators, and assess probable outcomes to support policy making. Rex Brynen
         explains in chapter 4 why the challenges of doing this are substantial. Part of the
         problem lies in the inherent difficulty of predicting the outcome of complex political,
         social, and economic dynamics. Some of the most relevant changes, moreover—like sudden
         shifts in political stability—may be the most difficult to predict. Yet the challenges
         of prediction go well beyond this, to questions of human resources management, institutional
         subcultures, bureaucratic politics, and political context. Drawing on the literature
         on cognitive process, political forecasting, and organizational responsiveness, Brynen
         suggests the conditions under which predictions are most likely to be accurate, clients
         are most likely to pay attention to them, and predictive analysis is most likely to
         shape policy decisions.
      

      
      The next nine chapters focus on organizational case studies: how individual analytical
         units have defined their niche, identified their clients, and sought to create products
         that would satisfy those needs. Chapters 12 and 13 take a slightly different perspective:
         both use a more historical approach to study the evolution of analytical organizations
         in their quest to achieve or maintain relevance as internal and external contexts
         evolved over the decades. 
      

      
      The U.S. intelligence community’s Global Trends publications have arguably set the gold standard for long-term assessments of future
         trends, garnering as many kudos, if not more, from businesses, universities, and think
         tanks than internally. Within government, the intelligence community has faced increasing
         obstacles to its traditional pursuit of strategic analysis as it has been increasingly
         consumed with funneling tactical analysis to policy makers and war fighters. Although
         the Global Trends works are probably the most widely cited official document on future trends, policy
         planners have failed to absorb its bigger message, according to Mathew Burrows. With
         so many challenges facing the United States and the country no longer having the same
         overwhelming resources, he explains in chapter 5 that the government has needed to
         adapt and develop a better system for dealing with an increasing number of complex
         problems. Equally, even when stung by failures and prodded by policy makers to do
         more strategic analysis, the community has been slow to take up the challenge. Instead,
         it has sought comfort in its known areas of expertise, shunning complex problems such
         as climate change as this would involve reaching out to experts outside the intelligence
         community. 
      

      
      Chapter 6 by Tom King discusses the role of the Bureau of Intelligence and Research
         (INR) at the U.S. Department of State. It explores the challenges INR faces in producing
         high-quality policy-relevant analysis. The chapter explains how INR came to occupy
         the niche it now holds and the value it adds in a very crowded marketplace of ideas,
         that is, in an environment in which its busy clients have access to large amounts
         of other government analytical products and to external analysis. To do so, the main
         products delivered by INR are tailored to reach its target audiences, primarily foreign
         policy decision makers at State. It also discusses how the Bureau organizes itself—its
         mandate, organizational chart, relationships with stakeholders, and professional training—to
         best achieve its objectives.
      

      
      In chapter 7, Paul Dickson explores the role of strategic analysis during coalition
         operations in Afghanistan, focusing on its manifestation as part of a Red Team challenge
         function in the implementation of counterinsurgency (COIN) operations from 2012 to
         2013. An assessment of the issues addressed by the Deputy Chief of Staff Intelligence
         Red Team during this period, including how and to whom the analysis was delivered,
         provides insights into how military commanders and their staffs approached strategic
         analysis in executing their missions. Lessons learned suggest that strategic analysis
         and the ability to systematically transform intelligence into useful assessments could
         be key enablers for military decision makers. A nuanced understanding of the Afghan,
         regional, and coalition environments was not a capability that could be developed
         quickly, however, a challenge exacerbated by the availability of numerous external
         and competing assessments. Still, it was evident that strategic analysis was essential
         for making sense of a complex mission, shaping how the conflict was interpreted, operations
         conducted, and resources prioritized. 
      

      
      In chapter 8, Frédéric Charillon discusses the role of the Institut de recherche stratégique
         de l’École militaire (IRSEM; the Military School’s Strategic Studies Institute), the
         French defense ministry’s research body. The institute, which publishes its own academic
         journal as well as other open studies on defense and security issues, aims to reinforce
         ties between the defense establishment and the research and academic worlds. The chapter,
         written by a former director of the Institute, explains how IRSEM defines its relationship
         with civilian and military officials and discusses the institute’s value-added in
         a crowded marketplace of ideas. The chapter also analyzes how IRSEM positions itself
         to fulfill its objective of contributing to public and institutional debates on defense
         and security matters. To do so, it includes a discussion of IRSEM’s structure and
         its approach to its relations with stakeholders. 
      

      
      The Academic Outreach program of the Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS)
         seeks to draw maximum benefit from publicly available information in support of CSIS
         activities. It relies on a small team that, while enjoying the kind of innovative
         latitude often associated with technology start-ups, has created its own global network
         of experts from think tanks, universities, civil society, industry, and foreign governments.
         As Jean-Louis Tiernan explains in chapter 9, those specialists are selected based
         on their understanding of issues related to the Canadian government’s national security
         priorities, as well as current and future international security developments of consequence
         to Canada. Such expert knowledge—conveyed through formal lectures, workshops, conferences,
         studies, and other vehicles—strengthens intelligence officers’ and analysts’ contextual
         appreciation of specific threats and security risks. Because many of its activities
         are designed deliberately to involve policy makers and other end consumers of intelligence,
         the program provides opportunities to test assumptions along the entire intelligence
         creation chain.
      

      
      The NATO Defense College consists of different components. First, the College hosts
         the highest level of education in the Alliance for military and civilian officials
         from allied and partner countries. Second, the College has established a Research
         Division with the mandate of producing thought-provoking analyses to help shape and
         explain NATO policy—all in the spirit of academic freedom. Trine Villumsen Berling
         and Brooke Smith-Windsor explain in chapter 10 that the Research Division, functioning
         like a think tank, publishes research papers and topical briefs and organizes conferences
         on issues of relevance to the Alliance. Finally, the College has become an important
         player in forming relations with partner countries through outreach and Track 1.5/2
         diplomacy. In all three pillars, the College is uniquely situated as a bridge between
         academia and officialdom. The chapter also reveals how the NATO Defense College has
         consistently reinvented itself to remain relevant to the Alliance and its member states
         and partners in terms of both analysis and teaching. 
      

      
      In chapter 11, Kamran Bokhari examines the genesis and evolution of one of the world’s
         leading private intelligence firms, Stratfor. He shows how despite engaging in many
         of the same activities as state intelligence agencies, media groups, think tanks,
         and academic institutions, Stratfor is a unique entity. The chapter establishes this
         by highlighting Stratfor’s distinctive zero-based methodology (designed by its founder
         George Friedman through the combination of the disciplines of intelligence and geopolitics).
         In addition, Bokhari discusses the global structure and functionality through which
         the company achieves its mandate of providing intelligence, analyses, and forecasts.
         The critical role of the net assessment in the company’s analytical process is central
         to achieving this. The chapter also highlights the other products offered by Stratfor
         and the types of clientele the company services.  
      

      
      When think tanks came of age in the United States during the 1920s, their role was
         to help policy makers navigate through complex policy issues. By creating an environment
         where some of the brightest scholars could apply their expertise to important matters,
         several think tanks were able to advise and inform policy makers. Engaging in long-term
         strategic thinking became their hallmark. By the late 1960s, however, their role began
         to change, as Donald Abelson argues in chapter 12. While many continued to engage
         in research around important strategic issues, think tanks realized that to achieve
         influence, they had to think more strategically about how to satisfy the needs of
         multiple stakeholders, including philanthropic foundations, corporations, and the
         media. In short, policy makers no longer constituted their sole audience. Rather than
         focusing on strategic analysis, they increasingly marketed themselves as organizations
         providing timely policy advice. This chapter highlights this evolution and explains
         how the premium think tanks place on advocacy over research has profound implications
         for how they contribute to policy debates.
      

      
      Chapter 13 by Michael Roi and Paul Dickson examines the history of strategic analysis
         in the Canadian Department of National Defence from its emergence in the early Cold
         War to recent years. During this period, the fortunes of defense strategic analysis
         fluctuated in response to changing perceptions of its relevance to military planners
         and policy developers. Relevance was a function of role and impact, which were shaped
         by expertise as well as by organizational and professional development issues. This
         historical case study shows that government analytical organizations—whatever their
         size or national origin—face recurring challenges over periods of decades as the international
         and bureaucratic contexts evolve. The chapter demonstrates that defense analysis is
         most relevant when it is rooted in expertise on and experience in military and defense
         planning, blending classified information with insights from strategic studies scholarship.
         However, the account also illustrates how colocation with the client tended to create
         a model where relevance was measured as much by responsiveness as by expertise alone.
         This form of relevance can create conflict between the client and the professional
         development standards of the strategic analysis organization. Finally, this case study
         underscores the challenges associated with developing a strong analytic capability,
         especially in light of expectations to provide information at short notice to senior
         decision makers. 
      

      
      The conclusion proposes a synthesis of the main themes analyzed in the book. It discusses
         those challenges identified by the chapters as common to strategic analysts and their
         organizations in various fields, as well as common solutions to those problems. It
         critically evaluates the conclusions reached by the individual case study chapters,
         and highlights conceptual as well as practical implications. The conclusion then proposes
         an agenda for future research on how to further improve analytical capabilities in
         governments, academia, think tanks, and the private sector. 
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      Chapter 1

      Making Strategic Analysis Matter

      
         
         
         
         Jeremy Ghez and Gregory F. Treverton

         
         
      

      
      Leaders maintain a complex relationship with the future. In theory, one would expect
         them to be visionaries, long-term strategists.[1]   Yet, in practice, the political mileage that concentrating on the flames of the
         present will bring them can often be far more tempting: tending to current fires can
         help them demonstrate their crisis management skills and reinforce their leadership
         within the organization and in the eyes of the broader society. This contradiction
         is at the heart of the dilemma that strategic analysis must address in order to be
         influential in policy-making circles. 
      

      
      Strategic analysis can be thought of as an invitation to policy makers to consider
         a longer time horizon and to account for the broader context in the policy-making
         process—an invitation that any leader, seeking to promote a long-term vision, should
         find attractive. Yet, as attractive as this invitation can be on paper, strategic
         analysis is often easily dismissed by policy makers as a luxury at best or as useless
         at worst. After all, in times of deep stress or crisis, the burning issues of the
         day logically (and reassuringly, some might claim) dominate policy making, whereas
         “business-as-usual” seems to be the less costly option in a thriving environment.
         Thus, there seems to be no legitimate moment for the deep dive that strategic analysis
         encourages policy makers to undertake.
      

      
      As a result, in a policy-making process often dominated by the urgency of the immediate,
         strategic analysts might find it hard to have a meaningful impact on policy and to
         attract the attention of decision makers obsessed with their current in-box. They
         must deliver analysis that is at the same time innovative, convincing, and actionable.
         This places the bar very high for strategic analysis, which could have a far greater
         impact on policy if it is able to overcome its inherent challenges.
      

      
      In practice, to be truly meaningful, strategic analysis must first and foremost be
         an intellectually honest exercise, designed to make sure that policy makers understand
         the strategic environment and its underlying dynamics—and, therefore, the accuracy
         of their assumptions and beliefs. And, ultimately, strategic analysis should also
         present policy makers with the opportunity to reexamine their current approach and
         to identify opportunities to make a difference. In other words, unless strategic analysis
         leads policy makers to address the “so what?” question, it will be pure entertainment
         and lack legitimacy as much as relevance   (Treverton and Ghez 2012, 1).
      

      
      But in order to make strategic analysis uncontestably relevant, both the intelligence
         and the policy-making communities will need to address some persisting challenges
         in the future. As a capability, strategic analysis must be constantly nurtured internally—the
         wide range of skills it requires needing constant adjustment and updating. The success
         of this effort will also depend on the broader organization’s ability to maintain
         a dialogue between those conducting analysis and those making the decisions. This
         means that the potential for strategic analysis to actually make a difference in the
         policy-making process depends not only on how convincing the analysis is but also
         on how receptive policy makers are to it. In other words, in order to be influential,
         strategic analysis must become part of the policy-making bloodstream, a part of the
         routine to the extent that it almost becomes invisible. Putting strategic analysis
         in the hands of an influential chief visionary officer, with the ability to recruit
         and manage human resources and to promote strategic analysis across the government,
         will be decisive in reaching this goal.
      

      
      This chapter explores ways to overcome these challenges. It first provides an overview
         of what strategic analysis is and what it aims for, and the ways it has been implemented
         in practice. It then outlines the strategic analysis approach and presents its basic
         principles. Finally, it discusses some key stakes and outstanding issues for strategic
         analysis in terms of human resources and organizational issues.
      

      
      What Is Strategic Analysis?

      
      Reacting Today on What We Know About Tomorrow

      
      Strategic analysis is designed to help policy makers go beyond the current reporting
         that dominates today’s headlines, see beyond the corner and integrate into their calculations
         the wider context or a longer time stream of information (or both). It can help decision
         makers broaden the range of possible futures and thus better manage long-term uncertainty.
         In the current digital age, one can also be tempted to believe that the strategic
         analyst’s mission has been made easier as a growing amount of information becomes
         increasingly accessible. The prospect of too much information, combined with a more
         and more complex and interdependent global landscape, may demand at the same time,
         however, far more diligence from an analyst to move beyond the immediate crisis, consider
         the trend lines, and ascertain where these trajectories could lead to in terms of
         future outcomes.[2]  
      

      
      The challenge, in fact, is that the broad and/or long-term issues analysts are considering
         are more of a mystery—because their outcome is not predetermined—than a puzzle one
         could solve if one had sufficient information to do so (Argell 2012, 2). As a result,
         strategic analysis does not seek to predict the future, a real fool’s errand as most
         analysts know. Instead, strategic analysis should be about (a) determining the range
         of future outcomes policy makers could face down the line and (b) ascertaining the
         extent to which current capabilities and allocations of resources are fit to meet
         upcoming challenges—and if they are not, it should identify the changes necessary
         today to guarantee an institution’s long-term flexibility and sustainability. To this extent,
         strategic analysis can help an organization and/or a country deal with what economist
         Frank Knight referred to as “risk,” or “measurable” (quantifiable) uncertainty—that
         is, when “the distribution of the outcome in a group of instances is known (either
         through calculation a priori or from statistics of past experience)” (Knight 1921,
         234).
      

      
      Even the most diligent analyst knows, however, that as complete as the effort to determine
         the range of future outcomes policy makers could face down the line might be, surprises
         and unforeseen disruptive moments will occur.[3]   This is what Knight calls “uncertainty,” which is by definition unmeasurable and
         unquantifiable because it applies in a situation without precedent, “because the situation
         dealt with is in a high degree unique” (Knight 1921, 234).
      

      
      In recent years, the literature has especially focused on these low-
probability, high-impact events—the so-called black swans[4]—which are by definition unexpected but which can rock the boat of the most naïve
         and 
resilient-less policy makers. The actual surprise is unknown before the fact by definition.
         The policy challenge is to determine, when the boat gets rocked, what could go wrong
         and how this would impede the organization from functioning—not why or what disruptive moment could occur, a question no one has the answer to beforehand. This
         is a goal that strategic analysis can also help policy makers reach: through the exploration
         of extreme scenarios (akin to what the financial industry would call “stress tests”)
         and through “what-if” exercises, strategic analysis can encourage policy makers to
         think about their ability to continue operating if a disruptive moment occurred.[5]   In such exercises, it is important to focus on internal vulnerabilities—because
         as tempting as trying to predict future black swans may be, these types of events
         are unpredictable by definition[6]—so as to increase the organization’s overall resilience.[7]   To this extent, strategic analysis can help an organization and/or a country deal
         with what Knight calls “uncertainty,” when there is no real benchmark to compare the
         current situation to (Knight 1921, 234).
      

      
      Strategic analysis, as an invitation to curiosity extended to policy makers, can therefore
         help decision makers increase the relevance of their approach given the state of risk and in light of what can be expected in
         the future as well as strengthen their overall resilience given future uncertainty and the potential for future disruptions. The ultimate impact
         of strategic analysis, in other words, lies in its ability to reconcile long-term
         trends with immediate managerial and policy concerns.
      

      
      The Limits of the Approach Are Inherent to the Nature of Strategic Analysis

      
      As attractive as it might be on paper as a decision-making tool to deal with a complex
         and uncertain future, strategic analysis also has its fair share of critics in policy-making
         circles, which are often prompt to dismiss it as a luxury or as irrelevant.
      

      
      In fact, strategic analysis requires from practitioners a form of intellectual gymnastics
         that most likely requires time and patience that policy makers typically believe they
         do not have. Even at its best, strategic analysis cannot provide “the answer”—especially
         on the most pressing issue of the day. It is more about finding the right vocabulary,
         about setting the right questions. It is therefore easily overlooked, in particular
         when it could be most useful, like in times of crisis (Treverton and Ghez 2012, 2).
         When all is stable and clear in the policy-making kingdom (if ever), the incentive
         to take the deep dive that strategic analysis requires is far lower. It is therefore
         easy for policy makers to fail to appreciate what strategic analysis can do when the
         issue of timing is so sensitive. The degree of policy maker receptiveness is therefore
         crucial.
      

      
      Analysts who want to make a meaningful contribution to the policy-making process will
         therefore need to be persistent. The policy makers’ temptation to overlook the conclusions
         of strategic analysis means that there will rarely be a demand for such analysis (Treverton
         and Ghez 2012, 5). The supply therefore needs to go beyond the traditional standards
         of cogency, both in terms of content and in terms of format.
      

      
      In terms of content, strategic analysts need to strike the right balance between delivering
         relevant and actionable analysis on the one hand while tackling issues that can be
         highly uncertain, long-term, and extremely complex on the other. If they aim for relevance
         and meaningful action in the short run, they will likely need to adopt a rather limited
         scope and time horizon. If, on the other hand, they are more ambitious and wish to
         offer policy makers a longer-term perspective, they will need to be quite convincing
         about the relevance and the strategic nature of the information they are delivering.
         This is no small task: the traditional skepticism that strategic analysis faces—especially
         given the complexity and the interdependence of the events that it focuses on—has
         been fed over recent years by what policy makers usually consider to be repeated,
         destabilizing, and exogenous shocks that render any strategic analysis effort less
         than fruitful or useful in their eyes. Strategic analysts, in turn, will need to make
         sure the model is updated and accounts for the newest developments—a task requiring
         a continuous effort. This makes the cost of timely and relevant strategic analysis
         even higher.
      

      
      Format is likely to be fundamental as well. A piece of strategic analysis that gets
         attention from the policy-making circle is likely one that achieves a high level of
         sophistication that publicly available resources cannot beat. Considering how the
         press has evolved in recent years, in particular because of growing competitive pressures
         from alternative web-based business models, this feat is probably far bigger than
         some analysts actually realize: a clever piece of infographics or a short, well-thought-out
         video on a freely accessible website, on a Facebook page, or on a blog can potentially
         be far more influential than another long report about the future stakes of a specific
         policy question. This means that the digital revolution has leveled the terrain in
         this matter, requiring strategic analysts to be far more innovative than in the past.
         Greater sophistication in terms of format can therefore help analysts obtain the attention
         they need to have a meaningful impact.
      

      
      Strategic Analysis Traditions Across the Globe

      
      Given its broad goals and the challenges to its relevance in policy-making circles,
         it is challenging to identify one universal approach to strategic analysis. Subsequent
         chapters in this book discuss various national and organizational approaches to strategic
         analysis. It is helpful, though, at this point, to take a look at the different practices
         in recent history and across the globe so as to identify some basic common principles.
      

      
      A first illustration of strategic analysis in action in the Western world comes from
         the United Kingdom, whose tradition in this field is perhaps one of the oldest in
         modern history. By the turn of the twentieth century, many of the UK’s European neighbors
         turned protectionist in the aftermath of the Great Depression of the 1870s. In the
         United Kingdom, this sparked a debate between those who favored protectionism and
         those who favored leaving the borders open for free trade. Economist Alfred Marshall,
         who favored leaving the borders open, contended:
      

      
         It is absolutely essential—for England’s hopes of retaining a high place in the world—that
            she should neglect no opportunity of increasing the alertness of her industrial population
            in general, and her manufacturers in particular; and for this purpose there is no
            device to be compared in efficiency with the plan of keeping her markets open to the
            new products of other nations, and especially to those of American inventive genius
            and of German systematic thought and scientific training. (Marshall 1903)
         

      

      Marshall’s plea in favor of increased vigilance is essentially an argument about the
         significance of each and every actor’s awareness in a given economy of the newest
         trends and efforts carried out in the broader environment. This awareness, in turn,
         becomes the best trigger of action, of adjustment, and of potential reinvention. The
         free-trade policy is in itself the best guarantor of strategic analysis at the government
         and the private sector levels.[8]   The legacy of this approach is still very much present in the current UK government,
         in particular in the horizon scanning program team[9]   and the strategic foresight governmental projects.[10]  
      

      
      A second remarkable illustration of strategic analysis in action is George Kennan’s
         1946 “Long Telegram,” written when he was the deputy head of the U.S. mission in Moscow,
         and his subsequent 1947 Foreign Affairs article, “The Sources of Soviet Conduct” (Kennan 1947). In both pieces, Kennan puts
         the coming Cold War struggle into a long-term, historical perspective, by taking a
         deep dive into understanding the emergence of communism in Russia. In particular,
         he identifies the two founding principles of Soviet policy-making, namely the perceived
         “innate antagonism between capitalism and Socialism,” which entailed systematic Soviet
         suspicion towards any type of Western action, and the professed “infallibility of
         the Kremlin”   (Kennan 1947), making Soviet leaders hard to negotiate with and insensitive
         to persuasiveness of non-Soviet actors. Only a “long-term, patient but firm and vigilant
         containment of Russian expansive tendencies” would thus help the United States ultimately
         prevail, he argued. 
      

      
      Both pieces have, as a result, been traditionally credited for laying the foundation
         of what would become President Truman’s “containment” policy toward the Soviet Union.
         But one should not overlook the central role that these pieces have had in shaping
         the overall philosophies and approaches of analysts looking to identify long-term
         trends and to draw policy implications from them. Today, the work undertaken by various
         U.S. governmental agencies like the National Intelligence Council—and its famous Global Trends publications—and the Intelligence Advanced Research Projects Activity displays the
         same concern for vigilance to the broader context and for long-term trends.[11]   More recently, the European Union initiated in 2010 the European Strategy and Policy
         Analysis System whose main mission is to assess the Union’s long-term environment
         and in particular to offer policy alternatives for the newest 2014–2019 policy cycle.
         Those policy recommendations were based on four reports written by four different
         research institutions and think tanks, as well as a series of conferences involving
         academics and the private sector.[12]  
      

      
      Beyond the Western world, Singapore’s Risk Assessment and Horizon Scanning program
         is perhaps one of the most telling examples of strategic analysis in action. Initiated
         in 2004, the program “explores methods and tools that complement scenario planning
         in anticipating strategic issues with significant possible impact on Singapore” and
         is responsible, through experimentation and modeling, for identifying major emerging
         strategic issues for the country.[13]   As in the case of its Western counterparts, it also engages with academics and
         the private sector in order to carry out its research and enhance its ability to identify
         and track these emerging strategic issues.
      

      
      Underpinning these different national and regional traditions are some basic, shared
         principles. A strategic analysis effort is first and foremost designed to be systematic
         in the sense that it usually takes a look at a wide range of issues without any limitation
         in terms of fields and topics. In fact, in practice, strategic analysis needs to be
         multidimensional and multi-sectoral in essence since it is particularly interested
         in the convergence of trends, including those in very different domains. As a result—as
         practices across the globe demonstrate—strategic analysis must be multidisciplinary,
         relying on a wide range of analytical fields in order to formulate recommendations
         that truly take into account the full complexity of the landscape.
      

      
      Strategic analysis is also usually designed to increase the government’s—and the society’s
         as a whole in most cases, including the private sector’s—overall awareness of emerging
         strategic issues that could potentially matter in the future. Through consultation
         and exchanges, concrete implementation of strategic analysis should drive public and
         private actors to adjust their approaches today and to consider how they can revisit
         their current strategy to be in a better position to face the future—to both seize
         opportunities and hedge against the threats of tomorrow.
      

      
      With these objectives, limitations, and principles in mind, we look to outline in
         the next section a basic approach for strategic analysis.
      

      
      A Core Approach for Strategic Analysis

      
      It is remarkable that, the potentially crucial nature of strategic analysis notwithstanding,
         efforts to develop an actual method have been limited and have mostly focused on intelligence
         analysis as a whole and not necessarily on long-term and far-reaching aspects specifically.
         Sherman Kent is considered as a pioneer in the development of an intelligence analysis
         paradigm based on the methods of social sciences (Kent 1949). Subsequent efforts,
         in line with this tradition, have adapted the principles of hypothesis testing and
         falsification to intelligence analysis[14]—relying in particular on the work of philosopher Karl Popper and looking to “approach
         the truth about the reality by rejecting various alternatives” (Agrell 2012, 15).
         This has allowed for the introduction of inductive and deductive methods into intelligence
         analysis, pushing the level of rigor to that of a traditional scientific field. However,
         the wide array of different configurations that intelligence and strategic analysis
         are interested in make it extremely difficult to come up with a universal and uniform
         approach. This section has a more modest goal: defining a core approach that can be
         adapted and expanded on, depending on the configuration analysts and policy makers
         are facing.
      

      
      Strategic analysis can rely on a wide range of sophisticated tools and methods that
         depend on the organization’s culture, history, goals, and specific concerns. However,
         any piece of strategic analysis should rely on a core approach that should lead policy
         makers to test their assumptions and guarantee the relevance and viability of their
         strategy in any given realm. This section first describes this core approach before
         providing a brief overview of the basic tools that a strategic analyst can rely on
         to convey clear messages to the policy-making community. It concludes on the need
         for strategic analysis to be multidisciplinary and humble—the strategic analyst meeting
         the policy maker on a more even terrain than the analyst tends to think.
      

      
      Four Basic Steps to Test Assumptions and Remain Relevant in a Complex Landscape

      
      The core strategic analysis approach is based on four steps (Treverton and Ghez 2012,
         11) that require a constant dialogue between analysts and the policy-making community—thereby
         guaranteeing that strategic analysis is, first and foremost, an exercise in intellectual
         honesty, checking the relevance and the accuracy of current thinking and strategies.
         This core approach therefore means that strategic analysis is a two-way-street effort,
         in the sense that it should not exclusively be about the intelligence community feeding
         policy-making circles with information. It should be about a two-way discussion confronting
         various pieces of evidence, analyzed through different prisms.
      

      
      The first step in this core approach lies in making sure that the organization’s understanding
         of the strategic environment and its underlying dynamics is sound. Though it may seem
         rather straightforward on paper, this first step can be thorny. Former defense secretary
         Donald Rumsfeld famously summed up the challenge in a response to a question during
         a news briefing on February 12, 2002, when he stated: “There are known knowns; there
         are things we know we know. We also know there are known unknowns; that is to say
         we know there are some things we do not know. But there are also unknown unknowns—the
         ones we don’t know we don’t know.” The challenge of any complex landscape, in fact,
         is that it requires analysts and policy makers to distinguish between known facts
         and what is not yet determined (and the possible evolutions as a result)—what Frank
         Knight called “risk”—and to keep in mind the possibility of an unexpected disruptive
         moment—what Knight referred to as “uncertainty.” In practice, this means understanding
         the realities and key variables that policy makers need to adjust to while strengthening
         the organization’s resilience in an uncertain landscape. 
      

      
      The second step in this core approach lies in identifying the key assumptions that
         underlie current policies. This step too may seem straightforward as well. In practice,
         though, it may be more of an art than an actual science. For instance, any individual
         analyst may have a clear idea of the assumptions that underlie U.S. policy in the
         Middle East or China’s strategy in Africa. In the framework of a workshop, of policy
         discussions, or a of political debate, it is not rare for disagreements regarding
         the actual nature of these assumptions to emerge. Determining what these assumptions
         actually are is not an exercise that should be taken lightly as a result.
      

      
      The third step of this core approach lies in testing these assumptions against the
         landscape’s dynamics. It is at this particular point that strategic analysis tests
         the intellectual honesty of the approach or policy by determining whether decision
         makers are taking anything for granted and by assessing whether phenomena like groupthink,
         wishful thinking, and/or shortsightedness are not excessively influencing the decision-making
         process. Strategic analysis—which is, again, an invitation to broaden horizons and
         to greater curiosity—should lead analysts and policy makers to question which one
         of these assumptions could be wrong and to what degree, and to determine whether alternative
         assumptions are possible. Strategic analysis should therefore lead analysts and policy
         makers to consider how different their assessment of a given situation would be if
         they abandoned one or several of their assumptions about the landscape. This effort,
         which is in line with the principles of falsifiability and hypothesis testing discussed
         above, can help analysts explore various alternative explanations, in particular if
         there is a very strong consensus that deserves to be challenged in their opinion.
         In practice, this is the usual purpose of “what-if” exercises designed to explore
         alternative interpretations of reality and alternative trajectories for the future
         and of war games designed to explore and understand the rationality of a rival or
         an enemy.[15]  
      

      
      The final step of this core approach lies in reexamining the opportunities to exert
         leverage and to make a difference in the landscape. In fact, the testing approach
         described in step three can point to what changes it would take to bring about a different
         landscape, thereby fostering a state of mind in which policy makers are not just anticipating
         and adjusting to the future, but proactively looking for levers of action to shape
         the future in a way that is favorable to them. In practice, this step, too, is crucial
         because it requires policy makers especially to think about the concrete implications
         of the insights that strategic analysis provides. In particular, this is the step
         in which policy makers are invited to think about what they could do today in order
         to be in a better position to tackle tomorrow’s challenges.
      

      
      The Set of Basic Tools for Strategic Analysts

      
      Beyond this broad overview, it is worth considering the set of more specific tools
         that strategic analysts can rely on in order to carry out the four steps of the core
         approach.
      

      
      Horizon scanning is perhaps the most obvious and powerful tool, thanks to which strategic
         analysts can look forward and identify the issues over the horizon that can potentially
         have a significant impact on future outcomes and that require attention as early as
         today even if they are not influential yet. One governmental report in the UK defined
         horizon scanning as “a systematic examination of information to identify potential
         threats, risks, emerging issues and opportunities, . . . allowing for better preparedness
         and the incorporation of mitigation and exploitation into the policy making process.”[16]   The purpose of horizon scanning is therefore to increase awareness among policy
         makers about the nature of future challenges and to make current strategies less vulnerable
         to future uncertainty. Horizon scanning can be especially helpful in the first step
         of the core approach described above—better understanding the strategic environment
         and its underlying dynamics—in order to promote a systematic analysis of reality and
         not overlook key parameters.
      

      
      But the most diligent strategic analyst will need to fight the urge to only concentrate
         on future challenges. In fact, the analysis of more current, structural dynamics can
         also provide insights on how the landscape is evolving and on the game changers whose
         influence might not be apparent on the surface but significant with a more careful
         glance. Practices in the private sector can be insightful on this point. Google, for
         instance, has been famous for encouraging some of its employees “in addition to their
         regular projects, to spend 20% of their time working on what they think will most
         benefit” the company. The primary justification is that “this empowers them to be
         more creative and innovative” (Page and Brin 2004). Other companies, like Cisco, have
         organized contests to identify game-changing ideas in order to validate some investment
         decisions that the company had already made and to reach “a worldwide audience of
         smart, passionate people eager to help [it] drive innovation” (Jouret 2009). Transposing
         this idea in the public sector and in the field of policy making requires that analysts
         have sufficient time to focus on other topics than the current flames of the day,
         which can be challenging. It also requires analysts in government to be in continuous
         contact with other experts beyond government, in the private sector and in academia.
         This is obviously the case for many governmental agencies conducting strategic analysis,
         but the natural temptation is not necessarily for the deep dive. Such a deep dive
         can be especially helpful in the third phase of the core approach described above,
         when strategic analysts and policy-making communities test their assumptions against
         the strategic landscape and look for alternative assumptions and trajectories.
      

      
      Finally, strategic analysts can—almost paradoxically—find some insights in history
         in order to better convey messages about the broader context and the future. Historical
         analysis and analogies must be handled with care: using insights from the past to
         inform the future requires extrapolation that can make an actor’s expectations extremely
         vulnerable to specific black swans and broader disruptive moments. In addition, it
         is often tempting to resort to analogies when they prove your point and to fundamentally
         disregard them when they tend to contradict current thinking. Though it is tempting
         to think that concerns about the past are misplaced in a strategic analysis effort,
         not considering history would mean overlooking part of what shapes the incentives
         and the behaviors of key stakeholders in a complex landscape. In fact, even with these
         limits in mind, it is worth considering how historical analysis can help strategic
         analysts shed light on the precedents and the historical comparisons driving the behavior
         of other outcomes and thus shaping future outcomes. Historical analysis can help strategic
         analysts identify the references shaping people’s expectations and the focal points[17]   that will make collective action possible—as in the case of a revolution or a coordinated
         response between allies in a specific crisis. Historical analysis can also be helpful
         to strategic analysts and policy-making communities as they look to test their assumptions
         against the strategic landscape—in the third phase of the core approach described
         above. 
      

      
      This subsection provided just a brief overview of the basic tools on which strategic
         analysts can rely at each step of the effort. There is obviously no silver bullet
         in the field of strategic analysis, which is as much a state of mind, an art, as a
         science. Strategic analysis requires both intuition and scientific rigor.[18]   Its success and impact largely depends on the ability of analysts to convey a clear,
         original, and multidimensional message and on the ability of the policy-making community
         to establish a continuous dialogue with intelligence communities so as to continuously
         hone the results and the implications of strategic analysis. 
      

      
      Ultimately, Strategic Analysis Requires a Multidisciplinary Approach and Some Humility

      
      Strategic analysis is, by nature, systematic and concerned with the potential convergence
         and/or interactions of a wide array of trends. As a result, strategic analysts cannot
         analyze each element of a problem separately, through the economic lens, the political
         lens, the strategic lens, the societal lens, and so on. Strategic analysis requires
         a multidisciplinary approach that integrates all the dimensions of a single issue
         rather than treating each dimension separately. This multidisciplinary approach is
         at odds with what is traditionally done in the intelligence and academic communities
         and is therefore challenging for the traditional profiles with specific expertise.
         It is also worth noting that recent history—with its share of publicized failures
         on the part of the intelligence community in the case of weapons of mass destruction
         in Iraq and of the surprising Arab uprisings—has not necessarily encouraged analysts
         to innovate and to take risks. The political climate characterized by suspicion and
         distrust has driven analysts more toward the side of conservatism and cautiousness,
         which does not square with the multidisciplinary approach.[19]  
      

      
      In addition, it is worth noting that even the most ambitious strategic analyst must
         be mindful of the limits of the final product. In particular, strategic analysts often
         meet the policy maker on a more even ground than they actually think. A president
         or a prime minister may have, in practice, far more insights than an analyst on the
         character, the motivations, and the possible stances of a foreign leader if the two
         ever sat together and exchanged views about the state of the world. In fact, some
         leaders are known to have had very personal relationships that can and should inform
         the analysis of the future intentions of the counterpart in question. In other words,
         strategic analysis should not be a one-way street—expertise feeding policy in a unidirectional
         way—but an exchange within a broader community. 
      

      
      This overview of strategic analysis has provided a brief description of the basic
         approach and tools that strategic analysts can rely on. It has also pointed to the
         dilemmas analysts could face as they look to carry out strategic analysis in a relevant
         way. The conversation about strategic analysis is by no means over. It is therefore
         worth taking a look now at the key stakes and the remaining issues that intelligence
         communities and their broader set of stakeholders need to keep in mind in the future
         and to ultimately address in order to make strategic analysis relevant.
      

      
      Key Stakes in Strategic Analysis: Paging the Chief Visionary Officer

      
      While most policy makers would agree that thinking strategically about the future
         is important, it seems that strategic analysis has a hard time becoming an integral
         part of the decision-making process it aspires to become. In the future, both intelligence
         and policy-making communities will need to nurture and maintain a strategic analysis
         capability, look to create pockets of interest across the organization so as to keep
         the dialogue and the flow of information going, and promote strategic analysis in
         the organization’s culture in order to truly make it relevant and meaningful. Granting
         these responsibilities to a clearly identifiable individual or set of individuals—the
         “chief visionary officer(s)”—can be particularly helpful in achieving the fundamental
         goals of strategic analysis.
      

      
      Nurturing a Strategic Analysis Capability

      
      As the previous section argued, conducting strategic analysis in a meaningful way
         requires a multidisciplinary approach at odds with what has been traditionally carried
         out in academic and intelligence circles, in which each human resource usually has
         a “specialty.” This sets a clear human resources challenge for organizations looking
         to nurture their strategic analysis capability in the future—though, reassuringly
         so, one that other fields have also been trying to address recently. The example of
         data analysis, in the context of the so-called “big data” revolution, provides an
         interesting illustration of the challenge and what it would take to tackle it. Because
         of this revolution, “data scientists” are gradually replacing “data analysts” (Davenport
         and Patil 2012). These data scientists not only have the traditional analytical skills
         needed to analyze data, such as code writing. They also have 
      

      
         the training and curiosity to make discoveries in the world of big data. . . . Their
            sudden appearance on the business scene reflects the fact that companies are now wrestling
            with information that comes in varieties and volumes never encountered before. [They
            all share] an intense curiosity—a desire to go beneath the surface of a problem, find
            the questions at its heart, and distill them into a very clear set of hypotheses that
            can be tested. This often entails the associative thinking that characterizes the
            most creative scientists in any field. (Davenport and Patil 2012, 72)
         

      

      The lack of multidisciplinary profiles is therefore by no means necessarily destined
         to continue. Many universities have looked to develop new academic programs to accompany
         the data revolution. Start-ups and more traditional Internet companies seem to be
         a natural employer. It will be up to the intelligence and policy-making communities
         to think not only about how they may look to attract these talents but also about
         the channels through which they could help other types of multidisciplinary profiles
         they need to emerge in the future.
      

      
      Ultimately, this human resources challenge will also set the question of ownership
         of strategic analysis—in particular, who, within an organization or in a government,
         is in charge of developing the organization’s long-term vision, especially when its
         leaders may be hostages of the immediate? Those that have that ownership must also
         have enough power and influence in terms of human resources management—and more particularly
         in terms of training (including lifelong training) and recruitment. An analogy with
         other traditional functions of an organization is helpful here. The chief financial
         officer is the usual go-to person for any issues related to finance. Similarly, in
         any organization of the private sector, the individual or individuals ultimately responsible
         for the firm’s marketing strategy is in most cases clearly identifiable. Following
         this logic, it is worth wondering who, in any organization—including in policy-making
         circles—is responsible for the long run; in other words, who is the chief visionary
         officer? Such an officer would have the responsibility of promoting the strategic
         analysis that the organization carries out and for nurturing and maintaining that
         capability over time—including through the management of resources internally.
      

      
      Creating Pockets of Interest Across an Organization and/or Across a Government

      
      The additional advantage of having a chief visionary officer is that he or she may
         have an easier time to identify the key stakeholders within an organization or a government
         and keep the dialogue and the flow of information circulating internally. In fact,
         it is likely that the degree to which strategic analysis will be meaningful and influential
         will also depend on the opportunities analysts have to reach out to other similar
         profiles within the organization or the government—and beyond, including in the private
         sector, in academia, and in civil society, depending on how institutionalized the
         partnerships are or how culturally accepted exchanges outside the organization are.
         
      

      
      There has been much talk in recent years about the “revolving door” phenomenon, which
         means, in a country like the United States, for instance, that there is significant
         fluidity between the public sector, the private sector, and the world of academia.
         The main concern about this phenomenon, namely that it can be a significant factor
         of conflict of interest over time, is by no means trivial. But the reverse argument
         may also be true: in countries, such as those in Continental Europe, where the revolving
         door phenomenon is far less significant, the lack of fluidity means that the public
         and private sectors and the world of academics are quite segmented, thereby limiting
         the amount and quality of dialogue and exchanges between them. Strategic analysis
         should look to not only harness these pockets of interest but also to use the revolving
         door in order to draw insights from, build on, and benefit from multiple perspectives
         of the organization which will make the overall effort all the more relevant. 
      

      
      In other words, networking, under the aegis of a clearly identifiable chief visionary
         officer, should be an integral part of strategic analysis. 
      

      
      Helping Strategic Analysis Become Part of the Policy-Making Bloodstream

      
      Among all the debates surrounding strategic analysis, the most surprising, one may
         be tempted to argue, is about its legitimacy in a complex and ever-changing global
         landscape. After all, the alternative—carrying out business as usual—is less than
         attractive considering the number of disruptive moments that can rock the boat of
         any policy maker. But the fact that the debate on how to make strategic analysis matter
         persists to this day is a testimony to the difficulty that strategic analysis, as
         a tool, has had to impose itself as inescapable. In this context, the most significant
         task of the chief visionary officer may lie in making strategic analysis so routine,
         such a well-accepted habit that it becomes invisible and part of the policy makers’
         bloodstream. That would mean that strategic analysis has gone beyond the status of
         a simple tool and has become an integral part of policy makers’ state of mind.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Strategic analysis is a tool designed to help policy makers consider a longer time
         horizon and to account for the broader context in the policy-making process. To the
         extent, though, that this process is often dominated by the emergency of the immediate,
         it can be hard for analysts to have a meaningful impact on policy and to attract the
         attention of decision makers obsessed with their current in-box. 
      

      
      The challenge that strategic analysts must therefore address lies in striking the
         right balance between delivering relevant and actionable analysis on the one hand
         while, on the other hand, tackling issues that can be highly uncertain, long-term,
         and extremely complex. This is by no means a trivial challenge. As a result, and because
         by definition it is usually turned toward broad strategic issues, and often future
         ones, policy makers are often tempted to dismiss strategic analysis as a luxury or
         irrelevant as not actionable. 
      

      
      This challenge will often mean that there will rarely be a demand for this type of
         analysis—it will need to be pushed, and in order to be even considered (let alone
         influential), it will need to be convincing both in terms of content and in terms
         of format. The bar is therefore high. 
      

      
      Overcoming this challenge, though, is not an impossible mission. Strategic analysis
         is, in its most basic form, a tool designed to help the policy-making community understand
         the strategic environment and the key assumptions of its approaches, to test these
         assumptions, and to adjust its approach accordingly. This does require a multidisciplinary
         approach, which has not been a real tradition, neither in policy-making circles nor
         in academia. It requires some intellectual honesty and humility on the part of both
         analysts and policy makers. But in the end, the basic principles of strategic analysis
         are straightforward enough to facilitate a dialogue between the different spheres
         of government.
      

      
      Ultimately, though, the system, as a whole, needs to share ownership of strategic
         analysis and look to nurture a long-term strategic analysis capability. As this chapter
         has argued, putting this goal in the hands of a chief visionary officer can help strategic
         analysis become an integral part of the system and be in the bloodstream of policy
         makers in order to be truly and fully effective. Therefore, at the end of the day,
         making strategic analysis matter requires an organizational effort without which strategic
         analysis cannot become an integral part of the system.
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            1. This chapter builds on a previous conference proceeding, Treverton and Ghez 2012.

            

         

         
            2. For more on this issue, see Agrell 2012.

            

         

         
            3. In the words of Sir David Omand, a former British counterterrorism official, “A moment’s
                  thought will convince us that the future holds an almost uncountable number of very
                  low probability but high impact events that could invalidate all our normal expectations
                  of what is most likely to happen, and we know from our history that unlikely events
                  do sometimes occur and catch us by surprise” (Omand 2012, 11).
               

            

         

         
            4. See in particular Taleb 2010.

            

         

         
            5. The British weekly The Economist has widely popularized these exercises recently by inviting its own readers to this
                  form of intellectual gymnastics. See, in particular, the article titled “The World
                  If,” http://worldif.economist.com. Counterfactuals, which explore alternative courses of history had a specific event
                  occurred (or not occurred), aim at a similar objective: think about how disruptive
                  and significant an event truly was in order to better understand the current configuration.
                  For a good illustration of this approach, see Fuller 2010.
               

            

         

         
            6. Financial Times columnist John Kay (2011) once told the story of his exchange on this topic with
                  a participant of a talk he gave. “Someone asked me to identify the four or five black
                  swans most likely to materialise over the next five years. No question could have
                  demonstrated more clearly that he had missed the point (or that I had failed to make
                  it effectively).”
               

            

         

         
            7. As one of us argued along with a co-author:

               
                  Past experience can be extremely effective when it comes to detecting risks of cancer,
                     crime, and earthquakes. But it is a bad bellwether of complex political and economic
                     events, particularly so-called tail risks—events, such as coups and ﬁnancial crises,
                     that are highly unlikely but enormously consequential. For those, the evidence of
                     risk comes too late to do anything about it, and a more sophisticated approach is
                     required. Thus, instead of trying in vain to predict such “Black Swan” events, it’s
                     much more fruitful to focus on how systems can handle disorder—in other words, to
                     study how fragile they are. (Taleb and Treverton 2015, 88)
                  

               

            

         

         
            8. The legacy of the approach and the influence it has had on horizon scanning and strategic
                  foresight programs in the UK notwithstanding, it is noteworthy that some historians
                  have pointed out that the UK’s decision not to revert back to protectionist policies
                  was a major factor in the country’s continuous decline. In some respects, this is
                  also an example of how strategic analysis fails to translate into effective policies
                  if the analytical effort is not continuous and does not lead to adaptation over time.
                  See Bairoch 1995. 
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            18. The November 2015 Paris attacks sparked an interesting debate in France. In an interview
                  with the French daily L’Opinion, French historian and intelligence expert Sébastien-Yves Laurent argued that the
                  French counterterrorism successes, which translated into the complete absence of terror
                  attacks between 1996 and 2012, were made possible by a realist approach to intelligence,
                  in which intuition and field experience are key. This approach, which has shown its
                  limits since 2012, is in striking contrast with a paradigm based on social sciences,
                  as developed by Sherman Kent. The ability of strategic analysis in particular to reconcile
                  both approaches—and in particular social science methods and intuition—could be a
                  key stake for the future of intelligence.
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Theory-Policy Gap
         

         
         
      

      
      What is the best way for academic political scientists to offer timely strategic analysis
         that will appeal to busy public servants? The first answer to this question is to
         pose another one. Is this really the job of a political scientist? Quite a few in
         the profession have doubts about this, despite the view among many university managers
         that professors should be doing just that in an increasing quest for relevance and
         profile. 
      

      
      To the extent that they are passionate about doing so, it is this author’s view that
         academics should be encouraged to apply their expertise to subjects of interest to
         the policy and assessment communities. But if this becomes all that academics do,
         they easily lose touch with the origins of that expertise: their participation in
         the scholarly quest for knowledge, which comes mainly through research and teaching.
         If there is an added value that scholars can provide, it is because of their ability
         as scholars to cast a detached and deep view on subjects, to consider perspectives
         and pose questions that officials may not have the time or inclination or freedom
         to do, and to draw on a body of reading and writing that only scholars are regularly
         required to undertake. 
      

      
      The same strengths that scholars bring here may also make them a policy nuisance,
         and may risk them being considered irrelevant. But it is far better to run those risks
         than to fit in so seamlessly with the public sector and to lose all ability to bring
         a different view. Scholars whose work does not encourage policy makers and government
         analysts to question prevailing assumptions may be forfeiting their best chance to
         have an enduring impact, even and especially when this means holding to views that
         many in the official sector would oppose. Indeed, generating that opposition in the
         first place can be productive. Setting the terms of the debate[1]   may be a more important academic responsibility than offering a widely accepted
         position. Likewise, getting political leaders, the real decision makers, to ask the
         right questions may be more important than getting them to listen carefully to a scholar’s
         answers. 
      

      
      A Widening Academic-Policy Gap?

      
      These latter sentiments may strike a bad chord among those who already question the
         relevance and utility of the academy for the work of governments. These complaints
         often draw on Alexander George’s argument that there is a big gap which needs bridging
         between the academic and policy worlds (1993). And the suggestion in much of this
         more recent writing is that this gap is getting wider. 
      

      
      A common thread to these complaints, which have arisen most especially among the American
         professoriate, puts this growing gulf down to the relationship between the different
         professional incentives of policy makers and academics. The first is a world where
         pressures of time make an imperfect but quick response far better than an elegant
         but late one (Nye 2008, 598; Walt 2005, 37). The second world is meant to be one stuck
         in an insular quest for methodological sophistication where the beauty of the experimental
         design obscures the need to say anything of practical substance. The first needs answers
         to immediate policy questions—what should be done, and how. These answers have implications
         for real relations among political actors (normally states). The second world sees
         the testing of theories—whose complexity and variety has long exceeded the patience
         of those few policy makers who have time to read into them—as an end in itself. 
      

      
      There was a time, according to these gloomy treatments, when this was not the case
         and when the worlds of academic research and policy practice were mutually inspirational.
         Thomas Schelling’s influence on thinking about the strategic problems of the nuclear
         age is commonly cited as a primary example here (see, e.g., Lepgold 1998, 49). While
         there is a tendency to focus on the early Cold War years (at least for the American
         experience), one might also point to the years following the First World War when
         the new field of international relations was devoted to pressing issues of war and
         peace. This was the place of the public intellectual[2]   whose priority was not to get published in the journals that today make academic
         careers flourish or perish, but to make thoughtful and robust public contributions
         on how the next global conflict could best be avoided. 
      

      
      Only a few scraps are assumed to remain of this tendency. Occasional exceptions are
         noted. Much has been made, for example, of the use by policy makers of the democratic
         peace thesis (see Nye 2008, 596; Walt 2005, 25); that said, some of the disasters
         experienced by the United States in the Middle East might suggest this was an academic
         argument worth questioning. But the overall impression is that this coincidence of
         interest between the academic and policy communities has been lost. 
      

      
      The responsibility for this apparent state of affairs is commonly attributed to the
         academic rather than the policy world. There exists a theory of change which highlights
         the evolving professional and organizational priorities among communities of scholars,
         not groups of officials. For example, Christian Reus-Smit argues that those who succeeded
         that first generation of more politically active scholars (from the interwar period)
         were already “children of the discipline” of international relations (2012, 528).
         Others bemoan the decline in the possibility of careers which are built partly in
         the academy and partly in the world of public service, even though exceptions to this
         rule, such as Joseph Nye, can explain through personal accounts the advantages of
         those synergies when they do occur.[3]   
      

      
      Many point to an academic environment spellbound by internal ranking systems (see,
         e.g., Jentleson and Ratner 2011, 7; Kruzel 1994, 179). This inward-looking profession
         sets clear incentives for young scholars: work illuminating public policy choices,
         and which is of direct utility to policy makers, is more likely to be published in
         second-tier journals which are of less use for academic career-building.[4]   Michael Desch identifies a serious decline in academic publications offering explicit
         policy recommendations, a tendency which he says is only reversed in a serious national
         emergency such as war when academicians become hot commodities for policy makers once
         again (Desch 2015, 379–82). In explaining the ills which have forced that quest for
         methodological excellence—and hence policy irrelevance—a common point of blame is
         the treatment of international relations and security studies as if they were branches
         of economics, which often require advanced quantitative analysis (Desch 2015, 379).
         
      

      
      Why the Assessment Doesn’t Fit

      
      There is something amiss with the widespread view that changes in the academic disciplines
         account for the widening gulf from the world of policy. “If scholars do want to bridge
         the gap,” insists Joseph Kruzel, “they need to work harder at it and be willing to
         use new means of getting their message across” (1994, 181). But perhaps there are
         two shoes in the dance of the supposedly expanding theory-policy gap and one of them
         is on the other foot. Perhaps the issue has as much to do with changes in the culture
         and expectations of the official consumers (or potential consumers) of academic products.
         Here it is just as important to be wary of claims about a golden age of the public
         service as it is to do the same thing about academia. But it is difficult to imagine
         that there have not been changes in the way that public organizations are expected
         to work, what political leaders value from them, how those expectations are met (or
         not), and in the way that these organizations respond to changes in the external political
         environment. And it would be unusual if these changes have not also altered the way
         that public sector organizations relate to other groups, including academics. 
      

      
      At least three changes are likely to have influenced the questions officials are seeking
         to answer and what they are looking by way of help from the academic community. Desch’s
         argument about the increasing resort to intellectual resources in times of war has
         already been noted. But the long peace was probably one of the most productive periods
         for academic-official interchange. At least in the larger Western countries, the ongoing
         existential challenge posed by the Soviet Union encouraged policy makers to ask broader
         questions about international order and conflict (although it must be admitted some
         were wanting analysis of who was standing next to whom on parade days in Moscow).
         This Cold War setting also informed some of the most important changes in academic
         international relations and strategic studies—from theories of how adversaries could
         cooperate and compete at the same time, to thinking about the unthinkable, to the
         relationship between bipolarity, multipolarity, and stability. 
      

      
      For the last two and a half decades the artificial simplicity of focusing on a single
         major adversary has been replaced by conflicting perceptions about which of the many
         policy challenges now demands attention. A new sense of focus has not been achieved.
         It does seem to have been found (at least not for long) in concerns about terrorism
         in general or al-Qaeda or Islamic State in particular, in climate change, or probably
         even in the rise of China (about which more later). In principle, this variety and
         complexity is fascinating and should be encouraging scholars and officials to be asking
         the big questions together. What is the basis for international order today? How can
         one account for the strength of the Westphalian state system in some parts of the
         world (East Asia) and its weakness elsewhere (the Middle East)? What should be done
         about this variegated landscape? But it is doubtful that anywhere in the world is
         there a major conglomeration of officials whose priority it is to watch the world
         through these bigger lenses which require regular calls to be made on the nearest
         professor. Some officials certainly have that curiosity, including in New Zealand
         and Australia, but it is by no means an especially widespread phenomenon. 
      

      
      The more important changes may have occurred in what the members of various official
         communities are expected to do. This second factor involves the demands that come
         from political leaders, including cabinet ministers. An observable trend, at least
         among liberal democracies, finds politicians less inclined to seek the fearless and
         frank advice from officials that they should demand (and which the Westminster model
         of government in New Zealand relies on). Instead, many elected leaders seem to believe
         they have the answers and that it is the role of the public service simply to deliver
         them. If this is true to some extent, it closes off some of the avenues for the big
         picture work that academics are often best placed to contribute. And when academics
         are called on, they are more likely to be sought out for very specific subject matter
         expertise than wider scholarly curiosity. Even then it may surprise some scholars
         how much technical knowledge of a subject, including, for example, the details of
         arms control negotiations, some officials possess. 
      

      
      The third factor involves the specific products that officials are required to generate.
         It is not plausible to argue that what was required in reporting terms from a diplomat
         thirty years ago is the same as that which is required today. And it is not feasible
         to argue that the product expected from an intelligence analyst in 2016 will be identical
         to that which was expected in 1990 (when this author was in such a role). The ballooning
         amount of alternative information available to the consumers of these official products
         (including from open sources), the impact of a global and continuous news cycle, and
         the spread and utilization of social media cannot but have had an impact here. But
         also influential has been the reduction among many public sector organizations of
         long-term analytical capacities in favor of what might be called an increased capacity
         to deliver real-time (and often tactical) information for decision makers. The author’s
         interactions with the official community indicate that the long reports once written
         on regional thematic issues a generation ago are rarely undertaken today. There just
         isn’t the demand. It is also seriously questionable whether the long cables that diplomats
         might once have produced as monthly roundups from their posts have survived as regular
         appearances in in-trays. The decline in the demand for more considered and reflective
         analysis could well have added a further barrier to effective interchange between
         officials and scholars, although it does put a premium on expertise on the empirical
         details of an especially urgent issue. 
      

      
      What Makes New Zealand Different

      
      Prevailing views on the theory-policy gap, which tend to be U.S.-centric, can be challenged
         by experiences in other jurisdictions. One such example is New Zealand, a liberal
         democracy of 4.5 million people whose territory (real and claimed) extends from the
         equatorial South Pacific to a portion of Antarctica. Peculiar features of the New
         Zealand experience, including the size and nature of its academic and official communities,
         and their specific relations with each other, raise further questions about the assumptions
         found in the existing literature. 
      

      
      First, the common depiction of the academic community is some way off from the New
         Zealand situation. New Zealand boasts only eight universities and even fewer specialist
         departments of political science (the largest of which has about twenty academic members
         of staff). But its small size (in comparison to the United States) is not really the
         issue here. Partly because many of its academics have been schooled in what might
         loosely be called the British analytical tradition, the attachment to ever more sophisticated
         empirical methodologies is not nearly as close as it is found in North America.[5]   Only a small handful of international relations scholars in New Zealand, for example,
         do much of their work utilizing quantitative methodologies, and less attention is
         devoted to the often rigid theoretical debates that divide the American academy. Even
         the assumption that international relations scholars are social scientists (as expressed
         by Walt 2005, 37; and Desch 2015, 385) might be questioned by some of their New Zealand
         numbers. 
      

      
      Some New Zealand trends, however, do mirror the literature’s criticism of the often
         perverse incentive structures faced by today’s scholars which reduce their time and
         inclination towards policy engagement. Promotion processes and a national peer review
         process held every six years in New Zealand have increased the emphasis on peer reviewed
         academic publications, normally in international journals. This can discourage the
         writing of articles focused on New Zealand foreign and security policy which are not
         in great demand internationally. As more theoretical work often has a longer shelf
         life and can withstand the delays that international publishing so often involves,
         there are further disincentives for focusing on issues of immediate interest to New
         Zealand’s policy makers. 
      

      
      A second difference in the New Zealand experience is the relative absence of significant
         competition elsewhere in the nonofficial sector for the provision of policy-relevant
         analysis and commentary. In explaining why it had become less easy for academics in
         the United States to undertake this role, some have pointed to the rise of the think
         tank community (Jentleson and Ratner 2011, 7; Nye 2008, 600). Operating in between
         the official and academic worlds, think tank analysts work to the beat of a different
         drum. Not commonly expected to devote themselves to teaching or to the careful and
         often slow process of peer reviewed publications in academic journals, think tankers
         have both the freedom and the obligation to produce studies that are often closer
         to reports than to academic treatises. They exist to shape the thinking of decision
         makers and are attuned to the needs for digestible and pithy analytical (and polemical)
         product, including one-pagers and opinion pieces, which are also easily taken up by
         the print and electronic media.[6]   
      

      
      New Zealand–based scholars wanting to contribute to policy discussion and decision
         making face little think tank competition. Unlike the situation in Australia (where
         both the Lowy Institute for International Policy and the Australian Strategic Policy
         Institute provide regular analysis of international and strategic issues for the wider
         Australian foreign policy community), New Zealand’s cupboard is relatively bare. The
         Centre for Strategic Studies, with which this author is associated, publishes some
         analytical commentary and interacts with policy makers. But it has a very small full-time
         staff. Academics associated with it tend to have full-time teaching and research positions
         with the host institution, Victoria University. Another larger center in security
         and defense studies, based at Massey University, works closely with government agencies,
         but mainly in regard to the delivery of postgraduate courses.
      

      
      The titles of some New Zealand organizations suggest they have think tank roles. The
         New Zealand Institute of International Affairs (NZIIA), for example, is the local
         answer to Chatham House in London. But it has no in-house analytical capacity and
         is not tasked to come up with its own analytical studies of New Zealand foreign policy,
         although it does publish a journal, the New Zealand International Review, where some work on these issues is featured. The government-funded Asia New Zealand
         Foundation boasts an active publication program, but like the NZIIA relies on the
         contributions made by scholars based in universities around the country. In sum, the
         existence of these various centers and institutes does very little to challenge the
         potential for academics to occupy the analytical space. They instead provide potential
         venues for academics based at New Zealand universities to make contributions to the
         wider debate. 
      

      
      Third, New Zealand’s small size is potentially an advantage in the development of
         close and effective links between academics and the policy and assessment communities.
         The public sector, mainly based in the capital city of Wellington, includes what by
         international standards is a fairly modestly sized defense and security community.
         The regular personnel of the New Zealand Defence Force, for example, number less than
         ten thousand. Smallness can be a virtue: New Zealand agencies are known for their
         approachability and a general lack of hierarchy. Unlike in some polities, it is not
         generally necessary to seek the permission of the more senior staff to speak with
         desk officers on an issue. Especially in Wellington, the obstacles to interaction
         in any formal sense are few, with the exception (for obvious reasons) of some of the
         collection agencies which deal with the most highly classified information. It is
         not uncommon to find officials attending roundtable discussions in university settings,
         and when visiting scholars arrive on campus it is generally not difficult to arrange
         for them to visit officials in relevant agencies. In what amounts to a small-town
         setting, everyone tends to know everyone else, and interactions are generally marked
         by their informality and ease. 
      

      
      What Makes the New Zealand Scene Challenging

      
      The preceding may give the impression that New Zealand, and Wellington in particular,
         offers endless examples of the successful development of strategic analysis by scholars
         for a hungry policy community. But that impression would be wrong. Yet this is so
         for reasons which further separate the New Zealand experience from the situation depicted
         by North Atlantic (and normally North American) scholars and officials.
      

      
      The first is that small size can be a disadvantage as well as an asset. The limited
         extent of the strategic community in New Zealand is not just a function of the country’s
         modest demographic and economic resources. It also reflects what are, by comparison
         to Australia (and to many other states in the wider Asia-Pacific region from Singapore
         to the United States), fairly modest threat perceptions. If New Zealanders live in
         fear of external (or internal) shocks, these are seen as being likely to come from
         problems affecting global and regional economies (where so many of New Zealand’s interests
         are concentrated) or from nature (including the experience of the Christchurch earthquake).
         On the whole, New Zealanders look favorably on the rise of China and are less inclined
         to focus on the growing military power that China’s economic growth has allowed. The
         economic focus means, for example, that the negotiation of the Trans-Pacific Partnership
         (in which New Zealand has a direct stake, and which includes the United States but
         excludes China) has attracted much more attention, and controversy, than events in
         the South China Sea. It also means that New Zealand’s regional integration, including
         with Australia, rests fundamentally on economic pillars.[7]   
      

      
      The second is that the New Zealand appetite for geopolitical analysis is also fairly
         modest. New Zealand has many skilled trade negotiations specialists, and its armed
         forces are known for their ability to contribute effectively in regional cooperative
         missions (although they are generally not designed for high-intensity operations,
         with some exceptions including the Special Forces). Moreover, Wellington’s close intelligence
         partners continue to value New Zealand’s perspectives on the South Pacific region.
         But with government priorities in the last decade strongly focused on New Zealand’s
         commercial interests, a general sense of comfort in New Zealand about Asia’s changing
         dynamics, and with a strong emphasis on tactical and operational questions when New
         Zealand is part of wider coalitions (including in East Timor, Afghanistan, and most
         recently Iraq), not a great deal of room is often left for wider strategic considerations.
         Scholars with interests in these areas can find officials they can speak with, but
         their number is exceedingly small. 
      

      
      Two additional factors reduce the external demand for this style of work from the
         academy. The first is the relatively low level of interest in these bigger questions
         within what is left of the New Zealand media. New Zealand media have very few foreign
         correspondents (including none based in Asia) and tend to rely heavily on reporting
         from overseas agencies which have little inclination to connect their content to New
         Zealand considerations. There is some local interest in New Zealand’s defense capabilities
         (especially in terms of their cost), but relatively little sustained interest in their
         roles. There is some awareness of the broader strategic competition occurring between
         the United States and China, but very little coverage of how this plays out in Asia.
         Australian scholars often complain about the paucity of media coverage of the issues
         that matter to them. That is, of course, until they travel to New Zealand. 
      

      
      A second factor inhibiting the demand for strategic analysis comes from the top. Over
         the last two decades New Zealand governments led by both main parties (the center-left
         Labour Party and the center-right National Party) have not been especially keen to
         encourage a deep and broad strategic debate. That may sound nothing unusual by international
         standards, but the opportunities provided by governments in Wellington for a robust
         public discussion have been very few and far between. The late Cold War and early
         post–Cold War periods saw new Defence White Papers published in 1989, 1991, and (to
         a less significant extent) 1997. But no such document was published under the Labour
         governments which held office for three terms under the prime ministership of Helen
         Clark. That long drought was broken in 2010 by the National-led administration of
         Prime Minister John Key, which is committed to further such papers on a five-year
         cycle. But in these more recent times there has been little sign that leading politicians
         are keen to take on in public debate some of the vexing challenges that a new era
         of strategic competition brings, and which any reading of the carefully drafted 2010
         White Paper would suggest require attention (New Zealand Government 2010). 
      

      
      Finding out quite where the New Zealand government sits on important strategic trends,
         an essential point of reference for any scholar interested in making a wider contribution,
         is not always easy. With few published speeches on foreign policy (at least until
         New Zealand gained a temporary seat on the UN Security Council for 2015 and 2016),
         spectators have been left mulling over the tea leaves of some very general public
         positions which demand further detail. This included Prime Minister Key’s view, uttered
         in an answer to a question following a rare speech on foreign policy, that New Zealand
         enjoys different but good relations with both China and the United States and that
         both of these big powers understand that situation. The same government has also released
         strategy documents reflecting its intentions for the relationships New Zealand has
         with China, India, Australia, and the Southeast Asian countries. But the overwhelming
         focus in these documents lies in the intensification of trading and other commercial
         relationships. This is undoubtedly an area of deep New Zealand interest, but one often
         looks in vain in these documents for signs that Wellington has a view on the properly
         strategic aspects of its external policies. 
      

      
      So How Can This Be Made to Work?

      
      Despite the ease of access to the official community and the informality and village-like
         atmosphere of the capital city, the lack of appetite for geopolitical analysis poses
         real challenges to scholars working on these questions. For example, getting a sustained
         interchange on the effects on New Zealand’s strategic choices of the changing distribution
         of power in the Asia-Pacific region is no easy feat. A receptive environment for this
         analysis would be one where (a) New Zealand’s political leaders frequently put forward
         a position which engages with the country’s interests and intentions relating to Asia’s
         geopolitics, (b) there is a large group of public officials who spend time in active
         and continuous consideration of these issues, (c) there is a high-level demand by
         informed New Zealand media for commentary on these issues, and (d) there is an especially
         robust policy debate supported by a think tank community with reasonably deep pockets.
         Almost none of these factors apply.
      

      
      But because of these same factors, the objective need for this analysis is even higher
         than it might otherwise be. New Zealand is part of a region undergoing significant
         change as China rises, the United States responds, and New Zealand’s various regional
         partners continuously need to adapt their positions. Without a large cohort of policy
         makers focused on these questions, the potential role for academics working in these
         areas is even greater. If those academics believe that the country’s political leaders
         are not grasping these questions in their public utterances, then they have an added
         responsibility to raise the really challenging questions. 
      

      
      So how might this work in practice? First, it is important to provide analysis which
         acknowledges some of the peculiarities of the approach to external affairs in the
         country one is working in. This may sound like nothing more than common sense. But
         understanding the limits in the New Zealand context is important here. In Australia,
         where there is a more intense security connection with a major ally (the United States),
         a larger defense establishment, and a critical mass of defense experts and associated
         think tanks and centers, it is possible to argue within the fairly self-contained
         walls of what might be called orthodox strategic analysis. And while the rise of China
         could be interpreted in different ways, including in terms of economic opportunity,
         the implications of the changing U.S.-China strategic relationship for Australia’s
         own defense policy interests is certainly part of that analytical picture.
      

      
      In New Zealand, there is increasing interest in the changing geopolitics of Asia and
         what this means for New Zealand’s relationships and posture. But what strikes visitors
         about New Zealand discussion of external policy, including by ministers and officials,
         is the way in which economic linkages often set the tone. A sense of Australia’s posture
         in Asia might well be gained by looking at defense relationships with traditional
         allies and newer partners. But to assess New Zealand’s posture it can be better to
         first look at the country’s emerging priorities for the pattern of its free trade
         relationships. This is not to deny the absence of these commercial considerations
         for Australia, but simply to assert their much higher level of relative importance
         in the New Zealand case.[8]   
      

      
      Hence, when it came to a policy report on what China’s rise meant for New Zealand’s
         interests, it would have made very little sense to begin with China’s increasing strategic
         reach in the region and what that meant for New Zealand’s defense and foreign policy
         choices. Instead what emerged, including after discussion with a number of officials,
         was a study which sought to explain the much broader and more variegated indications
         that New Zealand policy makers and New Zealand citizens would be seeing much more
         of China’s growing profile (Elder and Ayson 2012). One judgment indicated that for
         New Zealand’s approach to China and the United States, it was Australia’s own position
         (as New Zealand’s leading partner) on these great power issues that had the biggest
         chance of complicating Wellington’s job. 
      

      
      A second finding from efforts to undertake and communicate strategic analysis in New
         Zealand is that short pieces in the public eye may have more impact than longer studies
         in learned journals. More impact may come from writing for a wider audience through
         media opinion pieces and blogs than in correspondence directly with officials who
         themselves seem to welcome this approach. Many in the official community in Wellington
         want to see a richer and more informed public debate on strategic issues. In other
         words, from their perspective, the main way that academics can add value is not necessarily
         through a well-timed letter (if such things still exist) or email to a decision or
         policy maker. It is instead by helping raise the profile of important strategic questions
         among a wider New Zealand audience.[9]   There is a good chance that some of these difficult strategic questions are already
         on the minds of senior officials (or at least some of them). But as officials, they
         are simply unable to contribute to the public debate directly in the way an academic
         is free to do. 
      

      
      On Making Things Less Comfortable

      
      This does not mean that a scholar’s job is to please officials with his or her views,
         even less to take instructions from them. And because there is a range of opinion
         within official circles, including the public service of a relatively small country
         such as New Zealand, it is very likely that any such contribution will receive a mixed
         reception. One group of officials happy to see an issue raised will be counterbalanced
         by another group whose natural inclination is that New Zealand’s profile on sensitive
         and insoluble issues should be as modest as possible. Hence, the author’s opinion
         piece in a New Zealand newspaper arguing that John Key’s government needed to say
         something about rising tensions in the South China Sea did not have everybody in official
         circles reaching for the champagne (Ayson 2014b). 
      

      
      There was in fact not a lot in that piece to get offended about. It argued that it
         is not in New Zealand’s interests to fall into line with the language used by the
         United States and Australia (and often Japan) in criticizing China’s growing efforts
         to promote its ambitious claims in maritime Asia. But the mere suggestion that things
         had become tense enough between China and Vietnam that New Zealand needed to say something
         is likely to have moved beyond the comfort zones of the more cautious official observers
         in Wellington.[10]   
      

      
      That opinion piece led to an invitation to speak to a NZIIA audience, by which time
         some form of official comment had been made.[11]   But members of the public would not have known this unless they had attended the
         specific meeting of the parliamentary select committee where New Zealand’s long-serving
         foreign affairs and trade minister expressed some concerns (in an oral presentation)
         about rising tensions in the South China Sea and the need for mutual restraint. This
         gave rise to a further opportunity to bring perspectives into the wider public knowledge.
         To recount the minister’s words it was necessary to obtain and transcribe an audio
         recording of his comments. This may not count as strategic analysis, but it may help
         the analysis that others are then able to undertake. By comparison, the American congressional
         system may create an entirely different problem: an excess of published testimony
         for analysts to keep track of. 
      

      
      A third consideration is to eschew academic jargon and aim for clarity. The need to
         avoid the obscure language that academics sometimes use has been touched on by many
         who have sought to explain and reduce the scholar-official gap (see, for example,
         Nye 2008, 599). But in presenting material on strategic issues for wider public consumption
         (rather than writing strategic analysis directly for officials), it is important to
         explain the broader context for an issue and some of the constraints as well as the
         possibilities for New Zealand policy making. Here the analytical service is not to
         provide answers to challenging policy questions, but to explain why the answering
         of those questions is often such a challenging business. This is as much about adjusting
         sometimes excessive expectations for policy change and flexibility as anything else.
         
      

      
      This analytical role is of particular importance when it comes to defense policy which
         involves a fascinating tension between strategic objectives, defense capabilities,
         and financial resources. This triumvirate is borrowed from Hugh White and to it could
         be added the uncertainty of not knowing quite what any partners or adversaries are
         going to do. Given New Zealand’s small tax base and the limits on the defense budget
         (currently at around one percent of New Zealand’s GDP), the connection between what
         can be spent on defense and what New Zealand wishes to do with its defense force is
         an especially important consideration. 
      

      
      It is perhaps most important to get to the heart of this issue at Defence White Paper
         time. The biggest challenge to recognize is not the obvious limits to New Zealand
         defense spending. Nor is it what has been changing in the strategic environment. It
         is the question of linking assessments of the strategic environment and what these
         mean for New Zealand (the problems that may be arising and the things New Zealand
         may wish to do about them) to long-term choices about defense capabilities and the
         funding implications associated with them. 
      

      
      Fancy and arcane terminology is not needed to make these points. What is needed is
         a sense that at some point, (imperfect) decisions are going to have to be made about
         what tasks are essential for the defense force to perform and what capabilities make
         sense for New Zealand. Those defense tasks are not a simple response to the external
         environment, but are going to be shaped by what the existing defense force (which
         changes very slowly) can do, the partnerships where New Zealand has a tradition of
         working in conjunction with others, what might be available for New Zealand to procure,
         and the funds available to procure it. 
      

      
      Questions Matter

      
      It is asking the right (and therefore usually the difficult) questions that matters
         most, and putting things in a well-informed context. This does not lend itself to
         formal methodology, but to rigorous and wide-ranging thinking. But, as a fourth consideration,
         it is still necessary to have a consistent reference point to come back to. And here
         there is little wrong with referring back to the purposes of New Zealand’s action
         and thinking, or the purposes that one believes should be motivating this behavior.
         Here a clear view of national interests, and possibly also of values, can be a very
         helpful reference point. But this needs to be done in the full knowledge that there
         will be many of these interests (and values) and that trade-offs between them will
         be inevitable. 
      

      
      Some academics, who are keen to show why interests can only exist in the eye of the
         beholder, may feel that this emphasis is intellectually dubious. Interests (and values)
         do shift, and any interpretation of them is subject to a form of peer pressure. But
         many scholars seem unwilling to think through the interests that policy makers are
         charged with promoting. Referring back to one’s (admittedly imperfect) sense of a
         country’s national interests is a wonderful antidote to some of the more fanciful
         analysis that can sometimes be found. 
      

      
      This raises the risks of being labeled as a realist, but this in turn brings to mind
         a fifth consideration. So much of the literature on the apparently widening gap between
         scholars and the official community points to the disutility of theoretical arguments.
         What is fine within the academy simply does not work when scholars are speaking to
         wider audiences, so this argument goes. But it is not clear it even works within academia.
         It is important to be careful here in what is meant. Is it meta-theory (which deals
         among other things with theories of knowledge about our political world)? Is it middle-range
         theory (which, according to the late Joseph Lepgold and others, offers a potential
         transmission belt from academia to policy)?[12]   Or is it theory in the form of the generalizations that are required to make sense
         about the world so as to allow effective conversations (and to avoid having to say
         everything about every last detail)? 
      

      
      Especially in the last of these senses theory cannot be escaped, and such generalizations
         can detect patterns in policy making that can be pointed out to even the most skeptical
         practitioners (Walt 2005, 28). But while the academic community has worried too much
         about what theory means for interactions with policy makers and the study of policy,
         there is not enough recognition of the advantages that can flow in the other direction.
         To undertake strategic analytical conversations (informally and more formally) with
         practitioners is to test generalizations scholars may have been making on the basis
         of their reading and thinking. This process can happen even if there is no explicit
         mention of theory or concepts in the interaction itself. To have an official say that
         in their experience the suggestion being made by the scholar in an opinion piece is
         desirable but unfeasible begs all sorts of further questions. To be informed how important
         it is who is calling the shots at Cabinet on an issue is a refreshing antidote to
         the notions of foreign policy decision making that include every variable imaginable
         except for the role of personalities in decision making. On occasions a quick comment
         from a New Zealand or overseas official can make all the difference to one’s perspective,
         especially when there are opportunities to triangulate the data. This also means recognizing
         that the most elegant strategic analysis can be rendered inoperable by the play of
         chance, something that would not be news to readers of Clausewitz. 
      

      
      A final point is that there needs to be deeper intellectual sources for scholars to
         draw on for their strategic analysis lest they become nothing much more than sloganeers
         and propagandists. There are different ways of doing this. For this author, this comes
         from studying the history of particular strategic ideas, and especially the thinking
         of particular scholars, a number of whom have been public intellectuals and have made
         important contributions to the policy debate. To make sense of someone else’s thinking,
         to see the patterns in their ideas, and to trace the way their thinking responds to
         the changing world around them has been a special privilege (Ayson 2004, 2012b). But
         whatever approach comes in handy here, it remains the case that academics cannot add
         value if they stop being academics. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      The notion of academia and the official community as reflections of two separate organizational
         cultures growing further apart as time goes on is deceptively appealing. It is also
         tempting for scholars (who are not known to underestimate the importance of their
         discipline and its internal debates) to believe it is entirely their fault. But it
         is dangerous for scholars to believe that nirvana is nigh if only they are able to
         change their incentive systems. This might allow them more scope to write work that,
         at least in principal, should be of interest to policy audiences. But this presumes
         that there is and has always been a ready appetite for this work among the official
         community. That presumption is vulnerable to the possibility that the chief challenge
         to the policy relevance of academic work is a changing incentive structure within
         the official community. 
      

      
      The New Zealand experience recounted in this chapter suggests that it may be when
         scholars seek to communicate their views to an especially wide audience (beyond not
         just the academic world but the official world as well) that some of the best openings
         for applied strategic analysis are to be found. If so, this may mean changing the
         way ideas are presented. But tensions then inevitably arise between the integrity
         of complex ideas and the demands of wider audiences. 
      

      
      If the main venue for the communication of their ideas is a public one (including
         through media of various kinds), strategic intellectuals will find it especially difficult
         to control what others will make of their ideas. Even if the scholar’s aim is to shape
         the terms of the debate (rather than determine its outcome), concepts and propositions
         that are carefully introduced and explained can take on a life of their own. Academics
         can end up being criticized for adaptations of their ideas that take place without
         their consent or involvement. There are famous international examples of this problem,
         including George Kennan’s experience in seeing his notions of containment given precisely
         the military dimensions that he wished to avoid. Even the smaller instances when only
         the scholar concerned notices that his or her ideas are being lost or damaged in translation
         can be painful experiences. Yet there may also be reputational benefits to the scholar
         in being connected to leading ideas in the actual operation of strategic policy even
         if these ideas are being used in quite unintended and curious ways. 
      

      
      These tensions are authentic. They are not just true when a piece of strategic analysis
         seizes wider attention (and the analyst loses control of the idea) but of strategy
         more generally. To participate in strategic analysis in a wider public sense is to
         run the risk of being caught up in a process which is likely to be highly political.
         Concepts and propositions that gain wider public profile are just as likely to be
         used by political actors to score points against their opponents than to lead to the
         changes that their academic originators may have been looking for.[13]   
      

      
      Some academics will not be at all worried by this proposition if they are more concerned
         about being heard than about being listened to. Others will find it all too scary
         and keep their ideas close to their chests. That would be a shame, but it is something
         that happens to many fine scholars, including those for whom just one bad media experience,
         or one sign that the policy makers are not really interested in widening the debate,
         can deter any further effort to publicize their important views. But there is a way
         forward here, and it applies especially in a country such as New Zealand where the
         strategic debate is often so patchy. It is for academic writers to use their analysis
         to raise questions in public, questions that without them might not get asked in the
         first place.[14]   
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            1. For an example from a prominent Australian analyst, see White 2012. 

            

         

         
            2. For this argument, see Reus-Smit 2012, 539. For the observation that in today’s academic
                  world, “[t]he label ‘public intellectual’ is more pejorative than complimentary,”
                  see Jentleson and Ratner 2011, 7. 
               

            

         

         
            3. See Nye 2008, 593–603. For the recollections of another leading American figure who
                  is less sure on this point, see Nitze 1993.
               

            

         

         
            4. For the suggestion that “even peer-reviewed journals such as Political Science Quarterly or International Security run the risk of seeming insufficiently serious,” which would mystify almost any respectable
                  scholar in New Zealand or Australia, see Walt 2005, 39. 
               

            

         

         
            5. By contrast, Emily Goldman argues that “[t]he mission of scientific inquiry that has
                  come to dominate U.S. institutions of higher learning can be traced back to the German
                  research model, which took hold in the United States in the nineteenth century.” Goldman
                  2006, 16–7. 
               

            

         

         
            6. For the far less rosy view of think tanks as “holding pens for out of work politicians,”
                  another generalization of a specifically American experience, see Desch 2015, 386.
                  See also the chapter in this volume by Donald Abelson. 
               

            

         

         
            7. This was not always the way. In the 1950s and 1960s, for example, successive New Zealand
                  governments were committed to supporting the strategy of forward defense, and worked
                  in combination with their British, American, and Australian allies on a mission of
                  keeping parts of Southeast Asia free from communist aggression and subversion. But
                  while Canberra subsequently fashioned a local strategy based around the defense of
                  Australia which required extensive military capabilities, Wellington lacked a similar
                  logic to fall back on. 
               

            

         

         
            8. For an attempt at a comparison, see Ayson 2012a.

            

         

         
            9. This is a different take on the argument that if they wish to be noticed, academics
                  need to become salespeople, selling themselves and their ideas: “Write an op ed piece,”
                  says Kruzel, “they get read” (1994, 180). 
               

            

         

         
            10. One might revise Chris Reus-Smit’s argument that the work of scholars “will at times
                  be most relevant when we pursue questions that policy makers and others would prefer
                  left buried” to suggest that, because of the variety of views within officialdom,
                  it applies when at least some policymakers feel this way (see Reus-Smit 2012, 531).
                  
               

            

         

         
            11. A revised version of that presentation was published by the journal of the NZIIA;
                  see Ayson 2014a.
               

            

         

         
            12. See Lepgold 1998. Also see Jentleson and Ratner 2011, 8–9. For some disadvantages
                  of middle-range theorizing for policy questions, see Walt 2005, 36. 
               

            

         

         
            13. For an analysis of one such example in the Australian context, see Ayson 2007.

            

         

         
            14. On the decline in the asking of questions, see Reus-Smit 2012, 536. 

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 3

      How Intelligence Analysis Education Tries to Improve Strategic Analysis

      
         
         
         
         Tim Walton

         
         
      

      
      One of the main challenges in strategic analysis is how to prepare people to do this
         important and difficult work. Government agencies and private corporations have their
         own training programs to inculcate appropriate factors such as mission, values, procedures,
         and formats. But postmortems on perceived strategic failures by the U.S. government,
         such as the 9/11 attacks and Iraqi weapons of mass destruction, typically concluded
         that such failures came, at least in part, as a result of lapses in tradecraft on
         the part of intelligence analysts. These shortcomings included poorly formulated questions,
         unchecked assumptions, evidence too readily accepted, not considering a wide enough
         range of explanations, and so on (Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the
         United States Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction 2005; National Commission on Terrorist
         Attacks Upon the United States 2004). So in recent years, universities, drawing on
         their decades of teaching topics such as critical thinking, political science, and
         international relations have also taken the initiative and increasingly offered programs
         in intelligence analysis for aspiring strategic thinkers. 
      

      
      This chapter lays out some of the challenges involved in improving strategic analysis
         through education at the university level. How does a university go about identifying
         the key aspects of strategic analysis, and then teach undergraduates how to perform
         those aspects in an integrated, rigorous, and effective manner? This chapter does
         not address any actions in this regard that governments have—or have not—taken. One
         program, Intelligence Analysis (IA) at James Madison University (JMU), is offered
         instead as a case study, and the focus is on the program’s course on Strategy Assessment.
         This chapter first offers background on JMU and the IA program’s special niche. It
         then discusses the program’s clients, the needs it seeks to respond to, how well it
         fulfills those needs and with which products. The chapter then covers how the program
         assesses whether it is achieving its objectives, how it manages relations with clients,
         and how it integrates lessons learned. Along the way, the chapter reviews some of
         the basics of intelligence analysis, as conducted in the United States.
      

      
      Background on JMU and the IA Program

      
      JMU is a state-funded institution located in Harrisonburg, Virginia, about a two-hour
         ride from Washington, DC. It has a student body of approximately 20,000. JMU prides
         itself on being a predominately undergraduate institution, focused on the liberal
         arts. It is a university that prepares students to be educated and enlightened citizens
         who lead productive and meaningful lives by being engaged with ideas and the world.
         
      

      
      In 2007, JMU established the IA program, which provides three years of courses laying
         out the program’s own analytic methodology, which stresses critical thinking and structured
         analytic techniques. The objectives of the program are to equip students to evaluate
         data from diverse sources and objectively assess the most significant implications
         for decision making in a way that goes beyond other existing estimates of the situation
         and its significance; uses an integrated skill set in cognitive, computational, contextual,
         and communicative methods; exemplifies the character traits that define an effective
         and ethical analyst; and employs the conceptual understanding of the underlying theoretical
         frameworks necessary to adapt and apply these methods to any type of problem. Cognitive
         skills enable students to imagine and assess alternatives in order to formulate useful
         approaches to problems; computational skills provide awareness of how technology can
         facilitate thinking; contextual skills (including foreign languages) foster the understanding
         of different cultures from their point of view; and communicative skills make it possible,
         through writing and speaking, to work more effectively with other analysts and with
         consumers of analysis.
      

      
      The IA program’s core values are versatility, real-world relevance, methodological
         sophistication, academic rigor, intellectual community (a multidisciplinary approach),
         ethical and professional practice, and external engagement. The IA methodology is
         applicable to a range of intelligence functions, such as warning, estimates, and basic
         research. Students enter the program as a cohort the fall of their sophomore year.
         The members of the cohort take the program’s core courses together, providing an environment
         that fosters cooperation and teamwork. 
      

      
      The IA program sees analysis as essentially a decision-support function, producing
         the “actionable” intelligence that so many decision makers say they want and need.
         There are four core critical thinking courses, each lasting a semester:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Hypothesis Testing (answering the questions what, who, where, and how?);

         

         
         	
            Causal Analysis (why?);

         

         
         	
            Counterfactual Reasoning (what are the possibilities for what might happen next?);
               and
            

         

         
         	
            Strategy Assessment (what are the options for action?).

         

      

      
      Although the core courses deal with different aspects of critical thinking, there
         is a common method of logical steps and fundamental concerns, based on academic research
         and the history of intelligence, challenging students to consider factors useful in
         conducting the best possible analysis. These concerns include how to deal with gaps
         in information, precision in thinking, alternative possibilities, implicit questions,
         assumptions, logical fallacies, and opportunities, as well as how to question conventional
         wisdom, acknowledge disconfirming evidence, and provide a level of confidence in the
         final judgment. 
      

      
      A major challenge for analysts is how to manage increasing amounts of data so that
         it can be stored, evaluated, analyzed, and retrieved. Big data is a big issue. Other
         IA courses beyond the four on critical thinking teach students how to use technology
         to organize data in ways that can enhance understanding, such as grouping by source,
         hypothesis, chronology, region, or topic. Carefully scrubbed and tagged data can be
         used to derive insights and relationships that might not have been otherwise obvious.
      

      
      The IA program believes that structured analytic techniques are important because
         they provide a road map for dealing with problems that suggests a place to start and
         helps to assess progress; such techniques are therefore part of several courses in
         the curriculum. Structured analytic techniques can also be useful in generating different
         perspectives, countering mindsets and biases, and revealing gaps in information. Finally,
         such techniques can serve as a tool for communication with fellow analysts, as well
         as consumers of analysis. Typical structured analytic techniques, as laid out in the
         U.S. government’s Tradecraft Primer (U.S. Government 2009),[1]   include Key Assumptions Check, Quality of Information Check, Analysis of Competing
         Hypotheses, and High Impact/Low Probability.
      

      
      Another important aspect of a methodical approach to deal with an issue is asking
         the right question, or defining the problem. This initial step, which is fundamental
         in the academic world, is often overlooked or truncated in the rush of events in other
         realms—such as national security, law enforcement, and business—where strategic analysts
         might work. Think of the time and effort that was wasted by asking where were the
         weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, or what did Osama Bin Laden’s hiding place look
         like? It only became clear over time that it would have been better, from the beginning,
         to ask about the status of Iraq’s weapons programs, or how Bin Laden communicated.
         One of the methods used to deal with problem definition in intelligence analysis is
         to formulate an intelligence question. Intelligence questions are not factual (such
         as what is the capital of China or the population of France); in the age of the Internet,
         such queries can be answered in a few seconds through a Google search. Nor are intelligence
         questions binary (yes or no) as the world, regrettably, is rarely that simple. Instead,
         the IA program urges students to put themselves in the shoes of the decision makers.
         What will help leaders to make tough decisions in an environment of high stakes, as
         well as uncertain and rapidly shifting information? What, in short, is the nature
         of the much-desired “actionable” intelligence? The IA faculty believes that a good
         intelligence question seeks, among other things, to address the concerns of all stakeholders,
         consider multiple dimensions, leave open many possible explanations and outcomes,
         and suggest a range of possible courses of action without endorsing any particular
         one. This is best accomplished through a Socratic process of iterative questions,
         such as “Why do you believe that?” “So what?” “How would that work?” “Why might that
         not work?” and “Is there anything we’re missing?”
      

      
      Turning specifically to the Strategy Assessment course, the IA program believes that,
         as part of decision support, strategic analysis is essentially a question of effectiveness
         and efficiency: are there sufficient planning and resources to accomplish a goal with
         the least possible expenditure of factors such as people, time, equipment, and money?
         Strategy should be anticipatory rather than reactive. It is inherently multidisciplinary,
         involving diplomatic, financial, environmental, geographical, informational, logistical,
         military, political, and technological resources, among others. 
      

      
      An important aspect of strategic intelligence analysis is identifying serious threats;
         following a methodical approach, analysts classically think of threat as composed
         of both intention and capability. Focusing, for example, on the ultimate strategic
         threat, nuclear weapons, no country is plausibly a current strategic threat to the
         United States. In the future, China, Russia, and North Korea could become strategic
         threats as they have nuclear capabilities and could plausibly develop intent. Other
         nuclear powers, such as India and Pakistan have the capability but are even less likely
         to develop the intent. Still other countries, such as France and Great Britain, are
         not a threat, as they have the capability but it is implausible that they would develop
         the intent. On the other hand, terrorist groups such as al-Qaeda or the so-called
         Islamic State are not a threat, at least in terms of nuclear weapons, because although
         they may have intent, they do not (yet) have the capability of either a weapon or
         a delivery system.
      

      
      By its very nature strategic analysis involves the future. IA’s Counterfactual Reasoning
         course (as already noted, one of the required core critical thinking courses) provides
         the program’s most detailed instruction in structured thinking about the future (trends,
         scenarios, warning, estimates, etc.). But futures analysis is covered, in brief, in
         the Strategy Assessment course as well, as it is a significant component of strategic
         planning. As the future, from the vantage point of the present, is unknowable with
         any precision, strategic analysts looking forward have to move beyond standard resources
         such as facts and trends based on past observations—not to mention speculation and
         guesswork—and accept a degree of uncertainty. Instead of single-point predictions,
         coming up with a range of possibilities is more appropriate. This approach changes
         the focus to the more amorphous realm of factors such as drivers, weak signals, emerging
         trends, contingency, wild cards, unintended consequences, black swans, and horizon
         scanning. Structured analytic techniques (from the Tradecraft Primer) that are helpful in this regard include Indicators or Signposts of Change, High
         Impact/Low Probability, “What if?” and Alternative Futures. A degree of humility,
         along with a respect for luck, is also highly recommended.
      

      
      Various courses in the IA curriculum walk students through a list of other analytic
         frameworks related to strategic analysis, such as vulnerabilities, risks, organizations,
         networks, systems, and opportunities. Other important challenges for intelligence
         analysis include surprise and deception, and the IA methodology provides students
         with steps for dealing with those.
      

      
      Opportunity analysis is of particular interest in strategic planning. For decades
         intelligence analysts have—quite rightly—exerted much effort to provide warning of
         risks and impending threats. Although consumers needed to hear the bad news, they
         also often asked analysts if there was any good news. In response to this, IA teaches
         its students how to do opportunity analysis, drawing on the aspects of the curriculum,
         by:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Clearly identifying the customer’s goals and priorities;

         

         
         	
            Laying out a range of plausible future scenarios;

         

         
         	
            Evaluating the customer’s likely position in those various scenarios (in particular,
               those which are more likely to be favorable, based on exiting trends);
            

         

         
         	
            Identifying the leverage points, vulnerabilities of adversaries, and so on, and how
               favorable trends could be encouraged;
            

         

         
         	
            Is there an identifiable window of time when it will be more advisable to act?

         

         
         	
            How are adversaries and allies likely to respond? What will be the impact?

         

         
         	
            What are the likely costs?

         

         
         	
            How does all of this impact intelligence collection?

         

      

      
      This is an example of the kinds of checklists (see Gawande 2009), incorporating a
         methodical approach to dealing with a problem, that are used throughout the IA program.
      

      
      The overall approach of the Strategy Assessment course is to take students through
         three steps of analysis, at each of which they must do an oral and written presentation
         (see the section below on products for more details):
      

      
      
         	
            
            Who is the main strategic actor (client), and what are its goals, capabilities, and
               plans (including costs and benefits)?
            

         

         
         	
            Who are the other strategic actors (potentially either allies, adversaries, or indifferent),
               what are their goals, capabilities and plans, and what impact will this have on the
               client’s strategy? 
            

         

         
         	
            What are the broader trends (drivers) in the environment, as well as the threats,
               risks, and opportunities, and to what extent do they facilitate or hinder the strategy?
               In light of all of this, how effective is the client’s prospective strategy; what
               adjustments might have to be made (is there a Plan B)?
            

         

      

      
      Outside-In Thinking is a structured analytic technique especially useful for strategic
         analysis, and that faculty encourage students to use in their presentations. This
         technique involves moving beyond the initial intellectual entry point to a problem
         (political, economic, or military) and going to other dimensions or disciplines that
         may be less obvious (e.g., social, environmental, technological, demographic). This
         approach encourages the kind of interdisciplinary thinking that, as already noted,
         is inherent in strategic analysis.
      

      
      Two other techniques that play a valuable role in strategic analysis by fostering
         different perspectives are the Red Team and Devil’s Advocacy. Red Teaming counters
         the potential analytic mindset of mirror imaging (attributing one’s own perspective
         to others) by looking at a problem from the adversary’s point of view, acknowledging
         that other cultures are likely to see things differently. Devil’s Advocacy, on the
         other hand, challenges conventional wisdom by laying out the strongest possible case
         for an alternative viewpoint. Both of these draw on subject matter expertise on the
         various aspects of an issue, which is an important part of an analyst’s responsibilities.[2]  
      

      
      The IA program’s Strategy Assessment course does not use a textbook, as nothing is
         available that matches the IA approach. Lawrence Freedman’s Strategy: A History is highly recommended in the syllabus, but this great book is too unwieldy in size
         and content to serve as a textbook. In addition, key documents on U.S. strategy[3]   are available to students via the course’s site on the university’s electronic
         course management system. The main additional readings are those the students themselves
         gather when researching their individual projects.
      

      
      Beyond the four core courses in critical thinking, the IA curriculum includes required
         classes in other areas, such as data science, systems thinking, visualization, and
         ethics; details are available on the program’s website.[4]   The approach is both descriptive (how analysis has been done) and normative (how
         it could be done better). By design the curriculum is multidisciplinary, as the faculty
         strongly believes that significant and difficult problems are, by their very nature,
         multidimensional. Dealing with them therefore has to be done in a multifaceted way
         (considering, for example, the political, economic, and social dimensions). 
      

      
      There are also a number of IA-designated elective courses that offer juniors and seniors
         opportunities to apply the IA methodology in detail to events in the news. The topics
         change from semester to semester, based on current events, faculty availability, and
         student interests. Typical topics in the past have included counterterrorism, the
         Iranian nuclear program, intelligence successes and failures, and cyber security,
         among others.
      

      
      All students also complete a capstone project, a major research project covering two
         semesters in the senior year. Students pick their own capstone topics, usually based
         on their professional ambitions. The IA faculty believes that the analytic methodology
         they teach is applicable in a wide variety of domains, including civilian intelligence
         agencies, the military, law enforcement, and the corporate world. Students have the
         option of concentrating in either national security or competitive intelligence, with
         the latter becoming increasingly popular due to the difficulties in getting employment
         in the federal agencies.
      

      
      Most IA students minor in a subject that provides them with a specific area of focus
         for the program’s critical thinking methodology, with the most popular being computer
         science (especially cyber security), foreign languages and culture (especially Chinese
         and Arabic), geospatial intelligence, criminal justice, and military science (through
         the university’s Reserve Officers’ Training Corps).
      

      
      The JMU Intelligence Analysis Program’s Niche

      
      University courses in intelligence are typically taught in departments such as history,
         political science, or international relations, or more rarely in stand-alone programs.
         The offerings range from a few courses to full-fledged degree programs. A partial
         list of schools offering courses in intelligence analysis is available through the
         Defense Intelligence Agency’s Intelligence Community Centers of Academic Excellence
         (IC CAE) effort,[5]   which is meant to foster new programs. JMU’s undertaking, along with some others
         such as those at Mercyhurst University and the University of New Haven, predates the
         IC CAE. Each of these university programs is, of course, unique, but typically they
         emphasize the structure of the U.S. Intelligence Community (the missions of the various
         agencies) and the intelligence process (how intelligence is produced and its role
         in the overall function of governance). Some have detailed courses on how to actually
         do intelligence analysis. 
      

      
      The IA program at JMU is unusual in this regard, and its niche is that it is located
         in the science department, more precisely the virtually unique Department of Integrated
         Science and Technology (ISAT) and, as noted, goes into considerable detail on how
         to perform analysis. ISAT was established two decades ago in response to requests
         from employers in Virginia for university graduates who were not only competent technically,
         but also had a broader understanding of other issues such as politics, society, the
         economy, and the environment. Along with the critical thinking and scientific method
         already mentioned, the IA program emphasizes high technology, and graduates of the
         program receive a Bachelor of Science degree in intelligence analysis. IA believes
         that both the potential and the shortcomings of advanced technology will be crucial
         issues for intelligence and strategy in the future.
      

      
      Among the ways that the IA program uses technology for instructional purposes is that
         the faculty and students operate a fleet of unmanned aerial vehicles, more commonly
         known as drones. This fits into the ISAT approach by familiarizing the students with
         the technology of various airframes and sensors and also by having them take into
         account wider issues. For example, the surveillance drones have been used in hands-on
         exercises, such as having the students work in teams to try to find evidence of various
         textures and temperatures that have been planted by the faculty in and around the
         classroom building, which will help to solve a mystery, such as whether there is a
         potential shooter on campus. Then in other sessions of the course, as well as in other
         forums, such as other courses and student groups (JMU has a student-run chapter of
         the Armed Forces Communications and Electronics Association), the faculty encourages
         discussion of other controversial issues raised by drones, such as interference with
         other aircraft and concerns about privacy. Student response to the exercises involving
         drones has been enthusiastic, and the faculty is exploring other ways to use this
         as an entry point for further discussions, such as the implications of robot warfare
         and the ethics and effectiveness of targeted killing (do drone strikes, through the
         anger, fear, and resentment generated on the ground, recruit more terrorists than
         they take out?). Several classes also incorporate training in how to use software
         packages that are widely used by professional analysts, such as Analyst’s Notebook
         and ArcGIS, among others.
      

      
      The IA program was founded by a JMU philosophy professor specialized in critical thinking,
         who in the wake of the 9/11 attacks wanted to find a way to improve intelligence analysis.
         Initially the program drew on existing faculty expertise in computers, law, business,
         emergency response, and other fields. Over the years it has added former analysts
         from the Central Intelligence Agency and the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Faculty
         resources are another measure of the program’s commitment to an interdisciplinary
         perspective, as well as research on how to use science as a way to encourage and improve
         methodical problem solving. Theory and practice go hand in hand.
      

      
      IA has a particularly close relationship with the Geographic Science (GS) program,
         which has considerable overlap with the concerns of intelligence analysis. Cooperation
         and collaboration are enhanced by having adjacent faculty offices, shared laboratory
         space, and team teaching of some courses. One of the strengths of the GS program is
         its long-standing work in civilian applications of satellite imagery, geographic information
         systems, and geospatial intelligence.
      

      
      In recent years geospatial intelligence has changed dramatically in response to new
         problems. Thinking in terms of observable indicators—something small and apparently
         insignificant that may suggest something larger, hidden, or that has not happened
         yet—is still valuable. But now, instead of worrying about targets that are large and
         relatively easy to find such as Soviet missile bases, the newer targets—such as terrorists,
         cyber attackers, drug lords, or proliferators of weapons of mass destruction—are harder
         to detect and follow with traditional collection methods and analytic thinking. In
         this context, some new capabilities involving, for example, the development of multispectral
         imagery are being fit into analytical frameworks incorporating multiple layers of
         coverage of observable factors (terrain, climate, land use, ethnicity, infrastructure,
         etc.). Another valuable framework is activity-based intelligence (also known as pattern
         of life analysis), which seeks to differentiate the different, anomalous, and threatening—in
         terms of, for example, travel, communications, movement of money, or organizations—from
         the normal and innocent (see below, under Lessons Learned Exercises, for an example
         of how this kind of thinking was used to counter improvised explosive devices in Iraq).
         Civilian use of geospatial intelligence is also expanding and taking advantage of
         some of the newer approaches to analysis. Companies, for example, often do extensive
         surveys of potential locations for new facilities using layers such as terrain and
         infrastructure, but also data on potential customers, such as family size and income,
         education level, occupation.
      

      
      Because of its organic ties to a science department, much of the IA curriculum is
         based on the scientific method, in other words, the importance of a systematic approach
         in dealing with problems (asking the right questions, formulating a range of hypotheses
         or scenarios, collecting and assessing relevant data, reaching a well-supported conclusion,
         and communicating that conclusion in a compelling manner in both written and oral
         forms). Intelligence analysis, of course, has its own systematic basic approach, known
         as the intelligence cycle or intelligence process. There are various versions of this,
         depending on the agency, but basically it is:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Planning and direction to identify questions and issues;

         

         
         	
            Collection of data relevant to those questions;

         

         
         	
            Processing the data into usable forms (through decryption, translation, etc.);

         

         
         	
            Analysis of the data to give it meaning (through scenarios, hypotheses, etc.);

         

         
         	
            Production (paper, oral briefing, etc., all in a convincing manner);

         

         
         	
            Dissemination (to the right decision maker and in time for effective action); getting
               feedback from the decision maker to make the process as effective as possible.
            

         

      

      
      This is, of course, a model and a goal, rather than an accurate account of how intelligence
         always works. Note that the nature of this process is inherently focused on the needs
         of the senior decision maker.
      

      
      The IA Program’s Clients

      
      The IA program’s main clients are the organizations that hire analysts. Recruiters
         from a wide variety of agencies and corporations have told us that the main skills
         they are looking for in applicants are people who can think, talk, and write. In more
         detailed terms, their needs and interests are employees who are team players, have
         expertise in a particular field but are also able to be flexible and grow, and are
         comfortable with technology, among many other things. 
      

      
      Viewed from another perspective, our clients are also our students. Intelligence analysis
         is a career that is widely misunderstood, often due to incomplete and distorted coverage
         in the media. So the IA program seeks to acquaint students with the realities of what
         work as an analyst is really like. Faculty stress that, especially for government
         clients, the primary concern is the mission; they have problems, and they are looking
         for employees who can help them to deal with those problems. The needs and desires
         of the applicant or employee are secondary.
      

      
      Valuable Questions

      
      To respond to its clients’ needs, the main questions the Strategy Assessment course
         attempts to answer are elaborations of the three-step approach already mentioned (client
         or actor, other actors, and environment). Fundamental, of course, is to define strategy,
         and the course uses as a starting point the U.S. Department of Defense’s official
         view that strategy is “a prudent idea or set of ideas for employing the instruments
         of national power in a synchronized and integrated fashion to achieve theater and
         multinational objectives” (U.S. Department of Defense 2013, J-7). Then the syllabus
         walks the students through the main components of strategic analysis. The magnitude
         of “instruments of national power” varies with the client, of course, from small countries
         to superpowers; instruments typically include diplomacy, information, money, law,
         intelligence, military force, and so on. Looking at them in a mutually supportive
         fashion yet again emphasizes the multidisciplinary nature of strategy. Another way
         to look at instruments of national power is to look at factors that can be quantified,
         such as a country’s size, population, wealth, and armed forces, in order to see how
         they compare at any one time, as well as how they change over time. It is important
         to realize, however, that there are also important factors that cannot be so readily
         quantified, such as leadership and morale, among many others. Individual strategic
         actors also ask questions when they engage in strategic planning, which centers on
         how to match ends and means; if there is a mismatch, either the ends must be reduced
         or the means increased—or the plan has little chance of succeeding. Along the way,
         the individual actor is well-advised to take advantage of the various ways in which
         intelligence analysis can support decision making through tools such as pros and cons,
         risk assessment, cost/benefit analysis, and identifying both threats and opportunities.
      

      
      Moving on to the interactive nature of strategy (one of the favorite sayings at the
         Pentagon is “The enemy gets a vote”), the Strategy Assessment course syllabus changes
         gears and explores the point that ends cannot be achieved without taking into account
         the ends, plans, and resources of others. Before delving into the nature of interaction
         between the main international actors, which are countries, some time is spent on
         interaction with inanimate factors that can either enable or hinder strategy, including
         the nature of the different domains of land, sea, air, space, and cyber. Then, as
         the United States is currently a superpower whose actions have an impact around the
         planet, there is a consideration of current American strategy, including the so-called
         pivot to Asia. This is followed by a discussion of the concept of strategic culture,
         the idea that each country has an attitude toward the use of force that is shaped
         by factors such as history, beliefs, and the nature of the political system. The syllabus
         includes a variety of case studies, including Britain, China, France, Germany, Iran,
         Israel, Japan, and Russia.
      

      
      The final section of the Strategy Assessment course, and the final deliverable, is
         for the students to investigate the challenges for strategy in a complex environment,
         in which there are many different actors and factors, and the relationships between
         them are constantly changing. Especially relevant and useful in this regard is to
         examine the Observe, Orient, Decide, and Act (OODA) loop of John Boyd, with its emphasis
         on thinking and acting quickly—especially more quickly than the adversary (see, among
         others, Coram 2002; Hammond 2001; and Osinga 2007). It is particularly noteworthy
         how the OODA loop concept draws on the methodical approach of the scientific method
         and the intelligence process. The main national security case studies in this section
         of the course look at two approaches in the debate over how the United States should
         deal with the threat from militant extremism: counterterrorism, a narrowly focused
         and (hopefully) less expensive option, and counterinsurgency, a more resource-intensive
         option. Drawing on the IA program’s principle that its methodology is widely applicable,
         the Strategy Assessment course ends by examining how thinking about interaction in
         a complex environment can help in the corporate world and in law enforcement.
      

      
      The topics in the Strategy Assessment syllabus are meant not only to give the students
         an overview of the main aspects of strategy, but also to give them a framework, or
         checklist of factors to consider when preparing their own projects. Student topics
         cover a variety of domains, providing an opportunity to emphasize both how multidisciplinary
         thinking can enable enhanced support to strategic decision making and the importance
         of understanding the fluid and uncertain environments in which clients have to function.
      

      
      Other Ways to Fulfill Clients’ Needs

      
      As already noted, the IA program is part of the Department of Integrated Science and
         Technology at JMU. ISAT’s nearly fifty faculty come from more than a dozen disciplines,
         including biology, energy, environment, and telecommunications, among others.
      

      
      The IA program itself has faculty who have been practitioners in national security,
         the corporate world, law enforcement, and consulting. They pursue professional development
         on an ongoing basis through such activities as publishing books and articles and attending
         conferences. Periodically JMU hosts the 5 Eyes training conference, with representatives
         attending from the intelligence services of the United States, the United Kingdom,
         Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. In March 2014, the university also hosted a special,
         one-time conference, Intelligence and the Transition from War to Peace,[6]   which was a multidisciplinary exploration of recently declassified documents on
         the role of the Central Intelligence Agency in the 1995 Dayton Peace Accords that
         ended the fighting in Bosnia. To keep current with clients’ needs, the program also
         maintains relationships with a number of potential employers, including federal intelligence
         agencies and businesses, especially those that have already hired IA graduates and
         appreciate their value.
      

      
      In addition to the content of the courses, IA faculty also seek to instill a professional
         attitude, which includes priorities such as being punctual, dedicated, respectful
         of others, and not complaining or making excuses, among many others. Professionalism
         in the context of strategic intelligence analysis also includes identifying scenarios
         and options, without favoring any particular one. This is done through standard analytic
         tools such as pros and cons, cost/benefit, and so on. The choice of which course of
         action to adopt is the prerogative of the senior decision maker.
      

      
      Main Products

      
      The main products of the Strategy Assessment course are the students’ projects, with
         each student selecting a topic, again depending on their professional ambitions. They
         give a short briefing (about five minutes), and a short paper (less than five pages)
         on each of the three steps already noted (goals and resources, interaction, complex
         environment). 
      

      
      A fourth deliverable is a source evaluation, in which students assess the quality
         of their evidence, as well as gaps because of uncertain or incomplete data. Faculty
         stress that analytic products are not meant to be data dumps, but rather examples
         of the analyst’s discernment and judgment in the selection of evidence to be presented.
         All projects at JMU use only unclassified sources, as the university does not have
         the facilities to handle classified information properly. This is not as much of a
         drawback as some might imagine, as professionals realize that the vast majority of
         data is, in fact, found in the unclassified realm and that clients can sometimes erroneously
         equate value (accuracy, relevance, etc.) with classification (which is based on the
         sensitivity of the method of collection). Nonetheless, students are naturally eager
         to get “inside” or “behind the curtain” and use classified material, which some accomplish
         through internships. In the meantime, various IA courses on data management emphasize
         that one of the biggest challenges in many fields (such as national security, business,
         law enforcement) is how to extract meaning and value from the large and increasing
         volume of data being generated.
      

      
      In responding to consumers’ needs, briefings and papers can take several forms, such
         as backgrounders, warnings, and estimates. Providing context and background is important,
         but analysts also have to be careful to avoid too much history, which many decision
         makers consider to be irrelevant, as it cannot be changed. That said, awareness of
         the implications of cultural differences, in today’s multicultural and interconnected
         world, is vital. Warning projects must be factual, concise, and convey a sense of
         urgency. Estimates, on the other hand, are typically longer and take into account
         factors such as second and third order consequences, trends, risks, implications,
         scenarios, controversies among experts, the quality of evidence, and the possibility
         of denial and deception, among others.
      

      
      Strategy Assessment students do not do current intelligence, which in U.S. intelligence
         parlance refers to short reports, typically based on just a few recent sources and
         focused largely on the here and now. The military characterizes this as “tactical”
         intelligence, concerned mainly with actual or imminent contact with the enemy. This
         short-term intelligence is often requested by intelligence consumers and is the basic
         day-to-day work of many actual intelligence analysts. It does not fit well, however,
         with the learning objectives of the Strategy Assessment course, which are concerned
         more with long-term perspectives. That said, there are discussions in the classroom
         on current events, with faculty pointing out the danger of getting caught up with
         day-to-day events and thus losing sight of the broader trends. Moreover, in the past
         the IA Program has from time to time conducted what it calls an “intelligence analysis
         lab,” in which students get the feel for some of the real work of analysis by having
         short deadlines, a crush of various demands and requirements, contradictory or incomplete
         data, and so on.
      

      
      Briefings and papers prepared for IA courses, including Strategy Assessment, follow
         U.S. Intelligence Community formats, such as bottom line up front, short paragraphs,
         objectivity and balance, and citing validated evidence. Organization of the presentations
         is derived from the purpose. For example, if the topic is controversial, students
         are asked to begin with the strongest evidence; if it is for planning, to give the
         context of the issue, the current state of affairs, and then options and expectations
         for the future; if it is for warning, to start with the most serious and imminent
         threat. This approach gives students experience of what real analytic work is like,
         while providing them with writing samples that they can take to job interviews. There
         are no conventional quizzes or exams in Strategy Assessment. 
      

      
      Faculty also stress the importance of visualization in communicating analysis and,
         indeed, the IA program has a separate course on data visualization. Visualization
         methods covered include not only imagery from satellites and drones, but also maps,
         charts, and graphs. These various methods help to summarize data, prompt new analytic
         insights, and communicate more effectively. The Analyst’s Notebook software already
         mentioned provides a means not only to store, search, and manipulate large amounts
         of data, but also generates graphics such as maps, charts, and timelines.
      

      
      Most Strategy Assessment students choose to take on a significant strategic topic
         from the news, such as the Iranian nuclear program, the resurgence of Russia, international
         organized crime, the rise of the so-called Islamic State, cyber defense, counterterrorism,
         or the rise of China. These are unfolding case studies in which the outcome is not
         yet known, and again they acquaint students with what intelligence analysis is really
         like. Many students are also interested in exploring the implications of social media
         for various problem sets. Given the expanding opportunities for strategic analysis
         in the business world, students are increasingly finding that the Strategy Assessment
         framework (actors, goals, resources, evidence, interaction with allies and adversaries,
         and a constantly changing environment) also applies in competitive intelligence, especially
         when assessing high-tech companies such as Google or Tesla.
      

      
      An example of how strategic intelligence analysis elucidates an issue in more detail
         would be the rise of China: the question of whether or not it is a potential strategic
         threat to the United States has generated a vast literature both official[7]   and unofficial.[8]   Over the last four decades China has indeed made an astonishing transformation
         from a poor and isolated country to the second-largest national economy in the world
         and a central player in global manufacturing, finance, and trade. This has had implications
         in fields as various as the environment, espionage, cyber warfare, and intellectual
         property rights. Of most concern from a strategic point of view is the extent to which
         China’s rapidly increasing wealth is providing the resources to expand and modernize
         its armed forces. 
      

      
      Nowhere is the possibility of a strategic confrontation with China more obvious than
         in the South China Sea, where Beijing claims sovereignty over a vast area extending
         hundreds of miles off its southern coast, based on historic usage of the area. Over
         the past few years it has been strengthening its claim through dredging operations
         that are creating several artificial islands. The Chinese assert that the islands
         are to be used for such things as maritime safety and meteorological monitoring. On
         the other hand, neighboring countries and the United States, referring to the 1982
         UN Law of the Sea Convention, worry about maintaining transit rights (about half of
         the world’s oil tankers pass through the area) and sharing the region’s natural resources,
         such as oil and natural gas, fishing, and minerals on the sea floor. There is also
         concern about the environmental damage being done by the construction. The United
         States, as the world’s greatest military power, claims the right for its warships
         and aircraft to use international waters and airspace to maintain stability. It is
         a classic multidimensional security issue (Dolven, Kan, and Manyin 2013; Kaplan 2014).
      

      
      Prompted by increasing media coverage and faculty encouragement, a number of students
         in Strategy Assessment and other IA courses have taken on the South China Sea issue.
         Their intelligence questions vary, but typically include “How could conflict with
         China be avoided?” “What is the trend of Chinese activity, and what are the implications?”
         “How are other countries responding and what impact is that having?” “How valid are
         ecological concerns?” or “What are some possible outcomes?” From the IA perspective,
         one of the most interesting aspects of this issue is the role of satellite imagery
         in demonstrating the scale and pace of Chinese activity (Denyer 2015). Considerable
         thought and expertise is necessary to understand the images (what is military equipment
         and what is not, for example), and understanding the context is vital. This imagery
         is publicly available and compelling, and not the least interesting aspect is that
         Beijing has not challenged the accuracy or authenticity of the images. Although students
         initially focus on the security aspects, they also need to understand that the images
         have different implications for the Department of State, the Treasury Department,
         the Department of Commerce, the Intelligence Community, and so on, with possible trade-offs
         (would a more militant U.S. stance affect trade and investment?). The IA faculty simply
         could not have invented a case study with more and better teaching points.
      

      
      Assessment

      
      Given the main reason why students enter the IA program at JMU, which is to prepare
         for careers in intelligence analysis, the main way in which we assess whether we are
         achieving our objectives is the number of students who get jobs in the field. Typically,
         over 90 percent of IA students have a job in analysis within one year of graduating,
         although it is often not their dream job in one of the major federal agencies.
      

      
      To prepare for the competitive job market, all student work is, of course, carefully
         assessed, with particular emphasis in the grading rubrics on being clear, concise,
         and focused. As it turns out, JMU’s Center for Assessment & Research Studies[9]   is a national leader in assessing the quality of academic programs, and its expertise
         is available to the IA program. The center has a wide variety of means for collecting
         feedback from students, including suggestions for improvement. Working with the center,
         the IA faculty have started by identifying program-wide and course-specific objectives.
         To measure the degree to which these objectives are accomplished, there is a baseline
         survey of all sophomores (students’ first year in the program), and then a follow-up
         survey and focus groups during their senior year. Evaluations by students are also
         required in each individual course, along with faculty evaluations of students’ work.
         Presentation of the results of capstone projects is a public event, and evaluation
         sheets are part of that undertaking. An alumni survey has been attempted, but participation
         was too low to provide valid data. As IA is a relatively new program, there is not
         much data, at this point, on which to base judgments, and IA is, at the time of writing,
         only going through its first official Academic Program Review. 
      

      
      Managing Relations with Clients

      
      The IA program believes that there is no substitute for intense and mutually beneficial
         personal relationships. As noted, the program considers its main clients to be both
         potential employers and its students. To promote such relationships, faculty and students
         regularly attend professional conferences, make site visits, and host guest speakers
         on campus. A standard refrain in Strategy Assessment and other courses is that intelligence
         analysis is a decision support function, and that senior leaders want and need data
         and judgments that are presented in a useful way.
      

      
      As previously noted, considerable effort is exerted in fostering partnerships with
         the IA program’s main clients, employers, and students. Federal agencies with which
         the program has worked include the Central Intelligence Agency, the Drug Enforcement
         Administration, the Defense Intelligence Agency, the Department of Homeland Security,
         the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency,
         and the National Security Agency. Corporate partners include Accenture, Booz Allen
         Hamilton, CENTRA Technology, Deloitte, KPMG, Leidos, Lockheed Martin, and SAIC, as
         well as a number of smaller, more specialized consulting firms. These organizations
         regularly come to job fairs, send guest speakers to the JMU campus, provide topics
         for IA capstone projects, take students as interns, and eventually hire them as full-time
         employees. The IA Program is also exploring a number of more intense relationships
         with a variety of organizations, in both the government and corporate realms, for
         mutually beneficial cooperation on classroom materials, research, and hiring of students.
      

      
      Lesson Learned Exercises

      
      Historical case studies are an intrinsic component of many IA classes. Much can be
         learned by studying case studies that provide lessons learned—good and bad—from the
         past (Walton 2010). Two examples from World War II that are still relevant are the
         Battle of Midway and the Battle of Britain, both of which show the importance of multidimensional
         thinking, including for intelligence collection and analysis. More recent case studies
         used in Strategy Assessment include Stuxnet, the international oil business, and improvised
         explosive devices (IEDs). 
      

      
      The IED case study starts with the fact that after the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003,
         IEDs quickly became the largest single cause of American casualties. The Pentagon
         spent years and billions of dollars trying to find countermeasures. The initial approach
         was largely driven by efforts to identify effective technological solutions, but analysts
         found that insurgents could adapt more quickly than the often cumbersome defense bureaucracy
         in Washington, and casualties continued to mount. Finally, analysts realized that
         the problem needed to be reconceptualized (again: the importance of asking the right
         question), and started to think about it in more human terms, specifically through
         systems and network analysis. How did those IEDs get to the roadside? Who were the
         people who designed and built the devices, provided the money and components, recruited
         the operatives, and picked the target zones? This approach required getting out into
         the community to develop detailed local knowledge, and fit nicely into the Pentagon’s
         revised counterinsurgency strategy implemented from 2007 on. In the years that followed,
         casualties from IEDs were reduced from over 120 a month to zero (Atkinson 2007), one
         of the best recent examples of using analysis to save lives.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Education in strategic analysis, at JMU and other schools, is still very much a work
         in progress. Even though the U.S. military has been in the business for a long time
         and much can be learned from its efforts, it is still relevant to use the resources
         of academia to improve strategic thinking as the world becomes increasingly complex.
         Scholars, with the luxury of not having to face tight deadlines or life-and-death
         decisions, can potentially provide new ideas and more in-depth research. As part of
         this process, the IA program believes that important elements that should be emphasized
         include insights from other countries and cultures, rigorous consideration of future
         possibilities, familiarity with technology, critical thinking, checklists, addressing
         real problems and issues, effective communication, and a multidisciplinary approach,
         among others. This is not to say that there is not more work to be done in improving
         strategic analysis; even more areas to explore are suggested by the views expressed
         elsewhere in this volume. A final concern is whether leaders will take advantage of
         the insights offered.
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      Notes

      

      
      
         
            1. Other valuable books on structured analytic techniques include Jones 1998 and Heuer
                  1999.
               

            

         

         
            2. More detailed procedures and examples for these techniques, and others, can be found
                  in the Tradecraft Primer.
               

            

         

         
            3. See in particular President of the United States 2010; U.S. Department of Defense
                  2012, 2014, 2015.
               

            

         

         
            4. See http://www.jmu.edu/ia/.

            

         

         
            5. More information on the Defense Intelligence Agency’s Intelligence Community Centers
                  of Academic Excellence is available here: http://www.dia.mil/Training/ICCentersfor
AcademicExcellence/CurrentICCAEPrograms.aspx.
               

            

         

         
            6. Details on the conference are available here: https://www.jmu.edu/war-to-peace
-conference/index.shtml.
               

            

         

         
            7. The Office of the Secretary of Defense generates a Congressionally mandated Annual Report to Congress: Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s
                     Republic of China. Other recent examples include O’Rourke 2012 and Office of Naval Intelligence 2015.
               

            

         

         
            8. Among many examples, see Lieberthal and Singer 2012; Mandiant Corporation 2013; Yoshihara
                  and Holmes 2013; Johnson et al. 2014; Blackwill and Tellis 2015.
               

            

         

         
            9. Information on the Center for Assessment & Research Studies is available at http://www.jmu.edu/assessment/.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 4

      Here (Very Likely) Be Dragons

      
         
         
         
         Rex Brynen

         
         The Challenges of Strategic Forecasting

         
         
      

      
      Forecasting has much to contribute to strategic analysis. It is, however, a difficult—and
         sometimes thankless—task. This chapter addresses the challenges of policy-relevant
         prediction, and how they might best be addressed. In doing so it draws in part on
         a major study of forecasting accuracy by Defence Research and Development Canada (DRDC),
         the largest unclassified study of its kind ever looking at actual intelligence output.
         This DRDC study reviewed scores of reports and more than 2,000 specific predictive
         judgments produced by the Intelligence Assessment Secretariat (IAS) of Canada’s Privy
         Council (or cabinet) Office.[1] The chapter also draws extensively on the broader literature on strategic analysis,
         intelligence, forecasting, early warning, cognition, and organizational responsiveness.
      

      
      Prediction and Strategic Analysis

      
      Strategic forecasting—and hence the production of policy-relevant predictions[2]—is a key function for much of the intelligence community, and an implicit or explicit
         component of most strategic analysis. Policy makers want strategic warning, and hope
         thereby to avoid surprises that adversely affect important national interests.[3] They also want some sense of the possible future strategic landscape, so as to inform
         the decisions they make now and in the future. The identification of political, social,
         economic, technological, and military trends is a key part of this. This is not to
         say that such assessments are necessarily the basis for policy decisions, of course—that
         is, after all, rightly the purview of policy makers and political leaders, not of
         analysts. Rather, predictive assessments should be seen as one of many inputs into
         the policy-making process, and an intrinsically uncertain but potentially very useful
         one at that.
      

      
      When the analytic community fails to anticipate major developments, this often spurs
         debate about “intelligence failure,” what went wrong, and how it might be put right.
         The Cuban Missile Crisis, the 1973 Arab-Israeli War, the Iranian Revolution of 1979,
         the 9/11 attacks have all been paradigmatic cases within the modern literature on
         intelligence (see, for example, Jervis 2010; Knorr 1964; National Commission on Terrorist
         Attacks Upon the United States 2004; Schlaim 1976; U.S. House of Representatives 1979).
         More recent still, the “Arab Spring” and subsequent instability across the Middle
         East have raised questions about whether academics and strategic analysts alike underestimated,
         and hence under-predicted, the volatility of the region (Gause 2011; Norton-Taylor
         2012; U.S. Department of Defense 2012). Indeed, one review of Canadian intelligence
         assessments admitted that “the wave of protests and regime changes that swept the
         Middle East in 2011 had not been anticipated.” It added that there was no reason to
         believe that the United States, the United Kingdom, or others had done any better
         either (Levitz 2013).
      

      
      At the same time, there can be a peculiar resistance among strategic analysts to admitting
         that prediction is a central part of what they do.[4] While some analytical units may consider the identification of trends and possible
         future developments as a central component of the products they deliver, others may
         be content with largely describing the present while dropping vague and heavily caveated
         hints to what the future implications of all this might be.
      

      
      Former Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) official Jack Davis, for example, has argued
         that analysts should be less engaged in predicting outcomes than in identifying key
         facts and drivers of outcomes, leaving it to policy makers to anticipate the future:
      

      
         As a rule, [policy makers] find that insights from what is known provide more added
            value than predictions about what is unknown, even unknowable. Why? Departmental assistant
            secretaries, NSC staff directors, and policy officials see themselves as the analysts
            of last resort—the assessors who make the judgments for the President and other bosses
            on what is going on in country X and what lies ahead on issue Y. What these hands-on
            policy officials want most from intelligence professionals is solid information and
            sound argumentation for reaching their own bottom-line conclusions. . . . In this
            sense, the role of intelligence analysis is to reduce uncertainty for policy officials.
         

         
         How best does the intelligence analyst reduce uncertainty for key policymakers? To
            use the scout-coach analogy, not by predicting the score before the game is played,
            but by providing specialized information and insights that help the policy official
            in making the best game plan. (Davis 1995, 27–28)
         

      

      Yet in the very same piece Davis stresses the value of identifying “expected momentum”
         and “circumstances under which unexpected developments could occur” (1995, 29)—essentially
         predictive activities that hinge on assessment of more likely and less likely outcomes.
         The language of “trends,” “game changers,” “low probability, high impact events,”
         and “black swans” that often characterizes workday discussions within strategic assessment
         shops is similarly rooted in an underlying sense of plausible futures.
      

      
      Part of the reluctance to admit and embrace the challenge of prediction is perhaps
         an understandable concern that the term itself overstates the degree of foresight
         and precision that is possible. Reluctance almost certainly arises too from a fear
         of being proven wrong by events and being held (fairly or unfairly) responsible for
         things that were not anticipated, or predicted developments that failed to occur.
         Policy makers, after all, are particularly inclined to remember inaccurate predictions
         or false alarms, even more so than those assessments that proved to be prescient.
         While being wrong sometimes is inevitable, the bureaucratic costs of inaccurate judgment
         can be high.
      

      
      Consequently, a host of other, fuzzier terms are sometimes used to obfuscate the inherent
         predictive character of future-oriented judgments: horizon scanning, trend analysis,
         futures exercises, course of action analysis, campaign planning, and so forth all
         sound rather less definitive than “prediction” or “forecasting,” thereby helping to
         deflect blame for when things go wrong. Yet even the use of scenarios in strategic
         planning, which advocates are sometimes quick to assert is not predictive—is usually inherently predictive, in that it builds upon some assessment of what is possible,
         plausible, or likely in the future.[5] Similarly, many assessments of capabilities—for example, the acquisition of a new
         weapon system or the deployment of military forces—often contain substantial inherent
         future-oriented judgments about how such a capability might be employed and the way
         in which doctrine, training, command and control, and other factors might shape its
         future effectiveness.
      

      
      Countries with major global responsibilities (say the United States) or which might
         face sudden serious threats (for example, Israel) tend to place greater explicit emphasis
         on processes and products that offer explicit forecasting and strategic warning. Other
         countries, less vulnerable to strategic surprise and where decision makers likely
         face less urgency to act or react, may devote comparatively fewer resources to the
         task.
      

      
      Bureaucratically, analysts may find it safer to refrain from making forward-looking
         judgments, and instead provide semi-processed intelligence from which clients can
         draw their own conclusions. Clients may like this too, especially when the information
         provided is highly classified. However, the failure to offer some sense of what such
         data means is an abdication of analytic responsibility. It also means that the preconceived
         views of clients are even less likely to be challenged—an invitation to the sort of
         uncritical thinking and confirmation bias that is (as will be shown below) particularly
         associated with poor predictive judgment.
      

      
      Overcoming the Obstacles to Policy-Relevant Prediction

      
      As has already been noted, the challenges to effective forecasting are many (Betts
         1978). Herein they have been grouped into four broad, and sometimes overlapping, categories:
         data availability, issue complexity, analytic process, and institutional constraints.
         The first two of these largely relate in large part to the epistemological challenge
         of whether we can, indeed, predict the future (for a discussion, see Bruce 2008).
         The latter two generally address how, if prediction is possible and desired, we might
         do it better.
      

      
      Data

      
      Data is the prerequisite of all prediction: without it, it is impossible to assess
         trends or identify future possibilities. Key information may be missing or imperfect,
         however, especially when dealing with intelligence collection targets that are difficult
         to access or seek to deny and deceive. Deception, moreover, is not limited to rival
         governments, economic competitors, and hostile substate actors. In violent or repressive
         settings, even members of society at large may conceal their true views from others
         for the purposes of self-protection. Such widespread preference falsification makes
         it even more difficult for both locals and outsiders to gauge the political situation
         (Kuran 1991).[6] 
      

      
      Some of these deficiencies may be recognized. Others—the “unknown unknowns,” where
         analysts are not aware that they lack key information to begin with—present an even
         greater problem.
      

      
      Addressing these sorts of challenges is, to some degree, one of developing appropriate
         collection priorities and techniques. This is especially true of military secrets
         in the classic sense: the performance of a new weapons system, for example, or the
         location of military assets. While the intelligence “great powers” (the United States,
         Russia, China, and to a significant extent countries like Britain, France, Germany,
         Israel, and India) are able to collect substantial amounts of secret intelligence,
         many other countries are rather more limited in the quantity and quality of strategic
         information they can directly obtain, beyond that generated by open sources and regular
         diplomatic reporting. The smaller “Five Eyes” partners (Canada, Australia, New Zealand)
         are in the unusual position of having only limited national foreign secret intelligence
         collection capability and only small analytical communities, but having access to
         vast amounts of raw and processed intelligence by virtue of their intelligence partnerships
         with the United States and the United Kingdom.
      

      
      However, much of the key information necessary for strategic forecasting is not secret
         at all, but can be found in open sources (OS): economic data, public reports on political
         and social developments, media content, academic publications, and so forth. Modern
         information technology makes more information of this type more available faster than
         ever before.
      

      
      Current conflicts and security challenges illustrate how extensive such open source
         information can be, and the extent to which it increasingly provides data of a type
         and quality that was once unobtainable, or obtainable only through classified sources
         and methods. In the case of the Syrian civil war, for example, more detailed information
         is available on casualties than in any civil conflict in history. It was open source
         investigators who did much of the work of identifying chemical weapons usage by the
         Syrian regime.[7] Information on the identity and attitudes of thousands of violent extremists can
         be accessed via their online presence.[8] Individuals, scholars, and nongovernmental organizations now routinely make use of
         overhead imagery and other imagery intelligence (IMINT) tools that were once the exclusive
         purview of governments.[9] Indeed, the problem has often become one of more data than an analyst has the time
         to read and contemplate: as Thomas Fingar, former chair of the U.S. National Intelligence
         Council, has warned, “Many analysts feel overwhelmed because they attempt to—and cannot—‘read
         everything’ that collectors push at them and they know is available in unclassified
         materials . . . [t]he days when an analyst could, or could be expected to, read everything
         are long gone” (Fingar 2011, 11).
      

      
      Efforts to address the flood of strategically relevant open source information include
         aggregation and monitoring services (such as the U.S. intelligence community’s Open
         Source Center) as well as quantitative visualization and analysis tools designed to
         help extract trends and other items of significance from the “big data” that is now
         available. In the area of technology forecasting and horizon scanning, quantitative
         tools that track scientific publications, patents, and other indicators are increasingly
         used to identify emerging technologies (Auger 2015).
      

      
      Since 9/11 there has also been a recognition that strategic analysis needs to make
         better use of both the information and insights possessed by those outside the intelligence
         community, whether in other parts of government, among academics, or with other subject
         matter specialists. Such outside experts not only represent a source of outside analytical
         perspectives, but often have large amounts of domain-specific knowledge.
      

      
      However, effectively integrating OS material into strategic forecasting involves far
         more than collecting the data and making it available. Potential users—especially
         those in the national security and policy community who sometimes confuse the classification
         level of a report with its veracity or utility—need to understand its usefulness.[10] Analysts also need both the time and skills to make use of it. Often they have neither,
         whether due to inadequate training, limited resources and heavy workload, or poor
         management. Indeed, part of the reason why the CIA established a dedicated Open Source
         Center was the view that effective monitoring and communication of OS materials was
         a specialist function, not something that could be left to analysts and their spare
         time. Bess Puvathingal and Donald Hantula (2012) go a step further and note that attention
         also needs to be given to the psychology of information “foraging,” suggesting that
         this provides insight into the conditions under which analysts are most likely to
         gather and use such information productively.
      

      
      Complexity

      
      Strategic political and security assessments often examine systems that are not so
         much “complicated” as they are complex, dynamic, and adaptive—that is to say, more
         like a natural ecosystem than like a mechanical device like an automobile. Complex
         adaptive systems consist of dense networks of nonlinear relationships and feedback
         loops. They may be prone to homeostasis, whereby external shocks may be dampened by
         the system. They may also be prone to cascading changes and failures, whereby small
         changes in conditions create the conditions for subsequent dramatic transformations.
         Nassim Nicholas Taleb has warned that “history does not crawl, it jumps”—that is,
         it is characterized by sudden rapid changes. He warns that “black swans” (extremely
         rare events of high impact, that only appear predictable in retrospect) have become
         increasingly important in shaping the trajectory of societies in an increasingly interconnected
         and globalized world (Taleb 2010, xxii). Such events may even have disproportionate
         effect precisely because they were not anticipated.
      

      
      Consequently, some have questioned the ability of either scholars or government analysts
         to ever predict certain types of systemic political and strategic change. Charles
         Kurzman, for example, has argued that the Iranian revolution could not have been anticipated
         because even most Iranians considered it “inconceivable” until it was underway, and
         only at that point did they begin to “think the unthinkable” (Kurzman 2005). Merouan
         Mekouar has similarly suggested that the revolts of the Arab Spring were spurred by
         an informational cascade characterized by rapid changes in citizens’ perceptions of
         costs, benefits, and opportunity (Mekouar 2014; see also Brynen et al. 2012, 3, 109–12;
         Goodwin 2011). Highlighting the magnitude of the challenge, Philip Tetlock’s work
         on expert political prediction indicates that the ability of most political pundits
         to predict real-world events is no better than that of straight-line predictions,
         simple statistical algorithms, or even chimps predicting outcome by random chance
         (Tetlock 2005, 49–54).[11] 
      

      
      However, review of the accuracy of actual intelligence products provides somewhat
         greater grounds for optimism. In the case of IAS assessments, some 94 percent of analyst
         predictions were assessed to have been generally accurate.[12] In addition to impressive discrimination scores (that is, correctly separating events
         that would occur from those that would not), analysts did well in calibration too
         (assigning probability terms to predicted events that matched their actual rate of
         occurrence; Mandel and Barnes 2014, 10985; see also Mandel, Barnes, and Richards 2013).
         In contrast to Tetlock’s findings, which suggested that formal qualifications and
         expertise had little impact on predictive accuracy, analysis of IAS assessments also
         found that more experienced analysts do somewhat better, that predictions that receive
         the most intense analytical attention (key judgments) fare somewhat better, and that
         assessments conducted as part of an interagency process did somewhat better too. In
         short, for all the myriad challenges of policy-relevant prediction, it is possible
         to improve performance.
      

      
      Moreover, even if one accepts that cascading changes can make it difficult to determine
         the onset, scope, and consequences of certain types of events, strategic analysts
         can and ought to pay more attention to identifying the sorts of environments that
         might give rise to rapid systemic shifts. A useful analogy would be the sort of fire
         risk indicators widely used in the meteorological and forestry sectors: because many
         of the causal events that contribute to a major forest fire are exogenous (unpredictable
         careless human activity) or difficult to predict (lightning strikes), analysts focus
         on contextual conditions that contribute to rapid ignition and spread, and issue warnings
         on that basis.[13] In the same vein, a qualitative review of IAS assessments suggested that “for some
         time to come there may be a particular need in Middle East assessment to flag wildcards
         and low probability/high impact developments that could result in rapid and substantial
         shifts in otherwise apparently stable political trajectories.” This, the report, suggested,
         should not be confined merely to the “dogs that bark”—that is, evidently unstable
         areas that were already the focus of collection and analytical efforts—but also the
         “dogs that didn’t bark.” In other words, to avoid surprise it is important that one
         not become too distracted by current headlines and maintain some analytical attention
         to “underlying medium- and long-term trends in countries without ongoing protests
         or civil violence” (Levitz 2013).
      

      
      Analysis

      
      Information—even if it were to be fully accurate, complete, and accessible—does not
         generate forecasts all by itself. Rather, it must be interpreted and analyzed. The
         intellectual and cognitive barriers to doing so are substantial, especially when trying
         to understand the sorts of complex political and social processes described above.
      

      
      Two different sorts of challenges lurk here. The first concerns the adequacy and predictive
         value of the models that analysts consciously bring to bear on an issue. All sense-making
         and social prediction is essentially a function of modeling, whether implicit or explicit,
         since it fundamentally rests upon assumptions regarding what drives events and how
         these variables interact. Typically, analysts pick up some of this from prior education,
         a little from formal analyst training, and a lot from experience and observation.
      

      
      The degree to which they are acquainted with alternative models—for example, through
         interaction with scholars and others working on similar issues—can vary substantially.
         Although there has been marked improvement in interchange between the analytical and
         academic communities post–9/11, it still remains uneven, constrained by resources,
         available time, security classification, and organizational culture. Differences in
         the sorts of problems they address, the context for analysis, and the urgency and
         time frames involved constrain the influence of scholars on strategic analysis too.[14] All too often the strategic analysis community engages such expertise simply by holding
         academic outreach sessions at a broad level of generality. Embedding visiting scholars
         within the strategic assessment community is rare indeed, especially outside the United
         States. This is partly because of the complications of security clearances, as well
         as the associated risk that academics will inadvertently utilize classified information
         in their public lectures or scholarly writings. It is also because it is simply not
         standard bureaucratic experience, as there is rarely an existing procedure for making
         it happen.
      

      
      In my own personal experience, such interaction pays long-term dividends for both
         the analytic community and the scholar involved. Scholars acquire a much more nuanced
         sense of how information is acquired and used within the bureaucratic process, and
         experience which tends to heighten the value of their advice and input. Analytical
         units gain access to both domain knowledge and differing perspectives. The fact that
         scholars have careers outside the bureaucracy may also mean that they are less constrained
         by hierarchy, and can more safely and easily offer critical thinking that challenges
         current wisdom.
      

      
      The second challenge to better forecasting is perhaps even more serious than this.
         It involves not the deliberate and thoughtful choice of analytical models, but rather
         the many characteristics of human cognition that impair effective analysis. These
         problems have been recognized within the intelligence community for decades. As Richards
         Heuer noted in The Psychology of Intelligence Analysis (1999), human beings tend to perceive what they expect to perceive; form and adhere
         to implicit mental models that they are reluctant to change; and remember—imperfectly
         at that—what they want to know. They often handle imperfect information poorly, have
         difficulty linking cause and effect, and “satisfice” by uncritically accepting the
         first explanation they encounter that appears to fit the facts. They also rather poorly
         understand their own analytical process, such that “the analyst is typically unaware
         not only of which variables should have the greatest influence, but also which variables actually are having the greatest influence” (Heuer 1999, 56).
      

      
      To a substantial extent, modern analytic tradecraft has been designed to acquaint
         analysts with their perceptual biases, structure their analyses in such a way so as
         to clarify their assumptions and encourage exploration of competing hypotheses, identify
         indicators of change so as to minimize surprise, and generally promote more critical
         thinking.[15] The CIA’s own tradecraft primer generally groups these techniques into three categories:
         “diagnostic techniques are primarily aimed at making analytic arguments, assumptions,
         or intelligence gaps more transparent; contrarian techniques explicitly challenge
         current thinking; and imaginative thinking techniques aim at developing new insights,
         different perspectives and/or develop alternative outcomes” (CIA 2009, 5). The continuing
         challenge with many of these techniques—even in cases where analysts receive sufficient
         training with them—is the amount of time and resources that they might take to utilize.
         In a busy assessment organization, time and money may be a luxury in increasingly
         short supply. Urgent analyses may be least likely to benefit from alternative analytical
         methods, while lower-priority analytical tasks may be least likely to benefit from
         the investment of material resources.
      

      
      In recent years, growing work in cognitive psychology and decision science has contributed
         further insight into how analysis, and hence forecasting, might be further improved.[16] Several key themes emerge from this, with implications not only for the process of
         analysis, but also for analyst recruitment and training; writing and communication
         of assessments; and organizational structure and process (Sinclair 2010, 26–27).
      

      
      Tetlock’s research on political prediction has highlighted the substantial effect
         that cognitive style has on predictive accuracy. Specifically, those that he terms
         foxes (“those who ‘know many little things,’ draw from an eclectic array of traditions,
         and accept ambiguity and contradiction as inevitable”) fare much better than hedgehogs (“those who know ‘one big thing,’ toil devotedly within one tradition, and reach
         for formulaic solutions to ill-defined problems”) (Tetlock 2005, 2).[17] Research by the subsequent Good Judgment Project (supported by the Intelligence Advanced
         Research Projects Activity of the U.S. Office of the Director of National Intelligence)
         suggests that there is considerable room for improving performance through training
         analysts in probabilistic reasoning and in recognizing cognitive bias.[18] Analysts need to be good Bayesians too, updating their assessments in response to
         new or updated information.[19] There is also evidence that forcing analysts to change perspective—for example, by
         red-teaming[20] or by role-playing a conflict scenario (rather than simply reading about it; Green
         2002 and 2005)[21]—improves predictive accuracy.
      

      
      Second, team judgments appear to outperform judgments by single analysts. Several
         methods have been developed over the years to harness this effect, from Delphi polls
         of subject matter experts through to prediction markets wherein participants essentially
         bet on the outcome of specified events, thereby generating a price signal that can
         be used as an indicator of collective predictive judgment. Prediction markets have
         been shown to outperform individual predictors. However, simple team discussions may
         be as, or more, effective when certain aggregation techniques are used (Ungar et al.
         2012), and when groups are established and run in ways that are most likely to elicit
         a productive interplay of ideas (Hastie 2011). This latter point—that effective group
         dynamics involve more than simply assigning multiple people to a task—is something
         that some managers know intuitively, but is rarely formally taught as a managerial
         skill.
      

      
      Group forecasts are also improved by having greater diversity within the group (Yaniv
         2011).[22] While the extent of formal professional qualifications is usually a poor indicator
         of predictive accuracy, all expert judgment seems to improve with group discussion
         (Brugman et al. 2011). Even more impressive results can be obtained by selecting participants
         based on past forecasting performance. Indeed, civilian “superforecasters” in the
         Good Judgment Project seem to even out-predict professional intelligence analysts
         (Spiegel 2014). Such superforecasters tend to score higher on measures of fluid intelligence,
         are more likely to update beliefs, have a greater appetite for challenge, energetically
         collect information, and have superior domain knowledge (although not necessarily
         superior formal qualifications; Mellers et al. 2015b).
      

      
      Accountability and feedback mechanisms have been shown to improve the performance
         of analysts. For the most part, however, the intelligence community “has not systematically
         evaluated the accuracy of its estimates” (Friedman and Zeckhauser 2014) and has resisted
         using numerical indicators of estimated probability and other indicators and processes
         that would facilitate such evaluation both within and across agencies (Tetlock and
         Mellers 2011).
      

      
      Communications

      
      The manner in which early warning or other forecasting is communicated can have substantial
         effect on the way it is received by policy makers, and hence on its subsequent impact
         on policy. Care is needed in the communication of assessments so that a reader will
         understand a statement to mean exactly what an analyst intends. Many organizations
         thus provide explicit guidance on what words of estimative probability such as “likely”
         or “very likely” are meant to convey. In the case of Canada’s IAS, some divisions
         took this a step further and required analysts to include numerical probability statements
         (“9/10”) alongside predictions in draft assessments. While these faced some criticism
         for implying a false quantitative precision, in general they were found to have helped
         clarify intent, facilitate discussion, and reduce some of the most common errors involved
         in expressing future probability (Barnes 2015; see also Rosenburg 2008).
      

      
      Analysts need to also take care to avoid what Sherman Kent called the “lurking weasel”
         (Kent 1964)—that is, the tendency to hedge bets by using ambiguous statements, uncertain
         time frames, or offering non-falsifiable predictions or other conclusions. Best practice
         in the intelligence community has been to discourage this. In the academic and foreign
         policy community, however, it is commonplace. A quick review of both scholarly journals[23] and diplomatic reporting (for example, U.S. State Department cables published by
         WikiLeaks)[24] reveals that identification of trends is usually so hedged in vagueness or qualifiers
         as to offer no unambiguous signal as to what the analyst means.
      

      
      The physical format of assessments and briefings may also influence both predictive
         accuracy and the communication of strategic assessments to policy makers. In Canada,
         the IAS shifted to shorter reports that could be more rapidly produced and which were
         more easily digested by clients. However, fears were expressed that this format—which
         some analysts derisively referred to as “tweeting”—could prove less effective in providing
         strategic warning than longer and more substantive assessments (Levitz 2013). The
         frequent use of PowerPoint in briefings for senior officials can also have its problems.
         Unless prepared well, slides can limit or miscommunicate information. Information
         retention may be adversely affected too. Indeed, the failure of a PowerPoint presentation
         to effectively communicate key risks was identified as a contributing factor in the
         1986 Challenger disaster (Thompson 2003; Tufte 2006).
      

      
      Christoph Meyer et al., writing about the onset and escalation of armed violence within
         states, argue that the process of early warning is best understood through the lens
         of persuasion. Specifically, they warn about “the tendency to concentrate only on
         the scientific accuracy of forecasting, while neglecting communicative, cognitive,
         and political dynamics that connect producers and consumers of warning” (2010, 573).
         While the notion of strategic forecasting as “persuasion” resonates better in the
         atrocity-prevention (nongovernmental and academic) community than it does within intelligence
         institutions committed to some degree of policy neutrality, their approach does highlight
         the complex interplay between analysis, communication of that analysis, and the institutional
         and political context within which warning (or other types of policy-relevant prediction)
         takes place. In a similar vein, Fingar argues that analytical support to decision
         makers is most useful if there is ongoing dialogue between analysts and clients. He
         emphasizes, “Analysts can, should, and do regard reminding customers of long-term
         trends and strategic implications of current decisions as an important part of their
         job, but they must do so within the parameters of trust, temporal pressures, and the
         agendas of those they support. The alternative is to be regarded as unhelpful or irrelevant”
         (Fingar 2011, 13). As the Committee on Behavioral and Social Science Research to Improve
         Intelligence Analysis for National Security has noted, several factors complicate
         this dialogue. One of these impediments is differences in status, which make it difficult
         for junior analysts to ask senior policy makers questions about what information they
         need and why they need it. A second problem can be that of presumed “common knowledge,”
         whereby analysts assume clients see the world in more similar ways than is actually
         the case (Committee on Behavioral and Social Science Research to Improve Intelligence
         Analysis for National Security 2011, 76).
      

      
      The contemporary media environment adds a further complication. Policy makers today
         have easier access to more competing information sources than ever before. On the
         positive side, this makes them less vulnerable to bureaucratic capture due to dependence
         on official information. Conversely, it means that strategic analyses must compete
         for attention with a welter of emails, websites, social media campaigns, and online
         (often flawed or partisan) media of varying quality. It thus becomes increasingly
         important that analysts not only communicate their best assessment of emerging trends
         and future possibilities, but also proactively respond to some of the other less reliable
         analyses to which clients may have been exposed.
      

      
      Institutions

      
      Whether attention is paid to forecasts depends not only on their content (that is,
         whether they are timely, relevant, and communicate new information and analysis),
         but also on that elusive creature known as “political will.” Will is a complex and
         nebulous mix of how national interests are weighed and perceived, the nature of threats,
         domestic political calculations, the available means and resources, and perceived
         prospects for successful policy engagement. For the most part it lies outside the
         scope of this chapter.
      

      
      However, institutions also affect the quality and impact of strategic forecasting
         in other fundamental ways. They can serve to empower analysts to forecast better.
         Conversely, they can encourage practices, organizational cultures, and sustain institutional
         pathologies that weaken strategic assessment and its effects. In his important work
         on the UN response to early warnings of potential genocide in Rwanda, for example,
         Michael Barnett places considerable weight on these sorts of factors (2002). Institutional
         factors will determine who is charged with strategic forecasting, whom they are expected
         to serve, and how that task is defined. In order to better serve primary clients and
         so as to develop comparative advantages in key areas, different institutions may do
         different things in different kinds of ways. Institutional factors also shape the
         ways in which individual analysts approach their task, whether through the impact
         of hiring, training, human resources management, or the structure of the assessment
         production process. Institutional factors will shape how information is filtered,
         prioritized, and communicated.
      

      
      Here, discussion focuses on four organizational pathologies which tend to inhibit
         the effective production and dissemination of policy-relevant prediction: politicization
         of intelligence assessments; stovepiping and the “not written here” syndrome; the
         difficulties of organizational learning; and the question of accountability.
      

      
      Relatively little needs to be said about the problems that arise when analysts reshape
         or self-censor their assessment to fit with the policy preferences of their political
         masters—it has long been recognized as a problem. In the recent past the George W.
         Bush and Tony Blair administrations in the United States and the United Kingdom were
         accused of having done so in the run-up to the Iraq war, and in Canada the Stephen
         Harper government’s allergy to contradictory information may have created something
         of a chilly climate for unbiased assessment on some issues (climate change and Middle
         East politics come to mind) in some government agencies. Yet, as Richard Betts has
         noted, some politicization is inevitable. Analytic agencies thus need to show some
         political acumen if they want their analyses to be given due consideration (Betts
         2003).[25] 
      

      
      While it is simple enough for analysts to complain about pressures from politicians
         and policy makers, internal institutional distortions can be just as serious. The
         “not written here” problem is one that arises from a combination of bureaucratic turf
         wars and the propensity of analytical teams to value (even over value) in-house production
         over that produced by others. Agencies with implementation responsibilities are often
         especially reluctant to accept outside analysis that runs counter to current or proposed
         policy. In the Canadian case, it is not unusual to hear officials at the foreign ministry,
         Global Affairs Canada, downplay the value of trend assessment by the IAS, the Department
         of National Defence (DND), or the Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS)—although
         Canadian diplomatic reporting, like that of many countries, is curiously short of
         unambiguous forecasting. Similarly, IAS, DND, and CSIS analysts have been known to
         be jealous of their respective turf when one agency strays into predictive terrain
         that the other considers as its own backyard. For similar reasons, scanning and foresight
         work by Policy Horizons Canada appears to have relatively little impact on the national
         security community.[26] In this case, difference in work style and communicative language—including the latter’s
         rather more trendy and edgy style—probably contributes to the gap. The U.S. National
         Intelligence Council’s Global Trends reports and the UK Ministry of Defence’s Strategic Trends assessments seem to be better received within their respective countries, perhaps
         because they are produced within national security/foreign policy institutions.[27] 
      

      
      In Canada, the small size of the analytic community means that some of the barriers
         to collaboration can be easily overcome through personal relationships. In the United
         States, however, the sheer size of the Department of Defense, State Department, and
         CIA magnifies the problem of institutional stovepiping. This has been offset, however,
         by the impact of 9/11 and evident need for closer collaboration generated by war-fighting
         in Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere. The 9/11 attacks in particular led to a series
         of reforms of the U.S. intelligence community intended to enhance communication and
         cooperation. While it is doubtful that all of these organizational changes had the
         desired effect, there can be little doubt that war provides a powerful impetus for
         learning.
      

      
      Not all learning is necessarily positive, however. The failure to detect Iraqi weapons
         of mass destruction (WMD) programs in the early 1990s contributed to inflated assessments
         of Baghdad’s capabilities in the run-up to the 2003 war (Morrell and Harlow 2015,
         101).[28] In turn, the embarrassing failure to find any active Iraqi WMD program then led the
         CIA to “learn” to be more cautious again, as witnessed in subsequent years in its
         assessment of Iran’s nuclear program.
      

      
      Particularly problematic for positive learning by strategic assessment organizations
         is the absence of clear accountability mechanisms and metrics. The political process
         often holds the intelligence community to unreasonable expectations, conveniently
         uses it as a scapegoat, or wields it as a tool in political and policy fights. Within
         agencies, there is little retrospective review of past assessments and usually no
         way of systematically tracking the accuracy or utility of forecast (Friedman and Zeckhauser
         2014; Tetlock and Mellers 2011). Perhaps indicative of this problem, when DRDC issued
         an unclassified qualitative report on IAS predictive accuracy, senior officials—possibly
         embarrassed by criticism or suggestions for change—quickly had the report withdrawn
         from public circulation (Levitz 2013).
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      This chapter has briefly surveyed the challenges presented by policy-relevant prediction.
         It has argued that the evidence both from assessment agencies (such as Canada’s IAS)
         and from growing scholarship on cognition and forecasting indicates that there are
         a number of ways in which performance can be improved.
      

      
      If forecasting is to be improved, however, the very first step is to identify and
         acknowledge shortcomings when and where they exist. Doing so will require metrics
         whereby performance can be measured. It also requires accountability mechanisms that
         recognize and reward success on the one hand, and diagnose and address deficiencies
         on the other. To date, these still remain conspicuous by their absence in many organizations
         entrusted with strategic analysis.
      

      
      Enhancing forecasting capabilities also requires understanding and applying the insights
         of recent research on the topic. Within analytical agencies, a surprising number of
         mid- and senior-level management personnel have only limited exposure to this. There
         is also a tendency to emphasize the “art” of assessment over the “science.” While
         there is indeed much art to the process, it is foolish to not fully engage the latter
         too in an effort to improve strategic forecasting. Similarly, analyst training needs
         to be informed by the latest evidence as to how more accurate prediction can best
         be fostered.
      

      
      Finally, many of the most serious challenges are institutional ones. Does the format
         of analytical products, the assessment process, management style, and institutional
         culture within an analytic unit provide an optimum setting for effective forecasting?
         How can client preferences and analytical rigor best be balanced when the two pull
         in somewhat different directions? Does the institution even recognize that prediction
         is part of what it does? These questions need to be explicitly addressed, and not
         simply settled by bureaucratic inertia or the path of least resistance. Here, managers
         have a key role to play in thinking through the challenges of fostering appropriate
         incentives, structures, and behaviors.
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      Notes

      

      
      
         
            1. The IAS is tasked with providing the prime minister, cabinet, and senior government
                  clients with “original, policy-neutral assessments of foreign developments and trends
                  that may affect Canadian interests,” as well as “coordinat[ing] assessment work that
                  involves more than one federal department or agency” and “foster[ing] and strengthen[ing]
                  relationships with allied international assessment organizations.” Privy Council Office,
                  2015, “Privy Council Office Secretariats,” http://www.pco-bcp.gc.ca/index.asp?lang=eng&page=secretariats.
                  The present author was the primary coder for the project, which was led by David Mandel
                  (Defense Research and Development Canada) and Alan Barnes (IAS). The study reviewed
                  more than 1,500 individual predictive judgments in IAS assessments. See Mandel and
                  Barnes 2014. 
               

            

         

         
            2. Some of the literature draws a distinction between “forecasting” and “prediction,”
                  although there is far from any consensus on what that difference might be. Herein
                  the terms are treated as largely interchangeable.
               

            

         

         
            3. Jack Davis argues that “warning analysis should give primacy of place to avoidance
                  or limitation of damage—and not to the unrealistic standard of avoidance of surprise.
                  In other words, the ultimate goal of effective warning is to maximize damage limitation
                  not predictive accuracy.” While he is right in highlighting the inevitably of some—perhaps
                  many—surprises, his conception of damage limitation still hinges heavily on a predictive
                  function, namely assessing the future plausibility or likelihood of particular strategic
                  developments (Davis 2003). In the 1970s Cynthia Grabo noted that “strategic warning
                  is not a forecast of imminent attack, but rather a forecast of probable attack and
                  it is this above all which the policy official and commander need to appreciate”—again
                  highlighting that even if forecasts are not predictions of specific events at a specific
                  time, they are nonetheless probabilistic statements of possible or likely future developments
                  (Grabo 2002, 118).
               

            

         

         
            4. David Mandel notes that at one workshop he attended, an intelligence professional
                  objected to efforts to assess predictive accuracy on the grounds that “intelligence
                  is not in the business of making predictions” (Mandel, Barnes, and Richards 2013,
                  3).
               

            

         

         
            5. Of course, much strategic surprise arises precisely because something was thought
                  to be unlikely or impossible. Given that, there is also considerable value in alternative
                  futures exercises and similar techniques that call upon planners to strategize against
                  the most harmful, and not necessarily the most likely, threat.
               

            

         

         
            6. Preference falsification further amplifies the effects of informational cascades,
                  creating the potential for what Kuran describes as “revolutionary bandwagoning” (1991).
               

            

         

         
            7. For information on deaths and human rights abuses, see the Syrian Observatory for
                  Human Rights website at http://www.syriahr.com; for open-source information and analysis
                  of Syrian chemical weapons use, see Bellingcat at https://www.bellingcat.com/category/news/mena and the earlier Brown Moses blog at http://brown-moses.blogspot.ca.
               

            

         

         
            8. See, for example, Berger and Morgan 2015, as well as the work of the International
                  Centre for the Study of Radicalization at King’s College London, http://icsr.info.
               

            

         

         
            9. See, for example, The Arkenstone (a blog devoted to open source IMINT—image intelligence—and technical analysis of
                  the Iranian military) at http://thearkenstone.blogspot.com; or the Sentinel Project
                  (which uses crowdsourcing and open source imagery for the purposes of mass atrocity
                  prevention) at https://thesentinelproject.org.
               

            

         

         
            10. On the challenges of more effective use of OSINT, see comments by Doug Naquin (2007).

            

         

         
            11. For a more general discussion of the analytical challenges of prediction, see Gardner
                  2010. For a popular summary of the findings of the Good Judgment Project, see Tetlock
                  and Gardner 2015.
               

            

         

         
            12. “Accurate” here indicates that the predicted even occurred, even if different in significant
                  (but not fundamental) ways from what was originally predicted. One major methodological
                  difference between the DRDC/IAS study on the one hand and the Tetlock and Good Judgment
                  Projects on the other arises from the source of predictions. In the former, many predictions
                  were self-identified and selected by analysts. In the latter, predictions were externally
                  provided as questions (“Will country X have a revolution in the next year?”) to participants
                  in the experiment.
               

            

         

         
            13. See, for example, the work of the Predictive Services Program of the U.S. National
                  Interagency Fire Center at http://www.predictiveservices.nifc.gov/predictive.htm.
                  I am grateful to Kedra Hildebrand for suggesting the analogy.
               

            

         

         
            14. See comments by academic-turned-CIA-analyst-turned-academic Paul Pillar (2010). See
                  also the various contributions on academics and the national security community in
                  Perspectives on Politics 2010: 8.
               

            

         

         
            15. See, for example, the analytic techniques discussed in Grabo 2002; Central Intelligence
                  Agency 2009.
               

            

         

         
            16. In particular, see Fischhoff and Chauvin 2011. See also Dhami et al. 2015.

            

         

         
            17. Daniel Drezner has suggested that most academic (international relations) scholars
                  are “hedgehogs,” which may hamper their ability to generate accurate predictions (2009).
                  For a dissenting view, see Farrell 2009.
               

            

         

         
            18. Good Judgment Project, accessed August 8, 2015, http://goodjudgment.com. See also Mellers et al. 2014;
                  and Mellers et al. 2015a.
               

            

         

         
            19. So named after British statistician Thomas Bayes (1701–1761). The Bayes theorem describes
                  how new data should update beliefs. Experiments with intelligence analysts suggest
                  that training in Bayesian methods improves assessment skills (Mandel 2015). For a
                  broader and more popular discussion, see Silver 2012.
               

            

         

         
            20. Red-teaming typically involves having an alternative analytical group challenge the
                  assumptions, priorities, and plans of an organization or analyst. For an overview,
                  see UK Ministry of Defence 2012; and Red Team Journal, at http://redteamjournal.com.
               

            

         

         
            21. The interactive aspect of role “play” seems to be particularly important—experiments
                  in role “thinking” (that is, putting yourself in someone else’s shoes) suggests it
                  is markedly less effective (Green and Armstrong 2011).
               

            

         

         
            22. See also Page 2007, whose “diversity prediction theorem” suggests that diverse groups
                  will outperform single experts or homogenous groups.
               

            

         

         
            23. Gerald Schneider, Nils Petter Gleditsch, and Sabine Carry note the general doubts
                  many international relations scholars have about forecasting events, although they
                  are more optimistic about the capacity of scholars to do so (2011). Bruce Bueno de
                  Mesquita is perhaps the contemporary political scientist most optimistic about forecasting
                  events, in his case using a game theory/rational choice framework that incorporates
                  expert assessments of the preferences and policy influence of key decision makers
                  and institutions (Bueno de Mesquita 2010).
               

            

         

         
            24. U.S. diplomatic cables from Tunis before the 2011 overthrow of President Ali, for
                  example, highlighted the growth of pervasive corruption at length. Other than a single
                  observation that “those at the top . . . [are] likely to remain in power,” however,
                  the report offered no assessment whatsoever of the future impact or consequences of
                  the problem. Indeed, even the term “likely” (which usually conveys around a 25% chance
                  of something else happening instead) seems to have been used in order to hedge bets
                  rather than offer any sort of political forecast (U.S. Embassy Tunis 2008). Similarly,
                  a report on the future of Tunisia and Tunisian-U.S. relations offered vague assessments
                  such as “in a region in turmoil, Tunisia has better prospects than most even though
                  it is troubled” (U.S. Embassy Tunis 2009).
               

            

         

         
            25. In its most recent intelligence reform, Israel has actually encouraged its Directorate
                  of Military Intelligence (AMAN) to make policy recommendations. This, however, likely
                  reflects the peculiar nature of civil-military relations within Israel, which are
                  unlike those in most Western countries (Kupperwasser 2007, 16).
               

            

         

         
            26. Policy Horizons Canada was established as “an organization within the federal public
                  service that conducts strategic foresight on cross-cutting issues that informs public
                  servants today about the possible public policy implications over the next 10–15 years”
                  (“Who We Are.” Policy Horizons Canada, http://www.horizons.gc.ca/eng/content/who-we-are).
               

            

         

         
            27. Office of the Director of National Intelligence, “National Intelligence Council: Global
                  Trends,” 2015, http://www.dni.gov/index.php/about/organization/national-intelligence
-council-global-trends; and UK Ministry of Defence, “DCDC Strategic Trends Programme,”
                  https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/strategic-trends-programme.
               

            

         

         
            28. Morell is a former deputy and acting director of the CIA. 

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 5

      The U.S. National Intelligence Council’s Global Trends

      
         
         
         
         Mathew Burrows

         
         Both More and Less Than Meets the Eye

         
         
      

      
      The National Intelligence Council’s Global   Trends series draws huge attention in the public arena when they are published, but they
         should not necessarily be seen as evidence of a deep strategic culture existing in
         the Intelligence Community (IC). Over time, a recognition of the need for more strategic
         analysis has grown among both intelligence and policy officials, but the current emphasis
         on tactical intelligence and crisis management by policy makers militate against the
         establishment of a deeper strategic culture. 
      

      
      The above sums up my views of where strategic analysis stands in the U.S. government
         based on the ten years I spent at the National Intelligence Council (NIC) between
         2003 and 2013. I am proud to have concluded my career at the NIC, seeing my tenure
         there as a crowning achievement as well as a virtual paradise for a senior analyst.
         As NIC Counselor, I was responsible for pulling together the Global Trends reports that are published quadrennially to coincide with the beginning of each new
         and returning administration.[1]   In addition, I oversaw the production of the DNI’s Annual Threat Assessment. The
         office I led—the Analysis and Production Staff (APS)—reviewed and published all of
         the NIC’s written production, giving me an unequalled perspective on the NIC and,
         more broadly, the IC’s strategic analysis capabilities.[2]   
      

      
      A Unique Organization

      
      It is worth pausing to talk a little about the NIC itself, which is a very unique
         organization. In my experience, there’s nothing like it anywhere. Even the UK’s Joint
         Intelligence Committee—on which it was partially modeled—does not match it in terms
         of mission and capabilities. Set up after the Second World War, the NIC has the special
         mission of helping the president and his senior foreign policy team think about the
         direction of developments impacting the United States’ most important foreign policy
         objectives. Hence, there was a lot of production in my day on such issues as the future
         of Iraq, Afghanistan, or weapons of mass destruction (WMD) proliferation. Much of
         this analysis looked three to five years out, compared to the JIC’s which was much
         more focused on current developments over the next six months or so. 
      

      
      There is another key difference, which makes the NIC extra special. Sherman Kent and
         the other founders believed that all the intelligence which could ever be collected
         would never provide enough clues to the course of future developments. Indeed, analysts
         had to use their own accumulated knowledge and insights in addition to hints and suggestions
         provided by both open and classified sources to forecast future developments. And,
         even after doing so, there would still be uncertainty. Hence, the need for a methodology
         which could describe how much confidence the IC had in the various scenarios of the
         future. For that reason, NIC products are notoriously difficult to read: the judgments
         are always couched not only in terms of the probability of events occurring, but also
         as to how confident analysts are about those assigned probabilities and outcomes.
         
      

      
      University of Pennsylvania professor Philip Tetlock has written extensively about
         “super forecasters”—individuals endowed with innate skills to foresee future events
         (Tetlock and Gardner 2015). They often obtain those skills by continually questioning
         their own assumptions about future developments. I would certainly concur. Some analysts
         are naturally better at thinking about change, including about discontinuities. Most
         of us, on the other hand, are comfortable with linear projections, but not disruptive
         change. 
      

      
      It is hard to train analysts for those instincts key to foresight, but not impossible.
         It was quite evident from the initial drafts of NIC products whether the analyst could
         “think out of the box,” questioning all the usual assumptions on the topic and come
         up with something else than the usual array of foreseeable outcomes. One of my colleagues
         said she could detect in the first few sentences whether the draft had such promise.
         Where it did not, it usually resulted in a hard slog to get the drafter to reconceptualize
         a much wider range of future possibilities. 
      

      
      However, the NIC and the Intelligence Community had established over time a system—certainly
         not foolproof—that sought to counter most people’s usual inclination to think about
         the future as an extension of the present. First, there was the APS itself—a group
         of well-seasoned analysts and editors—who were not substantive experts oftentimes
         on the topics at hand but who had worked on so many drafts for so many years that
         they developed an innate sense of when a draft fell short by not questioning assumptions
         or possibilities for future developments. 
      

      
      Over time, the requirements for explicitly stating in the draft current assumptions
         became enshrined in the process. All the National Intelligence Officers (NIOs) had
         to peer review major publications with the rest of the NIC at two stages—the conceptual
         one and later when there was a first draft. With all NIOs or deputies plus sometimes
         others from around the IC present, it was oftentimes a difficult experience for the
         NIO offering his or her work up for review. He or she had to defend the paper against
         any number of critiques, often resulting in a complete rethinking of the premises
         for the draft. 
      

      
      Notable failures, such as the infamous Iraqi WMD National Intelligence Estimate (NIE),
         only led to more efforts during my 2003–13 tenure to counter what was viewed as a
         normal human failing of not questioning enough our own preconceptions and running
         with the crowd. There is now greater emphasis in drafts to think explicitly and systematically
         about different futures. No other organization in the IC or—I would venture—in academe
         or business is as painstaking, thorough, or systematic when trying to think strategically
         about future possibilities. 
      

      
      Global Trends—Perhaps the Most Unique IC Product
      

      
      If the NIC is unique, Global Trends is an even more unique product coming out of the usually secretive Intelligence Community.
         The first two Global Trends—with forecasts out to 2010 and 2015 respectively—predated my tenure at the NIC. That
         second edition—Global Trends 2015—in particular set the pattern for the subsequent three editions (2020, 2025, and
         2030) that I authored. Except for the first one (which was later declassified) they
         were all unclassified, which sets an important precedent. Many intelligence officials
         are leery of publishing anything openly even if it contains no classified sources
         for fear it allows foreign countries a window into the thinking of the Intelligence
         Community. 
      

      
      If it were not for the fact that the NIC is composed of many “outsiders” (nonintelligence
         careerists) I doubt the Global Trends project would have gotten off the ground. One of the NIC’s strengths in my mind has
         been the fact that it is oftentimes headed by someone who does not have a long intelligence
         career. Ambassador Robert Hutchings who hired me had served at the NIC on two occasions
         before becoming NIC Chair in 2003, for example, but he had spent most of his career
         at Radio Free Europe, the State Department, and the National Security Council. 
      

      
      Importantly for the future of the Global Trends series, there was a group of mostly “outsiders” who spearheaded the drafting and
         publication of Global Trends 2015. They believed that the Intelligence Community was not necessarily following the
         most important drivers shaping the future and sought outside expertise in analyzing
         future trends. For that reason, Global Trends 2015 had the highly significant subtitle: A Dialogue abou the Future with Nongovernment Experts. 
      

      
      For all the outward-looking character of the NIC (composed at senior levels with one-quarter
         to one-third of nonintelligence careerists), Global Trends 2015 had a stormy beginning. From the stories I heard, some NIOs strongly opposed its
         publication to the outside world. However, in the end, the proponents were bolstered
         by the positive media reaction—Ted Koppel even featured it on two consecutive nights
         of his popular Nightline broadcast. It also got a good reception from the policy-making community, becoming
         a key reference for many policy planners. One prominent policy maker even told me
         how she used it to prepare for her confirmation hearing. I remember Ambassador Hutchings
         saying that the first piece of advice he got from the NIOs when he took charge was
         to publish another edition. For him and subsequent NIC chairs, it is a vehicle that
         they have used to engage broader audiences. Tom Fingar—who was NIC chair when I was
         preparing Global Trends 2025 in 2008—once told me that even after leaving the NIC, he continued to “dine off”
         Global Trends for “years.” For many inside and outside the Beltway, it has become the public face
         of the NIC. 
      

      
      Taking Global Trends on the Road

      
      Global Trends 2015, as the subtitle suggested, was a dialogue with non-government experts, but the experts
         were mostly from the United States. Hutchings wanted the next Global Trends to reach out farther, and so he set in motion the first attempt to go outside the
         United States and engage a broad set of non-U.S. experts. I remember him saying that
         it is impossible to learn about, let alone understand where trends are headed by staying
         in Washington, DC. For Global Trends 2020, it was decided to have overseas workshops, with one meeting on every continent with
         the exception of course of Antarctica. Also, the Middle East was dealt with outside
         the region for security reasons at a workshop at Wilton Park, UK, where Middle East
         specialists were invited. In the case of Europe and Russia/Eurasia, there were back-to-back
         meetings in Budapest. 
      

      
      This was a start, but by no means perfect. The workshops featured general discussions
         around major themes, especially regional dynamics. Beginning with the next Global Trends 2025 in 2007–8, the discussions were more focused and intensive because participants could
         read beforehand a working document. Moreover, we started going to more places. Besides
         U.S.-friendly locales like Singapore or London, we also held workshops in Beijing
         and Moscow. By the time of the Global Trends 2030 volume, we visited more than twenty overseas venues and as many or more different
         locales in the United States.
      

      
      From Global Trends 2015 on, the outreach effort was aimed at diversifying as much as possible the kinds of
         experts we would engage.[3]   There was a universal assumption on the part of all the NIC chairs, myself, and
         other contributors that the more we got outside the Washington “bubble,” the greater
         the chances for understanding the complicated drivers of the future. I met on one
         trip with hedge fund managers in New York and London. We had a meeting with City of
         London types to get a better sense of business perspectives. We went to Egypt, Israel,
         and Persian Gulf countries in addition to further meetings abroad at Wilton Park with
         Middle East officials and analysts who lived in countries it was difficult to visit.
         For Global Trends 2030, particularly, we made a special effort to visit eight or so cities in different
         regions of Africa. 
      

      
      The original meetings for Global Trends 2020 were rather staid conferences featuring one panel after another talking about the
         grand themes. They usually were hosted by a partner institution, typically a think
         tank or university. For later volumes, we expanded the types of meetings, increasing
         the number of one-on-one exchanges or small group meetings with chosen experts or
         officials. I can remember, for example, meeting with the head of the Singaporean civil
         service, who greeted us with his own briefing on global trends. 
      

      
      This growing number of meetings was facilitated by the Atlantic Council who opened
         doors to places and people we could not have easily reached. We had our own means
         of outreach to our Five Eyes (UK, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand) counterparts.
         U.S. embassies introduced us to many of their own contacts in other governments. But
         we were always concerned that we were not getting enough exposure to those outside
         government circles—hence the value of the Atlantic Council with its independent networks.
         
      

      
      Over time, other Washington-based think tanks also helped introduce us to their contacts.
         And, increasingly, the institutions we visited for one Global Trends volume wanted us back for the next. I can remember, for example, the head of the
         Beijing-based and closely government-affiliated China Institute of Contemporary International
         Relations (CICIR) saying he enjoyed hosting us because it was one of the few times
         when he could get his analysts to sit down together and talk across disciplines on
         global trends. CICIR also translated the last two Global Trends reports, in part to help themselves think about the future. The French Ministry of
         Defense also has published a Global Trends–like work on which they sought my advice. In response, I convened in 2010 with the
         help of the Atlantic Council an international conference of practitioners from a dozen
         or so countries to share insights and perspectives. 
      

      
      Strengths and Weaknesses

      
      In 2010, University of California at Berkeley professor Steve Weber and at the time
         RAND analyst Eli Ratner offered to examine all four Global Trends documents published up to that point, identifying areas of strengths and weaknesses.
         We were just gearing up on Global Trends 2030 so I saw their efforts as being very helpful. It was all so fitting too since the
         first Global Trends published in 1995 had projected trends out to 2010. 
      

      
      The results of the Weber/Ratner study were revealing. First, there was a noticeable
         difference between Global Trends 2010 and all the others published afterwards. In Global Trends 2010, the NIC authors wrote about how there would be more continuity than change. The
         United States would not face a peer competitor. At the time, globalization was in
         full throttle and the post–Cold War world looked like it was remaking itself in the
         U.S. or Western image. By the time Global Trends 2015 was being drafted in 1999–2000, it was clear that this Pollyannaish view of world
         development was out of date. Global Trends 2015 by no means endorsed Samuel Huntington’s clash of civilization thesis, but it saw
         that change was overtaking continuity. The U.S. worldview faced challenges even if
         there was still no clear peer competitor on the military side. Interestingly, in late
         2014 and beginning 2015, various news organizations went back to look at Global Trends 2015 to see how it stood the test of time and appeared surprised that it got so many things
         right.[4]   
      

      
      The Weber/Ratner verdict was also positive, praising the reports for successfully
         identifying key drivers. The regional analysis was particularly strong. Where there
         was a constant shortfall, however, was in forecasting the rate of change. Even in
         subsequent editions after Global Trends 2010, we always underestimated just how quickly change was taking place. Global Trends 2025 foresaw, for example, the future international system as becoming multipolar, but
         not as early as the 2010s. We assumed that China would still in the mid-2010s be following
         Deng Xiaoping’s advice of “biding” time[5]   and Russia would remain mired in its internal problems, not challenging international
         rule of law by its annexation of Crimea and becoming again an active player in the
         Middle East. Over the longer run, we did foresee a breakdown of the international
         system, warning rather presciently in the 2008 edition that “we cannot rule out a
         19th century-like scenario of arms races, territorial expansion, and military rivalries.”
         
      

      
      Another key gap was on ideology. This was a recurrent criticism and one that we found
         difficult to overcome. Certainly, as everyone acknowledged, we no longer lived in
         an ideological age such as during the Cold War when communism presented a direct challenge
         to Western market capitalism and democracy. We spent some time delving into state
         capitalism in Global Trends 2008; early on we also talked about the possibility of the return of a caliphate, featuring
         it as one of the four key scenarios in the 2004 volume. However, it was difficult
         to get a fix on the scope and extent of these ideological challenges. 
      

      
      Our failure on the growing ideological challenges was a reflection of the internal
         debates we were having at the time. Many found it hard to imagine that there could
         be a real challenge to the Western system of market capitalism and democracy. Conservative
         critics were particularly scathing of Global Trends 2025’s forecasts of the United States’ relative decline and of the growing clout of non-Western
         powers.[6]   Even those who acknowledged the emergence of an increasingly multipolar world did
         not foresee that there could be stiff ideological challenges to the Western model.
         
      

      
      On jihadism, there was more acknowledgement in the Global Trends works of its attractiveness and sustainability, rooted as we saw it in societal struggles
         over the Middle East’s backwardness, inequalities, and modernization challenges. However,
         even here, there was perhaps too much optimism about jihadism being eventually vanquished
         and an assumption that over time Western values would prevail. Global Trends 2030, for example, talked about “political pragmatism” trumping ideology, helped by a
         growing civil society and eventually producing a new cadre of pragmatic and entrepreneurial
         leaders. This may still eventually happen. However, Global Trends 2030 was perhaps too optimistic about the immediate aftermath of the Arab uprisings—which
         with the possible exception of Tunisia has led to more, not less authoritarianism
         in the region. 
      

      
      Overall, Global Trends is probably more forward-leaning that any other official government document on the
         geopolitical and ideological challenges facing the United States, but looking back
         from a 2016 perspective I think we should have been even more forthright in seeing
         the breakup of the Western order, including its ideological underpinnings. 
      

      
      The Challenge of Factoring in Technology

      
      From the beginning we had problems with how to analyze technology trends. We engaged
         one prominent think tank who gave us little help. The 2004 and 2008 volumes provide
         good overviews of technological developments. And we were always clear that technology
         was a game changer on a number of political, economic, and social fronts, but we provided
         few details. Countries who did not invest in new technologies were doomed; by contrast,
         developing countries that did could leapfrog more developed ones. 
      

      
      For Global Trends 2030, we decided to double down on technology, but to do so we needed to get help from
         outside the Intelligence Community. We went, of course, to what we saw as the source
         of much of the technological change, Silicon Valley. The fulsome—and even dense—chapter
         on the emerging technologies and likely disruptions (both positive and negative) in
         Global Trends 2030 is the result. That chapter looks at four technology areas: information technology,
         automatic and new manufacturing technologies, resource technologies, and health technologies.
         We saw them as dramatically shaping global economic, social, and military developments
         by 2030. We also talked about a shift of the technological center of gravity from
         West to East and South spurred by multinationals focusing on the fastest-growing emerging
         markets and emerging-economy corporations rapidly becoming internationally competitive.[7]   
      

      
      No doubt we should have gone earlier because there was a pronounced view in Silicon
         Valley on the virtues of technology that was lacking if one stayed on the East Coast.
         For many West Coasters, the emerging technologies were going to solve all the problems
         we talked about in the Global Trends series, from underdevelopment to food and water scarcities and climate change. 
      

      
      We needed to hear that view being argued, even if we did not completely adopt it in
         Global Trends 2030. Obviously technology is critical, but so is good governance. I believe we got the
         technology question largely right, by putting it in a broader perspective, showing
         the likely and possible political, economic, and social impacts. In a way, we tried
         to blend Washington’s focus on government action and the West Coast’s celebratory
         preoccupation (and rightly so) with fabulous tech innovations. Up to Global Trends 2030, we underestimated the scope of the technological revolutions, while Silicon Valley
         and others did not see the negative economic and social repercussions. The other service
         that Global Trends 2030 performed was to highlight the broader national security implications of technology,
         such as increasing social dislocations caused by automation and robotics, whereas
         much of the earlier stress had been largely on military applications. 
      

      
      Dealing with Resource Constraints

      
      Global Trends 2025 and Global Trends 2030 innovated by including large sections on possible impacts of climate and environmental
         changes. In the same way that the global trends work examined changing technology
         trends in terms of their broader impacts, so the last two editions looked at how a
         combination of factors, such as changing precipitation patterns and exploding population
         growth, could trigger water and food insecurity. 
      

      
      During this same time period, the NIC produced its first ever climate change National
         Intelligence Estimate; the methodology developed for that work was also incorporated
         and elaborated on in the last two Global Trends. We worked closely with Columbia University’s Earth Institute and other scientific
         and regional experts to assess likely political, economic, and social impacts from
         climate/environmental changes in the most vulnerable countries around the world. We
         did not develop our own climate change projections or scenarios, but used those developed
         by the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) for its various
         assessments. The IPCC provided some regional scenarios; our efforts, with the help
         of outside experts, focused on breaking down those forecasts and examining the effects
         in subregions. Additionally, we brought together the climate and environmental experts
         with those versed in the political, social, and economic trends of the various regions
         to gauge likely impacts. At the time, there had been little work on how vulnerable
         countries would react to climate and environmental changes. 
      

      
      It became clear from examining the potential impacts that a very large number of countries
         would be seriously affected. The United States had strong national security interests
         in many of the affected countries and regions. Therefore, we painted a picture not
         only of large-scale climate and environmental impacts but also of national security
         being affected by climate change. No study of regional futures could exclude some
         consideration of environmental factors. 
      

      
      The Global Trends works have consequently been praised by environmentally focused think tanks, nongovernmental
         organizations (NGOs), and academic and scientific specialists for bringing the climate
         and environmental issues to the fore and making the link with national security. It
         and the NIE proved instrumental in setting out the lines of enquiry for government
         analysis of climate and environmental change. 
      

      
      Using Quantitative Modeling to Enhance Global Trends

      
      As mentioned above, the Global Trends work was based on extensive interaction with experts—American ones to begin with
         but increasingly with global ones with each subsequent edition. It is fair to say
         that this qualitative or Delphic approach to understanding possible futures remains
         the dominant feature of the Global Trends work. Beginning with Global Trends 2025, we began to work closely with the University of Denver’s Pardee Center and its director,
         Professor Barry Hughes. He and the Pardee Center had developed an International Futures
         (IFs) model which is a large-scale, multi-issue, long-term global forecasting tool.
         It represents interacting demographic, economic, energy, agricultural, health, educational,
         infrastructure, sociopolitical, and environmental subsystems for 186 countries. The
         model is integrated with a database of more than 2,500 historical series. IFs also
         had the advantage of being openly available on the Internet.[8]   Our use of the model could be checked by others, but more importantly, we would
         be using a tool that is easily accessible to others. Most other models with the same
         scope are not as widely available. 
      

      
      A joint examination of the quantitative findings of future trends across numerous
         regional and functional areas became the first step in producing Global Trends 2025 and Global Trends 2030. I can remember discussing the potential for a global economic breakdown a year or
         so before the 2008 financial crisis based on some of the IFs modeling. The sections
         dealing with state failure and democratic deficits were also heavily informed by the
         modeling. We also used scholarly work correlating demographic trends like youth bulges
         with high levels of internal and interstate conflict as a tool for highlighting continuing
         risks of instability in the Middle East, South Asia, and sub-Saharan Africa. 
      

      
      The quantitative findings were enhanced by the structured engagements described above
         with diverse sets of experts who were asked to critique the modeling results. As mentioned,
         we visited twenty countries and met with hundreds of government officials, university
         professors, businesspeople, media and think tank experts, and civil society organizations.
         We also engaged hundreds in a password-protected blog exercise. Our goal with this
         process was that the initial quantitative findings would benefit from a critique by
         as diverse a body of qualified and interested people as possible. The emphasis here
         was on diversity to reflect the increasingly important views of those in non-Western
         countries who do not necessarily share our assumptions and preconceptions.
      

      
      A Bigger Impact Outside Than Inside the Intelligence Community

      
      The NIC’s Global Trends reports have triggered the establishment of a veritable cottage industry of similar
         reports both inside and outside the U.S. government. Many of the countries I visited
         decided themselves to try to produce similar documents for their own governments.
         In Russia, where Global Trends volumes have sometimes been criticized for underestimating Russia’s importance, the
         Moscow-based Primakov Institute of World Economy and International Relations used
         the Global Trends works as a model for undertaking a “strategic global forecast” out to 2030 (Dynkin
         2013).[9]   The EU’s European Strategy and Policy Analysis System (ESPAS) also worked closely
         with me in developing global trends reports. Its most recent publication is entitled
         Global Trends to 2030: Can the EU Meet the Challenges Ahead?[10]   ESPAS is unique in that it has developed an interinstitutional framework for conducting
         the work across the European Parliament, the European Commission, the Council of the
         European Union, and the European External Action Service, with the Committee of the
         Regions and the European Economic and Social Committee as observers. 
      

      
      The British Ministry of Defence’s Strategic Trends program at its Development, Concepts
         and Doctrine Centre (DCDC)[11]   in Wiltshire is long-standing, and both the DCDC and the NIC get inspiration from
         each other. Both regularly consult with one another, particularly before the publication
         of one of our volumes. Singapore also has strong foresight programs. Peter Ho, the
         former head of Singapore’s civil service, has written that the government “realized
         that when it ignored the complexity of [its] operating environment, [governments]
         are at risk of assuming that policies that succeed in the past will continue to work
         well in the future” (Ho and Kuah 2014). Canada’s Policy Horizons program has a similar
         mission and lineage that goes back to the mid-1990s.[12]   
      

      
      Think tanks are also getting into the act. Before I even joined as director of the
         Strategic Foresight Initiative, the Atlantic Council, with the help of Tom Fingar,
         undertook in 2013 a joint assessment of the “global future” with the China Institute
         of International Relations. The report called for developing a “long-term perspective”
         on U.S.-China relations and “rethinking the global system” in the “context of long-term
         trends and challenges” (China-U.S. Joint Working Group 2013). 
      

      
      Besides the various reports similar to if not modeled on the NIC’s Global Trends, both the Inter-American Development Bank[13]   and the EU/ESPAS[14]   have compiled databases with thousands of published reports by government, businesses,
         multilateral organizations, universities, and NGOs on global trends-related issues.
         Commonplace now are also the development of “visions” for 2020 or 2030 by state and
         non-state actors that have helped fuel the interest in long-term trends. 
      

      
      My hunch is that the business community has been the most adept at leveraging the
         lessons from global trends studies and changing their way of doing business. This
         is based on the large number of requests I get from business audiences to talk about
         global trends. In those meetings, the focus is on the opportunities triggered by change,
         which is the opposite reaction than in government meetings. There is less defensiveness
         and more acceptance of change, and more focus on how to exploit it for gain. Royal
         Dutch Shell, in particular, has been conducting a scenario planning practice to help
         it get ahead of the curve. Not without its critics, the Shell scenario planning practice
         developed the “four-quadrant” scenario methodology that is well known and used widely
         by strategic foresight practitioners everywhere (Shell 2013). Global consultancies,
         such as the McKinsey Global Institute and Price Waterhouse Coopers, while warning
         about the tsunami levels of change, are notable for their emphasis on the opportunity
         side of change in their analyses.[15]   By contrast, government audiences are more apt to dispute that there is that much
         change. And even when they have to admit it, there is still more questioning if the
         United States itself needs to change in response. 
      

      
      Nevertheless, there has been progress within government. Global Trends is religiously used by planning offices across the American government as it plans
         for the future. The Pentagon was mandated to produce its quadrennial defense reviews
         even before the Global Trends work was begun at the NIC. The Pentagon uses global trends as the analytic basis
         for laying out the scenarios it is planning for. Since 2008, the State Department
         has produced its own Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review, which lifted ideas
         and evidence out of Global Trends 2025 and Global Trends 2030 before examining how it must change to be prepared for the future. In recent years,
         the Department of Homeland Security and the Department of Energy have also produced
         quadrennial reports that extensively used the projections in Global Trends to discuss needed changes or improvements in their departments. There is also now
         a Federal Foresight Community of Interest grouping together professionals from across
         most federal agencies who meet regularly to discuss and exchange views on forecasting
         and its use for government planning. A cursory review of all the recent “quadrennial”
         policy documents confirms that many ideas about future trends came directly from Global Trends 2030. NIC reports, in sum, have provided the necessary stimulus to thinking about alternative
         futures. Normal planning is often too focused on dealing with the linear projections
         of already existing trends. In response, Global Trends have stressed the possibility of other futures and the critical need to prepare.
         
      

      
      The National Security Council’s Strategic Advisor’s Office was a faithful consumer
         of Global Trends, especially in the last eight years of my NIC tenure. But Paul Lettow, who was the
         strategic director in the last two years of the second George W. Bush administration,
         and Thomas Mahnken, who headed the Pentagon’s Strategy Office during the same period,
         have argued that long-range assessments, such as the Global Trends reports, have been underutilized (2009).[16]   According to Lettow and Mahnken, “A range of scholars and experts, including former
         government officials from both parties and several officials currently serving . .
         . have noted the harm and missed opportunities that can result from a lack of sound
         national security strategic planning.”[17]   They claim that “as a result, US policy has frequently been reactive, even with
         respect to known long-term threats. The United States has sometimes neglected to prioritize
         challenges and deploy resources over time to meet them successfully, thereby failing
         to head off preventable crises” (Lettow and Mahnken 2009). For them, the problem has
         nothing to do with how Global Trends was produced, but with the lack of political will and with a deficient planning process
         between the White House and the various departments. 
      

      
      Similarly, former deputy national security advisor Leon Fuerth and Evan Faber have
         called for the building of systems “integrating foresight into the way we create and
         execute national policies, including anticipation of upcoming challenges and opportunities”
         (2012). In their mind, the Intelligence Community with Global Trends–like analysis plays a critical role, but it needs to be better embedded in an enhanced
         decision-making process where the domestic factors—largely ignored in much intelligence
         analysis—are also considered. Moreover, there needs to be more “disciplined analysis
         of the long-range consequences of today’s decisions” and more analysis of how and
         why the implementation of policies succeeded or failed. Fuerth and Faber see global
         trends analysts working closely with a strategic foresight cell within the National
         Security Council who would have more policy-making responsibilities than the Intelligence
         Community. 
      

      
      In the mind of these former policy makers, the onus is, therefore, on the policy-making
         side to make better use of Global Trends and other strategic foresight products produced by the Intelligence Community. Until
         that happens, administrations are doomed to not acting on the “anticipatory” intelligence
         they receive, condemning themselves to an ever-escalating process of catch-up with
         predictable crises and less-than-effective and oftentimes more costly half-solutions.
         
      

      
      Without serious signals, policy makers are unlikely to see the Intelligence Community
         excel at strategic intelligence. Fuerth and Faber, with long years of experience,
         in fact state that “when foresight is not demanded, current intelligence trumps all
         other forms of activity inside the IC, to the extent that the IC is systemically distorted,
         with a major blind spot for the long-range” (2012, 13). I would also agree with Josh
         Kerbel, currently chief analytic methodologist at the Defense Intelligence Agency,
         about the divorce between Global Trends and the bulk of the Intelligence Community’s analytic work: 
      

      
         Now, none of this is to say that the intelligence community doesn’t appreciate the
            need for greater creativity and more holistic perspectives. Indeed, there are numerous
            initiatives—wargames and simulations, the quadrennial “Global Trends” report, red
            cells and strategic offices, “open-source,” “anticipatory intelligence,” etc.—that
            suggest this. The problem, however, is that these efforts always seem to remain somehow
            distinct from, supplemental to, or constrained by the “real”—that is to say, secret—work
            of the intelligence community. At best, such initiatives are tolerated as long as
            they don’t disrupt the prevailing classified collection business model. At worst,
            these initiatives are celebrated—erroneously—as evidence that the intelligence community
            has successfully evolved and innovated. (2016)
         

      

      The exception—and it is a significant one—would be in the NIC. There, Global Trends was used to rethink the organization of the NIC. Following Global Trends 2020, for example, the NIC established a new NIO on South Asia because of the long-term
         importance of the region beyond the immediate need for heightened coverage due to
         U.S. involvement in Afghanistan. The increasing prominence of civilian-led technology
         in Global Trends 2030 made the case for adding an additional NIO devoted to new technologies beyond cyber.
         Moreover, a significant amount of publications on longer-term trends was stimulated
         by the Global Trends work and the feedback received from its publication. The NIC became known as the
         principal “go-to” place within the Intelligence Community undertaking longer-term
         assessments and therefore received increasing numbers of taskings from policy makers
         for long-term studies.
      

      
      The WMD Commission’s[18]   call for a Long-Range Analysis Unit[19]—which I established in the NIC—encouraged more strategic analysis, particularly in
         providing opportunities for analysts to spend some months away from their normal duties
         working on a strategic or long-range project. The small staff also undertook long-range
         assessments that the rest of the NIC did not have time for. Over time, it has become
         the unit which policy makers task on a day-to-day basis for medium- and long-range
         assessments. Without such a small staff, there would be no way policy makers could
         get their questions answered on a routine basis, bolstering chances that longer-range
         perspectives are taken into consideration in the policy-making process. As with Fuerth
         and Faber, I believe, however, that the need is even greater for a small staff closer
         to the center of decision making that can better understand domestic and international
         interactions. The mission of the IC remains focused on the international. For policy-planning
         and decision-making purposes, understanding the domestic side is as much or even more
         important if the correct, forward-leaning strategies and policies are to be devised
         and implemented. 
      

      
      Overall, the reforms from both the 9/11 and WMD commissions had the effect of shifting
         the focus towards more tactical, less speculative analysis. The NIC itself, because
         it was put directly under the newly established Director of National Intelligence,
         became increasingly swept up in the day-to-day demands of preparing the DNI and his
         deputies for White House meetings. Since then, NIOs have routinely complained of not
         having the time for long-term analysis because of those immediate demands. 
      

      
      Perhaps the biggest threat to strategic analysis has been the increased focus on classified
         sourcing. The WMD Commission rightly criticized the IC for its slipshod analysis of
         the Iraqi WMD threat, citing the lack of adequate sourcing for some of its findings.
         The result has been a renewed focus on sourcing, but as is often the case for reforms,
         it has been taken too far. As Kerbel describes, post-Iraq, it has been difficult for
         analysts to stray beyond what can be cited from classified sources. Consequently,
         it is difficult for analysts to stray much into the long-range future where “secrets”
         tend to be thin. Much of classified intelligence does not deal with the big drivers
         in Global Trends such as civilian technology, mass migration, pandemics, genomic sciences, demography,
         culture, and identity. Key sources for understanding these forces are much more readily
         available in unclassified media, academic, think tank, business, and foreign government
         publications. 
      

      
      The supreme irony is that as much as the Global Trends reports have conveyed prestige, eliciting kudos from across the world, and are now
         ensconced as a core reference for academe and government, their sway within the Intelligence
         Community is limited. Global Trends is much more an exception than it is representative of a larger strategic culture.
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      The Bureau of Intelligence and Research, commonly known as INR, is a bureau within
         the U.S. Department of State and also a member of the U.S. Intelligence Community
         (USIC). With a foot in both the policy and intelligence worlds, it neither makes policy
         nor collects intelligence but rather analyzes intelligence reporting and other source
         information for U.S. foreign policy makers. Despite taking tasks from and adhering
         to guidelines established by the Director of National Intelligence (DNI), the assistant
         secretary for INR (AS/INR) answers to and is directed by the secretary of state. 
      

      
      The Department of State is, naturally, INR’s primary client. Serving as it does an
         outreach-oriented nonintelligence agency, INR is freer than most intelligence analysis
         units to establish an open relationship with the academic, corporate, and think tank
         communities, which ultimately benefits the entire USIC. Nonetheless, INR’s clientele
         is exclusively within the U.S. government (USG), whose requirements define the parameters
         and priorities for the Bureau’s production and resource allocation.
      

      
      Although much smaller than the analytical components of the two best-known all-source
         intelligence agencies, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the Defense Intelligence
         Agency (DIA), INR has developed a reputation for depth of expertise and a willingness
         to speak truth to power. INR analysts serve U.S. diplomats and diplomacy with a wide
         range of information and analyses. That support usually takes the form of research,
         written reports, and oral briefings. In addition, the Bureau participates in the production
         of joint USIC products such as National Intelligence Estimates, typically under the
         auspices of the National Intelligence Council (NIC), in the drafting and coordination
         of articles for the President’s Daily Brief, and in briefing Congress, other U.S.
         government agencies, and foreign government officials. To use a sports analogy, INR
         punches well above its weight class.
      

      
      INR’s Niche

      
      INR serves as intelligence advisor to the secretary of state and senior Department
         officials, acting as an intermediary between U.S. intelligence and Washington foreign
         policy makers. Unlike most bureaus within the Department, INR maintains a direct line
         to the seventh floor—the secretary and undersecretaries—and other senior State officials,
         with no filtering or interference from other State or USIC entities. INR products
         and briefings therefore are delivered to their intended clients unaltered by bureaucratic
         agendas or editing, or by contrary viewpoints of other intelligence agencies. That
         gives Bureau analysts more assurance that their analyses reach policy makers unadulterated.
         The flipside of such direct input is, of course, that it raises their accountability.
         While INR analysts experience less in-house oversight or outside bureaucratic pressure
         to influence their findings, they feel more personal responsibility to “get it right.”
         
      

      
      Hence, the Bureau places heavy emphasis on individual expertise and longevity on account.
         In comparison with other U.S. intelligence analysis shops, INR has to “do more with
         less,” relying on the quality rather than quantity of its analytical cadre. The Bureau
         does not rotate analysts through various country or subject area portfolios unless
         necessitated by coverage gaps (e.g., personnel changes or geopolitical shifts requiring
         reallocation of resources) or requested by analysts to augment their personal professional
         development. As a result, most INR analysts have worked on their accounts longer (often
         by many years) than their counterparts in other intelligence agencies. Extended time
         on account affords not only greater depth of knowledge but also more breadth of experience
         with which to distinguish new foreign trends from repetitions of traditional practices
         or prior circumstances.
      

      
      Smallness of staff, moreover, necessitates a broader, less detailed analytical perspective.
         Recognizing that the organization does not have enough analysts to create teams to
         examine minutiae, INR typically pays greater attention to the bigger picture, what
         it calls the 60,000-foot view. Thus, the analysts focus more on national or regional
         trends and longer-term consequences than on day-to-day events and immediate reactions
         or impacts. When State senior officers want information about current—especially fast-breaking—developments,
         INR analysts often turn for details to appropriate USIC counterparts who follow the
         specific issues or subjects more closely. It is natural to wonder if the experience
         that many INR analysts have gained has downsides such as becoming too invested in
         their portfolios or losing sight of the forest for the trees. Such misjudgments do
         occasionally arise, as in any workforce, but the nature of INR’s analytical orientation
         and organizational role within the Department and the USIC effectively minimizes the
         prospect. The broader, longer-range scope of analysis emphasized by the Bureau ameliorates
         in great part analytical myopia or eventual boredom—the analyst simply covers too
         many topics. Analysts find the breadth of coverage sufficiently challenging to suppress
         personal hubris as well, particularly as other analysts weigh in on specific aspects
         of their analyses that involve disciplines outside their expertise. Furthermore, the
         active oversight of Bureau management, knowledgeable in their own right, tends to
         regulate the analysts’ work in the sense of keeping them on track but also in sync
         with the bigger picture in U.S. policy formulation. 
      

      
      Finally, the mission of the State Department dictates the context of INR analysis.
         In assessing implications and potential consequences of foreign events or issues,
         the INR orientation is to provide policy makers with information and analysis that
         help them comprehend the situation in order to more competently formulate a response
         that will protect U.S. national interests, be those political, economic, or security.
         The Bureau’s clients are usually experts in the region or subject at hand, however,
         so the analyses presented to them must offer true value-added. At times State decision
         makers may believe they know better than intelligence analysts about another government’s
         intentions or the likely true facts of a situation—and they may. Diplomats may have
         sources of information or personal knowledge not privy to or shared with the intelligence
         community. In such circumstances, good professional relations between the analyst
         (or a more senior INR officer) and his or her policy counterparts may aid in correcting
         misimpressions or filling in gaps in the intelligence picture. Sometimes it is the
         State policy bureau or mission in the field, not INR or the intelligence community,
         which has the inside track. Be that as it may, INR analyses are careful to maintain
         a wall of separation between policy and intelligence. INR products and briefings provide
         information and analysis intended to assist but not to advocate in policy formulation,
         thus preserving the integrity of the Bureau’s intelligence analysis as well as the
         Department’s foreign policy decision-making process.
      

      
      In short, its foreign policy orientation, close proximity to senior diplomats, analytical
         independence, subject matter expertise, longevity on account, and big picture perspective
         collectively comprise the value-added niche that INR fills in serving foreign policy
         decision makers and in working with the rest of the intelligence community.
      

      
      Clients’ Needs, Interests, and Questions

      
      As stated earlier, the secretary of state and other senior officials at State are
         INR’s primary clients, but officers serving at all levels of the Department and at
         overseas missions also belong to the Bureau’s customer base. In addition, the president,
         vice president, White House staff (particularly the National Security Council), many
         senior cabinet officers, Congress, and other U.S. intelligence agencies receive INR
         products and briefings as requested and appropriate. Most government officials have
         similar intelligence needs, but their interests can vary widely depending on their
         role in making or carrying out American foreign policy. The similarities are general
         in nature while the differences tend to be quite specific.
      

      
      In general, official Washington wants to know what other governments are thinking,
         their motives, likely next moves, and how those factors affect American interests
         at home and abroad. Many policy makers recognize the value of broader understanding
         and longer-range planning, but most too often are seized by the issue of the moment—whatever
         is making headlines in world news media, particularly if something is controversial
         or appears to present a danger to the United States and its allies. The USIC refers
         to preoccupation with breaking events as “current intelligence” and devotes an inordinate
         amount of time and resources to staying on top of (preferably ahead of but usually
         just trying to keep up with) the daily news cycle. 
      

      
      Small wonder that many intelligence analysts cringe when attention-grabbing stories
         break across major news outlets, knowing that urgent drop-everything demands for information
         from Washington’s leadership will soon descend. Reports and briefings hurriedly cranked
         out by intelligence agencies on breaking world developments typically are long on
         reporting the facts of who, what, where, and how, but short on analysis explaining
         why and probable consequences.
      

      
      INR gets dragged into this current intelligence vortex inexorably, but in truth does
         not have sufficient manpower to cover all the angles of a fast-breaking event, much
         less compete with the more massive intelligence shops. So when an issue or crisis
         suddenly emerges, INR analysts instead usually concentrate on the why of it, how the
         situation came to a head, and what initial implications can be discerned. They still
         have to move quickly like their counterparts in the larger agencies to satisfy leadership
         demands for the inside story, but their often greater familiarity with the history
         of the region or the underlying subject matter gives them an advantage in making sense
         of what is happening. And while other shops are caught up in the details of rapidly
         moving events as the situation unfolds, INR analysts widen their scope and look for
         larger, often unanticipated consequences, particularly those which affect U.S. interests.
      

      
      The Bureau believes that decision makers are better served by intelligence analysis
         that examines changing trends and anticipates potential trouble spots (i.e., is proactive)
         than by current event-driven analysis that reviews erupting crises after the fan has
         been hit (i.e., reactive) and explains them with (one hopes) 20/20 hindsight. Regardless,
         most Washington government officials—like political leaders everywhere—subscribe to
         the adage that “knowledge is power.” Therefore, they want to be “in the know” all
         the time, but they don’t have much spare time to study complex issues during their
         overbooked workdays. Hence, they prefer concise, plain-spoken briefings and written
         reports. Most topics dealt with by the USIC, however, are not simple to describe or
         explain. And unfortunately, most intelligence agencies have great difficulty distilling
         subject matter into brief, straightforward analytical products. 
      

      
      Length and circumlocution are probably the two greatest obstacles to effective communication
         of intelligence analysis to senior officials. They simply do not have time to read
         long-winded, abstruse reports. If an analysis hasn’t grabbed their attention in the
         first paragraph, it is unlikely they will read past the first page. Even when interested,
         senior officers are inclined to read only two to three pages and then scan the remainder.
         Senior policy makers’ contradictory demand for accurate information combined with
         their lack of time (or inclination) to study necessarily complex analyses presents
         perhaps the intelligence community’s principal conundrum in attempting to provide
         policy makers useful information. 
      

      
      For that reason, the Bureau has developed a succinct, direct writing style that positions
         the main point or message up front so that the reader rapidly knows the thrust of
         the analysis. Background information and explanatory reasoning are provided next;
         a formal conclusion would be redundant and unnecessary. INR writing presumes that
         its readers are intelligent, busy leaders who appreciate brevity and frankness, even
         when receiving information or analyses contrary to their policy preferences or preconceived
         notions. As a result, INR has become known for its clarity of presentation and speaking
         truth to power.
      

      
      Nonetheless, INR faces much the same uphill slog that the entire USIC goes up against
         in trying to gain the attention of Washington’s senior officials. It may seem surprising
         that the relevance of intelligence to their work might not be apparent to some State
         principals or other senior officers in the government. Nevertheless, the Bureau’s
         experience has been that some individuals, offices, or entire bureaus are more receptive
         to intelligence briefs and reports, whereas others rarely request either and accept
         them with polite but faint enthusiasm. It is not always clear wherein the problem
         lies, whether a product of professional hubris, personality tensions, institutional
         territorialism, or some other cause. 
      

      
      It is a simple fact that foreign policy makers must see the utility of intelligence
         reporting and analysis before they will give it priority in their daily schedule or
         in their considerations when formulating policy responses. If they do not, then intelligence
         loses its practical relevance to the policy-making process. Even when officials recognize
         the value of insights provided by intelligence, all of the previously mentioned work
         environment exigencies that grip decision makers compound the challenge of how to
         get their attention and provide them information they will judge useful, even necessary
         for carrying out their responsibilities.
      

      
      Fulfilling Clients’ Needs

      
      INR turns its small size and proximity to State Department principals to its advantage
         by interacting daily with its client base at all levels: desk officers, office directors,
         assistant secretaries and their deputies, seventh-floor staff assistants and advisors
         in undersecretary offices, and of course their counterparts in the Secretariat. Analysts
         usually communicate with desk officers and with staffers in higher offices, INR office
         directors with their counterparts in other bureaus as well as with assistant secretaries
         and deputies (generally located on the sixth floor), whereas the INR assistant secretary
         interacts with sixth-floor peers heading other bureaus and with seventh floor principals
         and the secretary. In all cases, INR personnel take research and analysis requests,
         provide formal or informal briefings and written products, and advise on intelligence
         matters.
      

      
      The Bureau’s analytical component operates under the aegis of a deputy assistant secretary
         for analysis (DAS/AN), who oversees INR offices that correspond to many of the Department’s
         “policy bureaus” covering regional political affairs, economics, arms control, political-military
         affairs, counterterrorism, and international organizations. A detailed list with brief
         descriptions of those analytical offices is provided at the end of this chapter.
      

      
      INR analysts not only render research and analysis services directly to State colleagues
         but also act as a bridge, liaising with other intelligence agencies to make USIC-wide
         expertise available to Department policy makers and to overseas missions. Reliance
         on the larger or more specialized agencies within the intelligence community is necessitated
         by the Bureau’s relatively small size and limited resources. That is especially true
         of fast-breaking events that generate voluminous amounts of current intelligence which
         the larger all-source agencies (especially the CIA and the DIA) routinely cover more
         extensively. Moreover, agencies that collect as well as analyze intelligence can task
         their collectors directly and have direct access to field reports. Thus, they frequently
         can provide pertinent information on a given situation more rapidly than purely analytical
         units that rely on other agency reporting for factual data. 
      

      
      The one area where INR can provide a similar service to other intelligence shops is
         diplomatic reporting, which is not “intelligence” per se but often involves quite
         sensitive (ergo, sometimes classified) information about other governments and conditions
         in foreign countries. The Bureau can interact with overseas missions via State’s classified
         email system to draw out additional details or clarify confusing circumstances or
         contradictory reports. INR analysts can perform that function on its own behalf or
         for other members of the USIC, thereby increasing the flow of information needed to
         build a useful picture of the event or issue in question for decision makers. For
         the State Department’s benefit specifically, this interagency coordination can involve
         tapping USIC counterparts for information, arranging briefings by subject matter experts,
         forwarding State requests for collective USIC reports on specific topics, and representing
         the Department (e.g., the perspective of U.S. diplomacy) in USIC meetings and interagency
         projects.
      

      
      INR has instituted an “e-Intel” program to provide cleared State personnel with electronic
         access to intelligence reporting and analysis, as well as high-level classified email
         communication across the executive branch, including the intelligence community. That
         allows other bureaus to view classified intelligence reports directly without requiring
         printed copies from INR intermediaries, and non-INR officers can communicate with
         outside agency personnel at a higher classification level than available on the Department’s
         resident network. 
      

      
      The Bureau has shared its expertise and gained interagency experience by rotating
         analysts to temporary positions in other intelligence agencies, usually in what the
         USIC identifies as Joint Duty Assignments, thereby likewise providing opportunities
         for analysts of other agencies to backfill the vacated INR positions. In so doing,
         the participating analysts gain the experience of working in other agencies, seeing
         how they operate, getting to know their analytical counterparts better, and developing
         a feel for different institutional perspectives on intelligence issues or targets
         all agencies deal with in common. In addition, by backfilling for INR analysts on
         rotation, other USIC personnel have the opportunity to experience the foreign policy-making
         environment of the State Department and become familiar with the operating needs of
         its senior officials. The Joint Duty program has become a win-win for both INR and
         the USIC in general, strengthening the knowledge base and broadening the experience
         of their analysts, with the ultimate intention of providing better analysis to U.S.
         decision makers.
      

      
      Similarly, the Bureau has been able to assist other State bureaus by temporarily filling
         personnel gaps in Department offices in Washington or at overseas posts, giving the
         analysts a better understanding of the policy-making process or the opportunity to
         live in one of their portfolio countries for at least a few months. The cross-fertilization
         that results from these rotations has greatly enhanced the analysts’ practical knowledge,
         putting them in a stronger position to assist their policy customers. At the same
         time, their temporary but helpful presence in policy offices has improved understanding
         at the working level and cooperation between INR and the bureaus it serves.
      

      
      Reverse cross-filling, that is, policy bureau personnel temporarily filling a gap
         in an INR analyst position, hardly ever occurs, however. That is because policy bureau
         offices are almost always overworked and understaffed, and their Foreign Service Officers
         (FSOs) have the opportunity to bid on specified INR analytical positions as a regular
         two-year assignment. The advantage of a rotation in INR for FSOs is that they gain
         a much fuller understanding of and appreciation for the usefulness of intelligence
         in policy formulation, but also come to realize its limitations.
      

      
      One more important clarification: as mentioned previously, INR is careful to recognize
         and maintain a separation between intelligence analysis and policy making. The Bureau
         does not camouflage policy recommendations within its analyses. Even when asked to
         examine proposed U.S. policies or actions, the analysts address probable foreign reactions
         and consequences but do not make specific recommendations. That exclusion keeps the
         analysis clean, unfettered by pressure from policy makers to support their preferred
         options or the temptation to tell them what they want to hear. This analytical integrity
         in turn protects the Bureau from charges of manipulation by any executive administration
         or outside party and preserves INR’s reputation for unbiased analysis.
      

      
      Outreach

      
      Because of the more open operating environment at the State Department as compared
         to most restricted-access intelligence facilities, INR analysts are freer to associate
         with academics, think tank experts, and other nongovernmental individuals and organizations.
         While INR spaces at Department headquarters in Washington are indeed access-controlled
         and limited to properly cleared personnel, the rest of the building is not as restricted.
         Likewise, as the State Department is not an intelligence agency, though INR performs
         that analytical function, activities conducted at the Harry S. Truman Building, formerly
         known as “Main State,” do not automatically bear the stigma of being associated with
         intelligence work. Nongovernmental persons can attend State-hosted meetings and participate
         in State-sponsored programs without fear of public association with U.S. intelligence.
      

      
      In this context, INR, sometimes in conjunction with other bureaus at State or with
         the NIC, regularly conducts seminars, roundtable discussions, and workshops at which
         recognized subject matter experts from outside the federal government share their
         views and knowledge about foreign affairs issues of immediate importance to State
         Department officers and/or analysts from various intelligence shops. Usually the presenters
         have lived, travelled, or studied extensively overseas and therefore can provide insights
         on foreign politics, culture, and societies not readily available to most government
         analysts. These events give outside experts a platform from which to educate government
         perceptions and thinking, and possibly to indirectly influence policy. Guest speakers
         are aware that intelligence analysts are present in the audience, but as the discussions
         are unclassified, analysts carefully avoid broaching classified information in their
         questions and comments. The analysts’ purpose is to broaden their perspective and
         knowledge base, not debate the speakers or present alternative views.
      

      
      The benefits to participants are significant. Such analytic exchanges widen the scope
         of information and sources of expertise INR taps, and they indirectly make that additional
         knowledge base available to the USIC to improve the accuracy of intelligence agencies’
         analyses. More important to its primary client, the Bureau’s augmented exploration
         of wide-angle, long-range perspectives on world events helps Department policy makers
         see immediate developments in a broader context that, INR hopes, is better grounded
         in reality. Conversely, the outreach INR extends to academics, think tank fellows,
         and other nongovernmental experts helps them see the foreign policy context and potential
         consequences to American interests that concern government officials. This exchange
         of views between government and nongovernment analysts ultimately may prove INR’s
         most value-added service to U.S. policy making, intelligence, and nongovernment communities.
      

      
      Products and Services

      
      INR’s most common written products are assessments and memoranda, mostly limited to
         two pages. These mainstay documents are drafted by analysts, coordinated with other
         INR analysts whose expertise relates to aspects of the subject at hand, reviewed by
         the drafter’s office director, the DAS/AN, the principal DAS, and finally approved
         by the assistant secretary, who sends the product forward under his or her own signature.
         Though that review process may seem cumbersome, it is not nearly so difficult or time
         consuming as the inter-bureau “cross-hatch” review process required for most Department
         reports and memos. INR products for State recipients, however, require no Department
         coordination because of their classified nature. 
      

      
      The Bureau also publishes shorter and longer reports tailored to specific purposes,
         and may incorporate or attach graphics (e.g., bar charts), photographs, maps, or other
         information as appropriate. A list with brief descriptions of INR’s regular written
         products includes:
      

      
      Assessment: The workhorse of INR analysis, this report examines a particular incident, issue,
         or development and assesses its implications. The format opens with a brief (one paragraph)
         summary followed by the text of the analysis. The entire report is limited to 800
         words—a page and a half—because policy makers have little time for more detailed reading
         material and want the gist of intelligence analysis stated clearly and concisely.
         If they need more information or explanation of the assessment, they ask for a written
         follow-up product or an oral briefing. The target audience, apart from the Secretary,
         is usually those seventh-floor principals, Assistant Secretaries, or office directors
         who have responsibilities related to the topic of the report. 
      

      
      Memorandum: Often taking the form of an “Info Memo,” INR intelligence memoranda are employed
         to answer specific questions or respond to directed requests from senior Department
         officials, usually seventh- or sixth-floor principals. INR memos usually are limited
         to two to three pages, plus attachments as needed. Memos undergo the same review process
         as Assessments and are sent to the requesting office with a copy to the Secretariat
         and possibly other offices as deemed appropriate by the Assistant Secretary.
      

      
      Comment: This is a brief analytical note attached to a “raw” (unanalyzed) field intelligence
         report to provide situational context or draw an analytical inference not apparent
         in the report itself. It does not take the place of a full assessment but often gives
         sufficient illumination to help the reader better understand the background or significance
         of the information contained in the field report. Distribution of such a note is sometimes
         intended to head off anticipated alarm that might be stirred by a particular intelligence
         report not placed in proper context or given a reality check by a knowledgeable analyst.
         Comments are reviewed by office directors and approved by the DAS/AN. 
      

      
      Focus: The focus is a more extensive examination of a subject than is provided by an assessment.
         It too opens with a summary, followed by a text of generally four to eight pages,
         sometimes longer. Its purpose is to provide a more in-depth exploration of a given
         topic. As such, it is targeted more at desk officers and office directors, possibly
         even interested assistant secretaries or their deputies, who need more information
         about a developing situation or issue that impinges on their area of responsibility.
         This longer report is reviewed like a comment, the DAS/AN having final approval.
      

      
      Analyst Viewpoint: This product is as its title suggests: a reflection of the analyst’s professional
         views on a subject without approval of the office director or front office. It can
         be only a few or several pages in length and is almost always self-generated, initiated
         by an analyst’s perception that a particular issue has been misunderstood, mischaracterized,
         or is not receiving sufficient attention by the intelligence community or policy makers.
         The intended audience is generally fellow intelligence analysts and interested desk
         officers, that is, working level peers, though at times a viewpoint can pique the
         interest of more senior officials. Usually the analyst has passed the idea by the
         office director for permission to write a product outside the normal approval process.
         Because of its semi-official status, work on a viewpoint has to be fit into available
         time with no deleterious impact on the analyst’s regular duties.
      

      
      Opinion Analysis: The INR’s Office of Research conducts surveys overseas to sample foreign public
         opinion about current events and major policy issues. The results are summarized in
         relatively detailed reports that also discuss the survey’s methodologies and assess
         the accuracy of the findings. Bureau survey experts analyze broad public opinion trends,
         as well as examine specific question results to draw inferences about related social
         issues of interest to U.S. policy makers. Depending on the country and issues probed,
         the reports are provided to relevant country desks and senior policy makers to assist
         in gauging the political and social climate that forms the backdrop for foreign government
         decisions and actions.
      

      
      Media Analysis: The Office of Research also studies regional media trends and produces daily analyses
         of foreign media editorial commentary on major policy issues for U.S. officials in
         Washington and overseas. These analyses, like opinion surveys, assist policy makers
         in understanding foreign reactions to issues of particular concern to Washington,
         especially how U.S. actions and policies are perceived abroad.
      

      
      Mapping: The official geographer of the United States, located within INR, advises the Department
         and other federal agencies on geographic and cartographic matters, including boundary
         disputes. The Office of the Geographer produces maps, graphics, and Geographic Information
         System products for the Department and other federal government customers, and reviews
         maps and charts produced by other agencies.
      

      
      Beside written products, oral briefings are the Bureau’s other primary direct service
         to State customers and, occasionally, other agencies including USIC members. Nearly
         all briefings are in response to requests from senior officials, usually at the assistant
         secretary level or above, and most are prompted by world events that are likely to
         affect U.S. interests and therefore require policy decisions. INR is uniquely well
         positioned to brief State seniors, but if it does not have sufficient expertise in
         its ranks, particularly on highly specialized topics, then the Bureau arranges for
         additional analysts from other agencies to join the briefing team. The purpose is
         to provide the requestor with the most competent briefing possible in a timely manner.
         And as most INR briefings are in response to requests from policy makers, they are
         nearly always well attended, considered useful, and much appreciated.
      

      
      Most briefings are given by the analysts—the subject matter experts—but those to high-level
         seniors such as the Secretary or undersecretaries are usually introduced and overseen
         by the Assistant Secretary for INR, one of the deputy assistant secretaries, or the
         relevant office director as a bureaucratic courtesy and to ensure the briefing meets
         the recipient’s needs without wasting his or her time. The higher-level representation
         also facilitates responsive follow-up to requests for additional information that
         sometimes require action by other INR offices. 
      

      
      The Bureau also receives frequent briefing requests from Congress for committees,
         individual senators or members of the House, or their staffs (those with required
         security clearances). Sometimes the invitation includes other agencies, especially
         when the requestor wants to hear various—possibly conflicting—analytical viewpoints.
         Most Congressional requests are directed to the NIC or the Director of National Intelligence,
         who then pulls together an interagency briefing team that often includes INR. The
         setting could be a formal committee hearing, usually behind closed doors because of
         the classified nature of the discussion, or it might be informal to provide background
         information or answer specific questions about overseas events or foreign government
         actions. The assistant secretary or a DAS may testify in an open (unclassified) public
         hearing, but analysts rarely participate in open hearings, unless possibly as “backbenchers”
         to provide informational assistance to the INR official testifying.
      

      
      Occasionally, INR is asked to provide a briefing for foreign government officials,
         who may or may not be regularly involved in intelligence matters. Again, as with Congressional
         briefings, the request may be made directly to the Bureau or may come from the National
         Intelligence Council in assembling a team of USIC briefers. The classification level
         of such a briefing depends not only on the subject matter and clearance level of the
         official(s) to be briefed but also on that country’s relations with Washington: foreign
         governments allied with U.S. foreign policy usually receive a more frank sharing of
         intelligence and analysis. A few governments that have close working relationships
         with the USIC, such as certain Commonwealth countries, participate in the most complete
         intelligence sharing.
      

      
      A variation on briefing is the roundtable discussion in which a group of experts is
         brought together to present information and analytical views on given topics of concern
         to policy makers. The experts could be government analysts or action officers, outside
         experts such as academics, think tank associates, or NGO representatives, or any combination
         thereof. Depending on the customer need and nature of the subject, the event could
         be closed (for government personnel or intelligence analysts only), or it could be
         open to the public (mainly interested parties who follow the issue or topic under
         discussion). INR considers all these variations to be examples of outreach, widening
         the scope of USIC interaction among intelligence units and with nongovernmental participants,
         all for the benefit of policy makers.
      

      
      The most basic direct service Bureau analysts provide to their customers is research:
         putting the “R” in INR. The analyst can assist officials by reviewing intelligence
         and other government reporting, augmented by open source materials (e.g., news media,
         “gray market”—commercial—information, or think tank analyses) to dig up answers to
         questions posed by policy makers. As this could require substantial time and effort,
         the general rule of thumb for analysts to perform such research is perception of a
         genuine official need for that information (i.e., not merely to satisfy idle curiosity)
         and recognized difficulty in obtaining it. INR analysts do not usually provide open
         source research that any reasonably capable graduate student might accomplish on the
         Internet and at the library. The results of INR research are communicated to the requestor
         either verbally or in writing as appropriate.
      

      
      Assessing Success and Customer Relations

      
      In the broadest sense, one might argue that over time professional reputation is the
         first, though not necessarily most accurate, measure of success and customer relations.
         By that standard, INR appears to have been generally successful in the accuracy, objectivity,
         and clarity of its analysis as judged by many State Department customers, senior Executive
         agency officials, the Director of National Intelligence, other intelligence community
         peers, Congressional intelligence committees, and even the news media in reporting
         on Washington policy disputes involving intelligence matters. That’s not to suggest
         the Bureau hasn’t stirred controversy and criticism on occasion. Probably the best-known
         recent example can be seen in news accounts of the policy and intelligence debates
         that occurred prior to and after the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq, and how INR bucked
         the intelligence tide used to support—even justify—that action. The Bureau took several
         analytical stances that were contrary to most other USIC agencies, engendering a tremendous
         amount of political heat and even enmity from administration stalwarts bent on demonizing
         Saddam Hussein every way possible to justify overthrowing his regime. The Assistant
         Secretary for INR stood his ground, however, defending the Bureau’s positions and
         backing the analysts and offices being criticized (on this, see Ignatius 2004; Jehl
         2004; Rood 2005).
      

      
      No person or institution can rely on reputation alone, obviously, in gauging its effectiveness.
         To obtain a more objective measure, the Bureau annually disseminates a customer satisfaction
         survey to all regular recipients of INR publications and services at State and at
         other agencies, including the intelligence community. The survey asks a range of questions
         about the utility of INR products and the perceived helpfulness of Bureau personnel,
         particularly the level of service they provide. The front office actively solicits
         suggestions for improvements or additional services, especially from other bureau
         front offices (assistant secretaries and DASs). If possible, INR office directors
         will discuss the survey personally with senior State clients in order to capture more
         candid reactions and comments.
      

      
      Reactions and suggestions gleaned from this survey process have prompted changes in
         the Bureau’s published products, such as format and length, or triggered follow-up
         by the office(s) that work most closely with those respondents to better satisfy their
         needs. This has sometimes resulted in closer coordination with specific offices or
         officers to improve INR’s awareness of their activities so the Bureau can anticipate
         likely intelligence requirements and provide timely support services. Admittedly,
         however, INR cannot always fully comply with or satisfy client requests because of
         resource limitations, whether its own or the intelligence community’s. The Bureau
         recognizes, nonetheless, that if primary customers are not satisfied with its products
         or services, its analyses will not reach their intended readership nor, as a result,
         assist policy makers.
      

      
      That is INR’s established formal attempt to capture customer satisfaction data, but
         Bureau office directors and analysts gather feedback from their policy bureau clientele
         daily in the normal course of business. This ongoing give-and-take between INR personnel
         and their regular customers allows both sides to fine-tune the use of intelligence
         in the policy-making process. It also educates policy makers about the utility and
         the limits of what intelligence can bring to the decision-making table. Though intelligence
         and its analysis can definitely inform policy making, it hardly ever provides all
         the answers officials would like to have before deciding consequential courses of
         action in foreign affairs. Moreover, bad intelligence or analysis can just as effectively
         mislead decision makers into drawing false conclusions and heading foreign policy
         in a counterproductive direction.
      

      
      One of the more potent and intimate forms of this feedback occurs when the Secretary
         chooses to send back to INR his or her copy of a report or memo personally annotated
         in pen or pencil with questions or comments, including the occasional plaudit for
         well-written analysis. The head of INR sees that markup, as do other seniors in the
         front office, the director of the originating office, and ultimately the analyst,
         who receives no better or more significant type of feedback about the effectiveness
         and impact of his or her work. Occasionally an analysis sparks a broader reaction:
         perhaps a series of inquiries to draw out a particular line of reasoning or explore
         several policy alternatives, or possibly it provokes a policy debate that generates
         several queries for more information or analysis. 
      

      
      More often is the case, however, that the analyst hears nothing back from the seventh
         floor in reaction to a given analysis, which can be frustrating over time. Analysts
         need reader feedback to know whether their analyses are providing useful input to
         the policy-making process. The Bureau needs reader feedback to ascertain whether the
         clientele it serves in the Department and elsewhere are making use of intelligence
         information or ignoring it. That latter point is germane to the entire intelligence
         community, not merely to INR.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      In sum, the greatest task of the intelligence community in supporting foreign policy
         decision makers is to provide them easily accessible, clearly useful intelligence
         information and analysis to assist them in their work. It is then up to policy makers
         to treat intelligence seriously, not assuming it is 100 percent reliable, and use
         the data collected and analyzed to augment, not replace, their own observations and
         judgments. Deliberately ignoring intelligence on other governments’ intentions or
         the circumstances into which we are proceeding invites surprise and missteps that
         could bring on disaster. On the other hand, inaction because we lack all the information
         we need to absolutely guarantee success not only leaves the decisions in others’ hands
         but often leads to worse consequences for our own national interests. Furthermore,
         to paraphrase a former head of INR: in good intelligence analysis and policy decision
         making, we must remember to never substitute intelligence for our own intelligence. 
      

      
      Annex

      
      INR Analytical Offices

      
      
         	
            
            Office of Analysis for Africa (INR/AA)—covers sub-Saharan Africa.

         

         
         	
            Office of Analysis for East Asia and the Pacific (INR/EAP)—covers East Asia and the
               Pacific.
            

         

         
         	
            Office of Analysis for Europe (INR/EU)—covers all European countries, including the
               Baltic states, but excluding states that were formerly part of the Soviet Union.
            

         

         
         	
            Office of Analysis for Inter-American Affairs (INR/IAA)—covers Latin America, the
               Caribbean, and Canada.
            

         

         
         	
            Office of Analysis for Near East and South Asia (INR/NESA)—covers the Near East, including
               North Africa and South Asia.
            

         

         
         	
            Office of Analysis for Russia and Eurasia (INR/REA)—covers Russia and Eurasia.

         

         
         	
            Office of Economic Analysis (INR/EC)—covers international economic issues, including
               economic growth and development, economic security, trade, energy, and terrorism financing.
               INR/EC serves as the bureau lead on sanctions issues and provides support to the National
               Intelligence Council Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States (CFIUS).
            

         

         
         	
            Office of the Geographer and Global Issues (INR/GGI)—advises the Department and other
               federal agencies on geographic and cartographic matters, produces maps, graphics,
               and Geographic Information System products for the Department and other customers,
               and reviews maps and charts produced by other agencies. GGI submits official non-U.S.
               geographic names used by federal government agencies to the U.S. Board on Geographic
               Names. The Director of GGI serves as the Geographer. GGI also covers humanitarian
               crises and multilateral interventions, international migration and refugee flows,
               the environment and sustainable development, tensions over natural resource scarcity
               and energy issues, boundary disputes and territorial claims, human rights abuses and
               war crimes, democracy promotion and elections, and the activities of the United Nations
               and other international organizations. Furthermore, GGI serves as the federal government’s
               Executive Agent for information sharing with international criminal tribunals and
               war crimes special courts. 
            

         

         
         	
            Office of Analysis for Terrorism, Narcotics, and Crime (INR/TNC)—covers trends in
               international terrorism, narcotics, and crime, particularly as they affect U.S. security
               and diplomatic efforts. 
            

         

         
         	
            Office of Analysis for Strategic, Proliferation, and Military Issues (INR/SPM)—covers
               strategic, arms control, proliferation, and political-military issues, including proliferation
               of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery, international transfers
               of advanced conventional weapons and weapons-related technologies, bilateral and multilateral
               arms control agreements, and military conflicts and military balances in areas of
               priority interest to Department customers.
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      The Role of Strategic Analysis 
in Operations
      

      
         
         
         
         Paul Dickson

         
         A Case Study from Afghanistan

         
         
      

      
      This chapter explores the role of strategic analysis in direct support of operations
         through an evaluation of the author’s experiences as a deployed strategic analyst
         and, for the last three months of the nine-month deployment, director of the Commander
         International Security Assistance Force (COMISAF) Red Team in the final stages of
         coalition operations in Afghanistan in 2012–13.[1]   It examines strategic analysis and its relationship to the Red Team’s alternative
         analysis function, and the relationship of strategic analysis in the implementation,
         execution, and evaluation of counterinsurgency (COIN) operations and counterterrorism
         (CT) operations. The experience provided some insights into delivering analysis in
         an environment where the operational tempo is high and competitive. It also sheds
         some light on the challenge function and the provision of contested advice, a contentious
         role often performed indirectly by strategic analysts, and its relationship to the
         requirement to be responsive and relevant to client needs. Can an analyst, particularly
         one who works at and with the strategic level of government and the military, reconcile
         the imperative to respond to and support client requirements by challenging their
         assumptions? And what does being responsive and supportive mean in the context of
         analytical support to a government or military client? 
      

      
      Red Teaming as Strategic Analysis

      
      The COMISAF Red Team was one of three commander’s analytical groups providing in-depth
         analytical products to support decision making. It reported to COMISAF and to the
         Deputy Chief of Staff Intelligence (DCOS CJ2), of whose establishment it was part.
         Both were dual hatted within, leading the ISAF coalition as well as the United States
         Forces-Afghanistan’s (USFOR-A) Operation Enduring Freedom. To facilitate a more systematic
         approach to coordinating the analytical efforts across the headquarters as well as
         to enhance the capacity to provide contextual and qualitative analysis, the COMISAF
         appointed in 2012 U.S. general John Allen, focused on three headquarters analytical
         groups to provide him as COMISAF and as the commander of the USFOR-A the DCOS CJ2,
         and other senior commanders with in-depth analytical products to support decision
         making and avoid strategic surprise. The renewal of the Red Team (originally stood
         up in 2011) was one component of this new strategic and contextual analytic architecture.
         Its mandate was to provide “decision-support Red Teaming,” or alternative analysis
         as currently styled by NATO, which applies a range of methods to offer decision makers
         qualitative and contextual analysis rather than only Red Force analysis, which emulates
         the enemy or threat. 
      

      
      The COMISAF Red Team was also built to provide a range of perspectives as a multinational
         team of military and civilian analysts. In 2012, there were civilian military intelligence
         analysts from the United States and Australia as well as U.S. military personnel trained
         in red teaming or intelligence assessment. Specialists were also added to the team
         as required. For example, a senior officer from the French National Gendarmerie was
         brought in to support analysis on Afghanistan security and police force training;
         similarly, a specialist from the U.S. Department of Defense Afghanistan-Pakistan Hands
         Program—experts recruited and specializing in Afghanistan and Pakistan language, culture,
         and socioeconomic issues—brought a valuable perspective to the military and defense
         issues being addressed by the team (U.S. Department of Defense 2009a). The U.S. Defense
         Intelligence Agency provided the majority of the civilian analysts, many with significant
         experience in Iraq and Afghanistan, and it surged analysts during the spring and summer
         “fighting season.”[2]   The U.S. military personnel and the Australian analysts, like many counterparts,
         also had multiple tours in either Afghanistan or Iraq. The Canadian contribution was
         different in that the personnel were drawn from its defense Science and Technology
         organization—Defence Research and Development Canada—rather than intelligence organizations,
         bringing another perspective on analysis as well as unique skills and methods. The
         composition facilitated one of the key features of red teaming, in principle and as
         practiced in 2012–13: diversity of perspectives. The commander needed to understand
         not only the adversary, but also the perspective of other coalition partners. 
      

      
      General Allen also changed the remit of what had been the COIN Advisory and Assistance
         Team by renaming it as the COMISAF Advisory and Assistance Team, with a new mission
         to provide directed observations and reporting to COMISAF on strategic priority areas.
         In practice, the COMISAF Advisory and Assistance Team was focused on the development
         of Security Force Advisory Teams, the aim of which was to advise, mentor, and train
         Afghan security forces at the unit level. The third team charged with providing context
         and assessments was the Commander’s Action Group, a small multinational staff working
         directly to support COMISAF on priority issues.[3]   
      

      
      While there was overlap in the remits of each team, and those remits were fluid, influenced
         by crisis and the immediate requirements of COMISAF (and, in the case of the Red Team,
         of the priorities of the Deputy Chief of Staff Intelligence), over the course of 2012,
         an equilibrium was established that assigned the Commander’s Action Group more immediate
         and short-term assessments, and the COMISAF Advisory and Assistance Team specific
         tasks related to campaign execution. The Red Team focused on contextual and narrative
         analysis and the provision of a challenge function, its work prioritized by means
         of a COMISAF approved production list. The products (short reports, 4–8 page papers
         and PowerPoint briefs) provided alternative and strategic perspectives and recommendations
         on key issues. The issues and problems were those identified by COMISAF and DCOS CJ2
         as well as based on recommendations from the Deputy COMISAF, J2 and J5 planners and
         analysts. When requested, options analysis was performed and recommendations made.
         As the 2012 mission was described: 
      

      
         COMISAF Red Team was expected to provide Commander ISAF (COMISAF), ISAF Chief of Staff
            (COS) and ISAF Deputy COS Intelligence (and other senior NATO general officers) with
            an independent capability to fully challenge assumptions and provide alternative analysis
            of strategic level and theatre-strategic level policies, strategies, plans and operations
            in the context of the strategic and operational environment from multiple perspectives,
            including adversaries and others. These perspectives include those of the insurgency,
            Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan, NATO Coalition partners and the
            Government of Pakistan, among others. 
         

      

      The Red Team was also charged with using strategic analysis—“examining policy, strategy
         and planning assumptions, adversary motivations, regional dynamics, and broad underlying
         social, cultural and economic factors that might affect the outcome of operations”—and
         to draw on coalition national expertise across the headquarters, as well as from outside
         of it, whether subordinate headquarters or external agencies.[4]  
      

      
      Rebalancing the Role of Qualitative Analysis 
in the HQ
      

      
      In 2009, the American and coalition strategy was refined to gradually shift the focus
         of outside intervention in Afghanistan from combat to capacity-building and support
         of Afghan security forces with the goal of transitioning, eventually, to an advise
         and assist mission (Obama 2009). To create those conditions Western forces would execute
         two missions, the coalition counterinsurgency mission and the U.S.-led counterterrorism
         mission, both providing security to enable a third mission, the United Nations Assistance
         Mission in Afghanistan (UNAMA), a UN effort devoted to political and economic development
         and sustainment. Following General Allen’s assumption of command in July 2011, the
         focus of the strategic level of the campaign was on transitioning from capacity building
         to advise and assist, and the impact of the transition and the end of the ISAF, and
         Enduring Freedom, missions themselves.[5]   
      

      
      Command and control was also restructured. In 2008, in an attempt to create unity
         of command and combine U.S. and international efforts, the United States appointed
         COMISAF general David McKiernan as commander, United States Forces-Afghanistan to
         synchronize and coordinate U.S. and ISAF counterinsurgency operations and Afghanistan
         national security forces capacity-building efforts. Later, an ISAF Joint Command was
         also stood up to act as an operational level headquarters. The NATO Training Mission-Afghanistan
         was then established to manage the generation and institutional capacity of Afghanistan
         national security forces. A sixth regional command, Regional Command-Southwest, was
         stood up to address the excessive span of control and the operational tempo in Regional
         Command-South (Gates 2014, 341–59; McChrystal 2009). ISAF headquarters reported to
         NATO’s Joint Forces Command Brunssum, while United States Forces-Afghanistan reported
         to CENTCOM. COMISAF had command responsibility for ISAF Joint Command, the NATO Training
         Mission-Afghanistan, and Special Operations Forces (SOF).[6]   
      

      
      Counterinsurgency was always very analysis and intelligence intensive, but by 2009,
         there were questions as to how the mass of data was being used and whether it was
         sufficient or even the right data (Perry and Gordon 2010).[7]   Counterinsurgency doctrine emphasizes the importance of ongoing analysis and assessment.
         It defines assessment as the “continuing monitoring and evaluation of the current
         situation and progress of an operation [against established criteria]” (U.S. Department
         of the Army, Headquarters 2007, 174–75). Performance measures address task accomplishment
         against intent—are we doing things right?—while effectiveness measures address change
         against expectations—are we doing the right things? (U.S. Department of the Army,
         Headquarters 2007, 188–91).[8]   
      

      
      However, how the analysis and assessment was implemented evolved under different commanders.
         From 2010, there was an increased emphasis on the political, cultural, and socioeconomic
         context and understanding the environment. Fusion, at the tactical and strategic levels,
         and between the two, was identified as a weakness. Former ISAF commander General Stanley
         McChrystal and his intelligence deputy therefore refocused the intelligence community’s
         efforts.[9]   He and his successor General David Petraeus expanded this mandate, and encouraged
         the application of social science expertise, best exemplified by the military-civilian
         Human Terrain Teams whose aim was to gather and integrate “operationally relevant,
         sociocultural data, information, knowledge and understanding” to facilitate tactical
         and strategic level “commander’s planning and decision-making” (Sims 2015, 2). By
         the spring of 2012, with a policy decision to end the ISAF mission, the questions
         changed. There was increased pressure to understand how the campaigns were progressing
         relative to established timelines, decreasing resources, and ever-changing threats
         to success. In addition to the normal campaign assessment, the regional context would
         become more important as the coalition’s role decreased, placing a premium on geostrategic
         analysis of Afghanistan’s neighbors and on the dynamics of the neighborhood. Also
         important was an understanding of the consequences on campaign goals within Afghanistan.
         The decision to declare an end to the mission also reshaped the idea and evaluation
         of progress (NATO 2011). Victory was not simply a function of transitioning security
         to the Afghans, but a successful transition itself. Identifying what the conditions
         and context for a successful transition should look like therefore exacerbated the
         challenges of measuring success (NATO 2014).
      

      
      General Allen changed the assessment architecture within a few months of assuming
         command to better understand regional contexts and post–NATO withdrawal issues. Most
         of his initial concerns centered on the limited explanatory power of the quantitative-driven
         assessment and reporting methods, but he also aligned his analysis teams to better
         take advantage of the mix of experience and expertise spread across the headquarters.
         Assessment had to be more useful in facilitating discussion amongst senior leaders
         or providing clarity on the areas where strategic or campaign changes could and should
         be made; enhancing strategic analysis and cooperation amongst the analysts was one
         way to do so. The shift in emphasis was on trying to understand and explain behaviors
         rather than simply identifying them. Measures of effectiveness were more important
         than measures of performance, but measures should not constrain an understanding of
         what was causing a particular effect. Measures and metrics had limits in explaining
         the relationship between an activity and an outcome (Verrall 2015). Appropriate metrics,
         properly evaluated, could help to discern patterns if not exact cause-and-effect relationships.
         The qualitative analysis thus helped to challenge quantitative constructs that suggested
         complex environments like Afghanistan could be easily understood (Craig 2007).
      

      
      General Allen placed a premium on analysis, particularly strategic analysis, using
         this to make the assessments more effective as well as to better understand what the
         data was really saying about the campaign, and even to refocus what data should be
         gathered. This shift in emphasis reflected a distinction that was being made between
         analysis and assessment. Analysis and assessment are distinct in form, even if they
         can both perform the same function for a staff or a commander. Analysis is best characterized
         as a focused process that uses an identified method to address a problem. Assessment
         is a decision support function that might or might not include one or more analytic
         processes and methods. The British military offers a useful definition, describing
         assessment as “the evaluation of progress, based on levels of subjective and objective
         measurement in order to inform decision-making” (UK Ministry of Defence 2008; see
         also Connable et al. 2014, 5–9). Ideally, analysis provides the objective measure.
         An assessment can, and should, include analysis, but analysis can also serve as the
         assessment itself. For example, a commander could provide a campaign assessment based
         on personal reading of the data, applying professional judgment, with no formal analysis,
         or one could use a time-series analysis of similar data over time, which requires
         the focused application of a method. Either could serve as the stand-alone assessment,
         or could be one of a series of analytical and judgment studies that inform an assessment.
         
      

      
      The distinct requirements of quanitative and qualitative analysis, as well as between
         analysis and assessment, manifested themselves in a number of ways. From 2009 there
         was an increasing focus on expanding qualitative analysis, with a premium on strategic
         themes and analysis to better understand the masses of quantitative and intelligence
         material available to decision makers. The stand up of the Afghan Assessment Group
         at HQ ISAF in early 2009 was recognition that analysis was an essential element of
         counterinsurgency. It was also the first step toward a centralized strategic and operational
         assessment process. In 2012, General Allen had his analysis shop initiate a review
         with the aim of creating a system of assessment that was holistic and comprehensive
         (Schroden et al. 2013, 5–6). To address the former, two levels of assessment were
         developed: a strategic and a campaign assessment. The former was the more innovative
         of the two, built as it was on strategic questions designed to ensure NATO and U.S.
         policy and strategic goals were being met. The latter was a refinement on existing
         metrics, with the notable introduction of “regional relations,” and one which would
         drive much effort in terms of policy and analysis at the headquarters. These changes
         prompted a rebalance between quantitative and qualitative analysis to inform the assessment
         process. From an analytical perspective, this manifested itself in a number of ways.
         Afghanistan district assessments evolved into “deep-dive” district assessments, stressing
         the importance of context to interpret the quantitative measures, a result increasingly
         important as the progress of the transition to Afghan government and military leadership
         became the primary focus of analysis. These were facilitated by an increased emphasis
         on quantitative assessment methods that shed light on identified trends such as time-series
         analysis, but required data acquired over time, baseline data, and (in some cases)
         a threshold to assess progress (Connable 2012; Schroden 2013, 39–67; Schroden et al.
         2013, 5–20).
      

      
      Red Teaming as Strategic Analysis

      
      Contested analysis and advice came from many quarters. Other groups of analysts provided
         analysis on similar topics and issues, creating a competition to promote the different
         interpretations and ideas of staff, analysts, and coalition nations. Indeed, there
         was ongoing, if underlying, debate about whether counterinsurgency was a strategy,
         operational approach, or concept, or a substitute for them (see, for example, Gray
         2012; Simpson 2013). There was also disagreement within ISAF as well as within national
         contingents about how counterinsurgency should be executed, resulting from serious
         disagreements about the nature of the conflict, and what was driving it (Simpson 2013,
         5–14). Organizations within HQ ISAF promoted an emphasis on one aspect of the campaign
         over another, often based on their own particular area of responsibility. The apportionment
         of regional commands by nationality diffused this effort even further. Because nations
         had responsibility for discrete regions, execution varied across the country. The
         CJ2 intelligence officers provided “deep dives” and daily assessments of trends. Some
         analysts worked to support their national contingents; others worked for other layers
         of command, notably the ISAF Joint Command and the regional commands. Desk officers
         in the various divisions also produced analysis and assessments. The office of the
         NATO Senior Civilian Representative also had its own analytical pools. Commanders
         also brought their own advisors or brought in outside experts and specialists, a trend
         which began in earnest under General Petraeus, who brought in civilian analysts who
         operated outside the chain of command as his personal advisors (Chandrasekaran 2012a).[10]   In sum, there was no shortage of strategic and quantitative analysis being undertaken,
         representing a wide range of opinions and conclusions, all of varied quality and impact.
         The cacophony of analysis required some means to prioritize and direct efforts, a
         goal articulated by COMISAF and his deputies in CJ2 Intelligence.
      

      
      One result of the competition was that a distinct role for strategic analysts within
         the HQ emerged slowly, and somewhat haphazardly. However, the type of skill sets and
         knowledge required by the Red Team analysts by 2012 illustrated the degree to which
         strategic analysis was favored. Equally if not more important were experience and
         understanding of “strategic level and theatre-strategic level policies, strategies,
         plans, and operations in the context of the strategic and operational environment
         from multiple perspectives, including adversaries and others”[11]   and how the processes, staffs, and actors involved in their development shaped
         analysis, its delivery, and how it might be actioned. Well-developed research, writing,
         and communication skills were also essential tools. 
      

      
      Allen’s analytical and assessment requirements, and his emphasis, also established
         a range of consumers for strategic analysis products, which in turn shaped the Red
         Team’s mandate to promote more strategic analysis. His requirements were better defined
         and prioritized, which in turn helped to ensure the relevance of the work. The process
         was simple but effective. Led by the director and deputy director of the Red Team,
         a work plan, composed of key issues and questions, was developed and staffed for Allen’s
         approval. He assigned the priorities and the work was undertaken based on those he
         considered most critical and urgent for the campaign. This ensured his interest in
         the analysis, although the utility remained dependent on quality. Having the commander’s
         direction also ensured that the team’s attention would not be diverted by routine
         or other analysis without the commander’s permission. 
      

      
      Red Teaming using strategic analysis was not new, but it was not always viewed as
         a strategic level function. Driven by the extended operations in Afghanistan and informed
         by the American experience in Iraq, decision-support Red Teaming is distinct from
         “Red Force” analysis that emulates the enemy or threat and applies a range of methods
         to offer decision makers qualitative and contextual analysis. The United States describes
         it as “a function executed by trained, educated, and practiced team members that provides
         commanders an independent capability to fully explore alternatives in plans, operations,
         concepts, organizations, and capabilities in the context of the operational environment
         and from the perspectives of our partners, adversaries, and others.” The choice of
         nomenclature was confusing as red force analysis and red team analysis are often used
         synonymously. However, both alternative and red team analysis in this content draw
         on a variety of disciplines, tools, and techniques to apply “independent critical
         thought to a problem” and “inject additional knowledge, or knowledge perceived in
         a different way” to offer decision makers a “broader view and possibly expose unforeseen
         considerations that might cause failure of otherwise thoroughly considered solutions”
         (NATO 2012a; UFMCS 2014).
      

      
      As it became manifest in HQ USAF by 2012, red teaming was about problem framing, including
         the ability to deconstruct plans and assessments to identify and challenge assumptions
         while providing alternative solutions, as well as a familiarity with a variety of
         analytical techniques and methods that were the basic COMISAF requirements. The COMISAF
         Red Team was also built to provide a range of perspectives as a multinational team
         of military and civilian analysts. The products took the form of short five-to-ten
         page papers and summary briefs that provided alternative and strategic perspectives
         and recommendations on key issues (as identified by COMISAF and CJ2), examined underlying
         assumptions, seams, adversary motivations, regional dynamics, and social, cultural
         and economic factors surrounding issues (Lauder, Eles, and Banko 2012; NATO 2012a,
         2012b).
      

      
      Issues and Relevance

      
      An assessment of some of the issues addressed by the Red Team through 2012–13, as
         well as how and to whom the team’s analysis was delivered, provides insights into
         how successive commanders and their staffs approached analysis in their execution
         of the missions and sheds some light on the specific role and view of strategic analysis
         in the operational approaches of the concurrent counterinsurgency and counterterrorism
         campaigns (including nation and capacity building). Understanding the strategic environment
         and underlying dynamics, including economic, social, and political trends, as well
         as the intersections of those trends, was one major area of focus. The withdrawal
         of coalition capabilities also placed a greater emphasis on understanding the geopolitical
         dynamics of Afghanistan’s neighborhood. 
      

      
      An illustrative example of this contextual analysis was a change in the analytical
         approach to Pakistan, technically considered a major U.S. ally in the region and a
         recipient of significant military and economic aid from Washington. Pakistan-Afghanistan
         relations were a critical issue. From 2009, the U.S. administration began to consider
         the Afghan-Pakistani border area as a single theater of operations, and introduced
         the term Af-Pak as short-hand for issues that related to both countries. The introduction
         of the Afghanistan-Pakistan Hands Program illustrated the importance of Pakistan in
         understanding the mission (Obama 2009). Given the new strategic focus on Pakistan’s
         role in solving the Afghan quagmire, Pakistan was increasingly prominent in HQ ISAF
         analytical efforts. However, the focus remained limited, at least according to some
         analysts and decision makers. As late as 2013, assessments of the Af-Pak tended to
         ignore the wider regional context, particularly the role of India in Islamabad’s policy
         towards Afghanistan.[12]   The focus grew to encompass the regional dynamics including China, an expansion
         which also underlined the challenges of addressing the full range of strategic and
         operational issues with limited analytical resources (Cappelli 2013; Prue 2013).
      

      
      Another example of the use of strategic analysis to better understand the regional
         complexity was the disagreement within the coalition over the role of Iran-Afghanistan
         relations. ISAF leadership and Western policy analysts in general perceived Iran’s
         objectives in the region as malignant. As a result, the focus of Iran’s engagement
         in Afghanistan was most often assessed through the prism of its support for the Taliban
         and other activities that may have presented a direct threat to the military campaign,
         or were damaging the relations between ISAF and the Government of the Islamic Republic
         of Afghanistan.[13]   Iranian leadership also considered ISAF a direct threat to its country’s security,
         especially after the U.S. invasion in Iraq in 2003 and the troop surge in 2010–11
         placed American troops all around Iran’s borders. Consequently, Iran initiated a dual
         strategy of securing its eastern border by supporting reconstruction and economic
         activities in the traditional Iranian sphere of influence in western Afghanistan,
         reinforcing linkages with the Shia Hazara population, and, at the same time, seemingly
         assisting subversive activities against ISAF troops to prevent success of the mission
         (Laruelle 2012, 4). Red Team analysis of the ways in which Iranian influence was exerted
         among the Shia population as well as some broader and longer term Iranian objectives
         in Afghanistan suggested that Iranian interests and motives were complex, however.
         While it offered a more comprehensive evaluation of Iranian reconstruction efforts
         in view of the changing regional environment and the long-term developmental requirements
         of Afghanistan, it remained challenging to conclude whether overall Iranian influence
         was positive or negative, limiting the impact of this evaluation on campaign planning
         (Minkov 2013a).
      

      
      Afghanistan’s interaction with its neighbors would also be shaped by regional security
         organizations, and through them regional actors like China and Russia. For example,
         Afghanistan was granted observer status in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization in
         2012, raising questions about the coalition’s relative role after the withdrawal,
         particularly as, and if, Chinese investment grew. Russia was another neighbor that
         would shape Afghanistan’s future. Both China and Russia had security concerns. Russian
         leadership in that period was of the opinion that the Western intervention changed
         regional security arrangements and presented security challenges for Moscow. Furthermore,
         the growing cooperation between Russia and Iran in Syria raised concerns whether they
         would attempt to duplicate this approach in Afghanistan (see, for example, International
         Crisis Group 2013). In this context, the strategic analysis from the Red Team promoted
         the need to understand Afghanistan’s neighboring countries collectively rather than
         individually, and the need to assess the mission from the perspective of its impact
         on the region and cross-national interrelationships as the mission’s impact on Afghanistan’s
         relationships with the region (Minkov 2013b). This perspective also shaped HQ ISAF’s
         evaluation of Afghan government activities as the latter sought to develop relationships
         that were, in the short term, necessary to counterbalance ISAF’s influence and, in
         the longer term, critical for its stability and success as a functioning state. This
         analysis was one factor among many which reflected and shaped the evolving view of
         how to handle the transition to Afghan leadership, underlining the challenge of supporting
         Afghan autonomy that did not always share the worldview of the Western coalition.
         The demand for these types of studies through 2012–13 suggested that an understanding
         of Afghan perceptions of their region was considered important to a successful transition.
      

      
      Another example of the importance of that strategic analysis brought to campaign planning
         and headquarters decision making was the issue of border security. An ongoing border
         issue was the obvious threat to the campaign stemming from the insurgents’ ability
         to move across the Afghanistan-Pakistan border, but there were also economic and governance
         issues to address. Corruption was endemic at border crossings, and the chains of tribute
         and complex patronage networks were well entrenched. Positions were often purchased,
         creating long-term obligations. Government revenue and credibility issues were also
         serious concerns raised by coalition as well as Government of Afghanistan officials.
         However, proposed cross-border strategies based on better enforcement, a legalistic
         definition of corruption, and punitive measures risked addressing only the symptoms
         of the problem, hurting the most vulnerable players who worked at the border, but
         without breaking the system. There were a range of domestic, cultural, and international
         factors surrounding the links between corruption and patronage as cultural and social
         practices that needed to be understood, but that were unlikely to be resolved by the
         Western coalition. For this issue, analysis suggested that before any proposed plans
         were implemented, the unintended consequences that could actually exacerbate the problem
         should be fully understood and mitigated where possible.
      

      
      Identifying the key assumptions underlying strategy and planning as well as assessments
         in order to avoid strategic surprise was another important strategic analytical function.
         This manifested as a challenge function of sorts, as much art as science, but strategic
         analysis helped decision makers better understand the implications of their strategies
         as well as unintended consequences. For example, border control was an ongoing issue
         in the campaign, both the growing number of incidents of cross-border artillery fire
         between Pakistan and Afghanistan and the question of regulation and interdiction activities.
         The issues were contentious. Concepts of corruption and patronage proved to be complicating
         factors in coalition efforts to improve control of the border, particularly given
         patronage networks that extended from border guards to government officials. 
      

      
      However, in 2012, General Allen directed that some of the underlying assumptions surrounding
         the approach be examined, with the focus on reconceptualizing patronage and corruption,
         and trying to understand corruption in terms of it being legitimate or illegitimate
         rather than legal or illegal. Treating all levels of corruption as the same failed
         to account for the role of “functional” corruption in Afghan society, particularly
         in the absence of well-paid employment and social services.[14]   As an example, too often the legal system apprehended local officials, while leaving
         senior government leaders who were “capturing” the state untouched, further degrading
         faith in the rule of law and good governance. 
      

      
      Red Team analysts also studied trends like factionalism and hedging in order to avoid
         strategic surprise, to inform governance capacity-building efforts, and as measures
         of the success of the coalition’s transition strategies and messaging. Both efforts
         reflected growing concerns amongst coalition leadership and Afghan government officials
         about Afghan responses to the end of the mission. Analytically, the team’s first step
         was to promote an ISAF-wide definition and meaning of the terms, and then work towards
         how it should be measured and assessed. For example, hedging was defined in this context
         as the provision of qualified support to government or country to reduce risk, and
         had been identified by leadership as a major threat to the transition to Afghan security
         and government credibility. At issue was the loss of some of the best-educated and
         wealthiest segments of society, and the signal it sent to Afghans as well as to the
         international community, which was being asked to make military and financial commitments
         to Afghanistan beyond 2014. Hedging became shorthand in media and even headquarters
         discourse to suggest Afghans’ lack of faith in their country’s future following the
         withdrawal of coalition forces. However, the concept was not well understood, nor
         measured. Subsequent studies of the concept and regional case studies helped to clarify
         it, suggesting that Afghans’ movement around and out of the country was motivated
         by a number of reasons and tended to be regionally focused, and driven by economic
         and family migration as much as security concerns about the country’s fate after the
         end of the NATO mission. This suggested that strategic messaging was important to
         shape perceptions (see, for example, COMISAF 2014). This work also supported the gathering
         of intelligence and data, reevaluating indicators, and some of the underlying assumptions.
      

      
      The study of factionalism was a good example of the progress made in taking a more
         nuanced qualitative approach to measuring and understanding Afghan governance attitudes
         as well as an example of the competition for ideas and the dynamics of changing clients.
         The analysis also suggested some key distinctions in the underlying assumptions of
         counterinsurgency operations, in this case how the version being executed was based
         on a particular concept: legal rather than legitimate government. Opinions on factions
         and the threat of factionalism varied across the coalition, differences that were
         highlighted with the appointment of a new deputy commander, British lieutenant-general
         Sir Nicholas Carter in October 2012. Carter was not convinced the insurgency was the
         main, or only, existential threat to the government of Afghanistan.[15]   Drawing on his recent experience in Afghanistan as commander of Regional Command-South
         in 2009–10 and reflecting the British interpretation of counterinsurgency, he believed
         that the conflict was not just between the government of Afghanistan and the insurgency,
         but one with multiple and overlapping factions and fractures, and that the Afghan
         government itself was perceived by many actors as the sum of multiple factions. 
      

      
      Carter, among others, therefore promoted analysis and assessments to frame the issue
         of governance as one of competing factions. There were also many divisions within
         the insurgency, and varying degrees of ideological and religious motivation (Johnson
         2012). From that perspective, the insurgency’s destruction was not necessarily central
         to the mission or even realistic in all parts of the country. In essence, Carter wanted
         instead to elevate challenges such as hedging, concerns about regional power brokers,
         and ethnic and tribal divisions to ISAF priorities to threats of the first order because
         they challenged national stability and the state’s monopoly on the use of force.[16]   He also implemented a strategy to translate and distribute some of this analysis
         to some Afghan leaders to convince the government that factions and factionalism were
         existential threats, and, that the government itself, acting as it did, could be perceived
         as one faction among many. 
      

      
      By the end of Allen’s appointment, strategic and campaign assessment and planning
         had absorbed the requirement for strategic analysis of the external environment, and
         fused it with other analysis as an important feature of the headquarters’ assessments.
         Reports, written and oral, were staffed to COMISAF either directly if the tasking
         was direct or through CJ2. This allowed the Red Team to exercise its challenge function
         and provide contested advice without too many constraints. It allowed the strategic
         analysis to account for the broader context, encouraging strategies and campaign plans
         that were arguably more robust and provided a hedge against strategic surprise. For
         example, questioning the assumptions that Afghan migration was primarily a result
         of hedging, and that hedging behavior indicated certain attitudes towards the state
         is a good illustration of the strategic analyst’s role in the U.S. approach to assumption-based
         planning, particularly at a theater-strategic-level headquarters. This approach identifies
         the key assumptions on which a current strategy is based, particularly those assumptions
         that are more vulnerable to changes during the strategy’s time frame. Ideally, it
         will help define indicators or variables that might assist decision makers and planners
         in better understanding the implications of assumptions, and when conditions evolve
         to undermine the initial assumptions. Ideally, this allows the organization to avoid
         surprises, or at least to mitigate its vulnerabilities to surprise by anticipating
         responses and to limit its exposure to risk. 
      

      
      The limits of the Red Team approach were evident, however, with the change of COMISAF
         when U.S. Marine general Joseph Dunford assumed command in February 2013. He established
         headquarters priorities as managing the ISAF drawdown and the transition to the post-2014
         Resolute Support mission. The change of command, which included a new Deputy Chief
         of Staff Intelligence, also brought about a change in decision-making culture and
         a new analytical support paradigm. The new leadership favored greater interaction
         and short briefs as opposed to formal analytical reports, whatever the length. The
         Red Team’s primary analytical products and contributions gradually shifted from papers
         as a means of delivering analysis to briefings only, as well as direct advice and
         analysis to staff and operational planning through reviews and comments. The papers
         that were produced became shorter and were reactive to short-term priorities and more
         immediate demands for context and information. Much of this reflected the conviction
         that the time for deepening ISAF understanding of Afghanistan was over, but also the
         limits of the manpower-intensive data collection and analysis model. As the headquarters
         personnel were reduced, priorities were adjusted. Analytical effort was focused on
         more immediate transition-related issues. However, arguably, the decision to tie the
         Red Team productions to short-term issues and through direct support to planners also
         undermined those elements which were critical to its success: independence from the
         staff and planning functions; no subjective interest in the success or failure of
         a particular plan or initiative; a direct relationship with key decision makers; and
         an ability to shape its work to address contextual and conceptual questions and provide
         the consumers with what they required, not just what they were asking for.
      

      
      Lessons from the Red Team Experience

      
      The experience of the Red Team provides some important insights into the elements
         critical to a successful relationship between a strategic analyst and the client as
         consumer of the analysis, but also raises some questions as to how we can think about
         relevance. First, in general, relevance, or utility, is a function of the quality
         of analysis as well as the role the strategic analyst is being asked to fill. Strategic
         analysts require a deep understanding of their subjects, deep enough to begin to identify
         what they as well as their organizations do not know. They also need to deepen their
         understanding of their subjects from the perspective of their organizational roles
         and mission; this provides some focus and ability to prioritize study. Finally, one
         lesson from the introduction of strategic analysis into the Afghanistan campaign (or
         campaigns) was that a nuanced understanding of the Afghan, regional, and coalition
         military environment was not a capability that could be developed quickly, a challenge
         exacerbated by the number of competing ideas and assessments. A strategic analysis
         capability is hard to build and sustain, built as it is on expertise, experience,
         and very specific skills; it is even harder to reconstitute if it degrades. In Afghanistan
         it emerged as a critical enabler for making sense of a complex mission, shaping how
         the conflict was interpreted, how operations were conducted, and resources prioritized.
      

      
      The experience also highlighted the necessity of understanding the client’s requirements.
         The analysts need to understand their subject and product from the user’s perspective:
         what do they want, and what do they need? How will they use it? And, for senior strategic
         analysts, it was equally important to ask how can the client use the analysis (Goodman
         and Omand 2008; Marrin 2013). Williamson Murray suggests that while it is at the strategic
         level that challenging assumptions is most useful, historically it is this level where
         it has been the least used, or where red team analysis was ignored or discarded (Murray
         2011, 164–65). His contention illustrates a fundamental challenge to strategic analysis:
         the consumers and clients best positioned to use challenges to their assumptions,
         or contextual analysis, are often those who feel threatened by the challenge. The
         Red Team’s experience in HQ ISAF indicates the importance of having a well-defined
         role and challenge function, and illustrates how decision-maker support for that role
         is critical to its successful execution. The most important features of strategic
         analysis as challenge include direct access to decision makers to avoid multiple consumers
         shaping the product to meet their own needs or to avoid criticism of their own products—contaminating
         it, as characterized by one scholar of intelligence analysis (Heidenrich 2007). The
         Red Team responded directly to COMISAF requirements as well as to the DCOS Intelligence.
         There was some tension in that position, but it was generally a healthy tension. The
         Red Team, as consumers of intelligence data but producers of intelligence assessments
         fused with other analysis, often acted as de facto information brokers. Fusion was
         a critical function as well. Both could result in competing interpretations, but it
         placed the strategic analysis skill sets at the nexus of where policy and strategy
         met execution, and tactical and routine intelligence gathering and assessment. It
         was a position with visibility into the strategic, campaign, and even policy implications
         of operational planning and tactical decisions and responses. The analysis could,
         and did, in turn shape the assessment of indicators and consequent intelligence collection.
         It required top-level engagement, and when effectively implemented and supported,
         could set the agenda for senior-level discussion.
      

      
      Second, and related, there should be no doubt as to the independence and evidence-based
         nature of the analysis and advice. This could be characterized as objectivity, as
         an aspiration rather than a constant, but in either case, one of the fundamental features
         of alternative analysis is the delivery of the analysis in order to further strategic
         or campaign objectives, rather than the success of a particular initiative or policy.
         Red teams cannot be bound by the plans developed by the staff. This is more challenging
         when the analyst is policy or strategy developer as well as analyst and advice giver.
         However, these are two distinct functions with different objectives. The first function
         is arguably about providing the clients what they need. The second is about providing
         the clients with what they want. The red team strategic analyst, in sum, had to understand
         the environment as well as understand how to
 shape it.
      

      
      A third observation was that, while strategic analysis and the ability to systematically
         transform quantitative data and intelligence into useful assessments were key enablers
         for military decision makers, the ability to fully exploit the analysis was constrained
         by ongoing concerns regarding the means and ways of delivery as well as by competition.
         Consumers, and others who had to turn the advice into direction and plans, remained
         concerned with the length and depth of reports as well as the ability to turn over
         the analysis in a short time frame. This was a challenge met, in part, by employing
         multiple authors with different subject matter expertise, and the director serving
         as editor or as a lead author. However, even in the short period under review, the
         format of reporting changed. Under General Allen, reports grew longer, citations were
         encouraged, and a section for recommendations was introduced to better transition
         the analysis to action. Classification became another hindrance to distribution in
         a multinational headquarters. These changes reflected the objectives of a scholar-soldier
         like General Allen, but also the pinnacle of a coalition effort to understand Afghanistan
         and its context. That the Red Team, scheduled to be dismantled by the summer of 2012,
         remained extant was an indication that there was an appetite for strategic analysis.
         By mid-2013, however, with the end of the mission looming and given the capacity constraints
         imposed by headquarters drawdown generally, the relevance of strategic analysis for
         the mission was 
limited.
      

      
      Competition was also a feature of delivering strategic analysis at HQ ISAF. This played
         out, first, in the identification of the issues and topics that would drive analytical
         effort and, ideally, the campaign. It also manifested itself in the contested advice,
         which often, but not always, fractured along national or civil-military lines. The
         interplay between the government and military advisors and independent advisors, as
         well as outside academics which were sometimes brought in as temporary advisors, was
         another factor in the competition. There was also a limited competition between Red
         Team and some intelligence analysts, but it was primarily healthy, forcing rigor and
         reevaluation to produce better analysis. In this environment, strategic analysts on
         the Red Team could act as information brokers or interlocutors, their fusion role,
         direct and indirect, to ensure the analysis and assessments were as objective as possible,
         adding context and addressing the assumptions that underpinned the analysis. This
         was, however, an aspiration that played out in some areas of study—fracturing or in
         some of the cross-border studies—but not in others.
      

      
      One of the paradoxes of the wars in Afghanistan is that the coalition military campaign
         got far better over time, but intensification seemed only to diminish political and
         domestic support for Western intervention. The campaigns had, by 2013, reached a pinnacle
         of sorts, in terms of coordination of the missions, resource levels, a growing understanding
         of Afghan society, and minimizing counterproductive practices, as well as in terms
         of a better understanding of the constraints of nation and capacity building, whether
         governance or military. Arguably, however, this had limited strategic effect, although
         the reasons were primarily political: Western capacity constraints, Afghan government
         corruption, Pakistan’s support to the Taliban insurgency, and the growing war-weariness
         in the West. Still, the experience of the Red Team suggests that one lesson from the
         campaign is the relevance of strategic analysis that contextualizes and deepens the
         understanding of the policy, strategic, and campaign mission, and shapes the objectives.
         Equally important, the experience suggests that the most effective organizations are
         arguably those which encourage and cultivate challenges and tests of assumptions.
         However, this is a capability and a culture that require time and resources—as well
         as a commitment on the part of decision makers—to become effective, and relevant.
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            1. The opinions expressed in this chapter are those of the author and do not represent,
                  or otherwise reflect, any official opinion or position of the Government of Canada,
                  or any of its departments and agencies. This chapter draws on the author’s assessment
                  of his experience as related in his portion of the internal report Paul Dickson, Anton
                  Minkov and Heather Hrychuk, Measuring Success And Defining Victory Perspectives From Red Teaming Operations In
                     Afghanistan (DRDC: Ottawa, 2014).
               

            

         

         
            2. The DIA had a significant footprint in Afghanistan, and was a key contributor to the
                  civilian surge undertaken by President Barack Obama. The DIA also recognized the need
                  to refocus its analysis towards a more qualitative approach. Indeed, in the period
                  under review in this article, one of the main proponents of that shift was the director
                  of the DIA, Lieutenant-General Michael T. Flynn. After his experience as Deputy Chief
                  of Staff Intelligence (CJ2), for the International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan
                  in 2008–9, then Major General Flynn wrote a critical and public review of the failures
                  of intelligence in Afghanistan (Flynn, Pottinger, and Batchelor 2010).
               

            

         

         
            3. The Commander’s Action Group was formerly known as the Commander’s Initiative Group.
                  In 2011, it had acted as a support staff preparing files and briefing books for COMISAF,
                  but its role was expanded in 2012 to include some analysis. 
               

            

         

         
            4. COMISAF Red Team mission statement, 2012, from the author’s personal files. 

            

         

         
            5. In April 2012, NATO finalized agreements to wind down the war in Afghanistan by formalizing
                  commitments to move the Afghans gradually into a lead combat role, to maintain a military
                  presence in Afghanistan beyond 2014, and to finance the Afghan security forces.
               

            

         

         
            6.  This issue of streamlining command and control were raised in U.S. Department of
                  Defense 2009b, 27. For a discussion of these issues, see Hope 2008.
               

            

         

         
            7. Observers had been suggesting the centrality of analysis, information, and intelligence
                  to successful prosecution of “wars among the peoples” for a decade. See, for example,
                  Hammes 2004; Smith 2008, 377–85.
               

            

         

         
            8. Influential counterinsurgency experts like Australia’s David Kilcullen echoed the
                  political demand to track progress against the ISAF campaign plans, the Afghan people’s
                  expectations, and the newly announced strategy for the war, in particular against
                  Obama’s timetables; see Kilcullen 2010.
               

            

         

         
            9. This was the emphasis that reflected the critiques of General Stanley McChrystal;
                  see COMISAF’s Initial Assessment: Initial United States Forces–Afghanistan (USFOR-A)
                  Assessment (2009); see also Flynn, Pottinger, and Batchelor 2010.
               

            

         

         
            10. Primary among them were Frederick and Kimberly Kagan.

            

         

         
            11. ISAF, Red Team Director position description, author’s personal files. 

            

         

         
            12. One of the weaknesses of the Af-Pak strategy was that it failed to appreciate the
                  larger regional context for Pakistan, namely the role of India in shaping Islamabad’s
                  policy towards Afghanistan; see, for example, Cohen 2011. A Red Team paper, “Indian
                  Military Aid to Afghanistan” (2013), tried to address this gap in the available analysis.
                  (The titles of the papers produced by the Red Team were unclassified, and the author
                  has drawn on the titles and other unclassified material used in the production of
                  the papers to illustrate the points and type of work that was being undertaken.) 
               

            

         

         
            13. See for example, Shanker, Schmitt, and Rubin 2012; see also U.S. Department of Defense
                  2012, 18, for COMISAF assessments of Iran. 
               

            

         

         
            14. Analysts who worked exclusively on this issue believe this is a key lesson for future
                  interventions; see Sullivan and Forsberg 2014.
               

            

         

         
            15. Carter’s approach and views had highlighted distinctions between coalition approaches
                  to counterinsurgency; see Chandrasekaran 2012b, 145–46; Owen 2012; Graham-Harrison
                  2013; Sharif 2013.
               

            

         

         
            16. Red Team, unclassified version for the Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan.
                  2013. “The Threat to GIRoA.”
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 8

      How to Create an “Institutional Think Tank” within a Ministry of Defense (and Make
         It Last)
      

      
         
         
         
         Frédéric Charillon

         
         France’s Institut de recherche stratégiques 
de l’École militaire
         

         
         
      

      
      In 2009, after years of discussion about the creation of a “defense campus” within
         the French Ministry of Defense,[1] the then-defense minister Hervé Morin (2007–2010, under the Nicolas Sarkozy presidency)
         decided to launch a threefold project with the objective of combining research, documentation,
         and education under a single roof. The almost simultaneous inauguration of a research
         institute aimed at producing and promoting strategic studies (Institut de recherche
         stratégiques de l’École militaire [IRSEM, the Military School’s Strategic Studies
         Institute]) and a documentation center (Centre de Documentation de l’École Militaire
         [CDEM, the Military School’s Documentation Centre]) was meant to strengthen a third
         goal: training programs for French and international officers.[2] The institutional and administrative anchoring as well as the nature of the missions
         of the newly created IRSEM remained highly debated within the Ministry after its inauguration,
         however.[3] Both have changed several times, thus modifying the room for maneuver of its researchers,
         whose achievements and limits are worth analyzing with hindsight. The complex course
         of what remains a valuable initiative provides a case study of the relations between
         internal and external expertise in the French administration.
      

      
      An “Institutional Think Tank”

      
      Creating a research institute within a ministry of defense and deeming it a “think
         tank” remains somewhat of a challenge and generates many ambiguities. IRSEM has been
         assigned several missions corresponding to different expectations, themselves expressed
         by distinct administrative bodies.
      

      
      The Creation of IRSEM: Cogitation and Muddling Through

      
      Implemented in 2009, the decision to proceed with the launch of a new institute was
         fraught with hesitations. Interestingly, three bones of contention remained unsettled
         on a lasting basis.
      

      
      The first one was about placing IRSEM under the supervisory authority of a civilian
         body (namely the former Delegation for Strategic Affairs), or a military one (namely
         the Joint Services Office [État Major des Armées]). In a complex compromise, it was
         decided that the Joint Services Office would be the functional reporting line, but
         that IRSEM should follow the intellectual guidelines collectively drawn by several
         administrative branches, brought together in a new organ: the Cohesion Committee for
         Prospective and Strategic Research. This committee included the Joint Services Office,
         its educational branch (Graduate Military Teaching [EMS]), the Delegation for Strategic
         Affairs (DAS), the French Defense Procurement Agency, and the general secretariat
         for administration (SGA).
      

      
      The second dilemma was about the daily management of the institute and the type of
         profile to which it should be entrusted. After bitter discussions,[4] it was eventually conferred to a three-person management team including a director
         (who had to be either a university professor or a general officer), a secretary general
         (who had to be what the director was not, among the two aforementioned possibilities),
         and a scientific director (who had to be a university professor).
      

      
      Third, it remained to be seen what disciplines and fields the new institute should
         cover. Four research areas were already developed within the French Ministry of Defense:
         military sociology, military history,[5] armaments studies,[6] and a more generalist field covered by a center created in 2001.[7] They would be integrated into the IRSEM, putting an end to the administrative life
         of the former and smaller research centers. From 2009 to 2013, seven fields of research
         were studied, with three new ones added to the four aforementioned areas: “new conflicts,”
         “European and transatlantic security,” and “comparative regional security.” In 2013,
         the seven topics were reduced to five, with the transfer of History to the Service
         for History of Defense, located in the ancient fort of Vincennes (close to Paris),
         where military archives are stored.
      

      
      Several observations can be drawn from these elements. First, there was an important
         gap between the substantial financial means devoted to the new institute and the narrow
         administrative room to maneuver it was provided upon its creation. With a planned
         budgeted staff of forty and an operating budget of about €400,000 (US$440,000 in 2010),
         and with its location in the prestigious École Militaire (in central Paris, in front
         of the Eiffel Tower), IRSEM was well funded. It was nonetheless far from having the
         level of resources of the most renowned European or American think tanks. IRSEM’s
         relatively comfortable situation can be explained by two factors: the personal influence
         and charisma of its main founder (and first secretary general), Major General (ret.)
         Jean-Claude Beyer, who also spearheaded the building of the adjacent lavish new documentation
         center, and a “coalition of the willing” inside the cabinet of Minister of Defense
         Morin, starting with the director of the office and his deputy, who believed in the
         intellectual necessity of such an initiative. This high-level leadership support was
         greatly aided by a younger and proactive chargé de mission at the cabinet.
      

      
      But—and this is the second, and paradoxical, observation—those factors also accounted
         for the opposition developing against the new institute. Given existing perceptions
         and bureaucratic cultures, what was initially conceived as a collective achievement
         of the Ministry of Defense eventually triggered bureaucratic competition. Several
         classic dividing-lines followed: military vs. civilians; ministerial cabinet vs. bureaucracies;
         internal expertise vs. external analysis. Although most actors agreed on the need
         to revive strategic thought in France, different and somewhat incompatible expectations
         were expressed. The French military, which has had the feeling of being prevented
         from developing its own strategic thought since the war for Algerian independence,[8] was expecting the revival of a past tradition. Creating a new intellectual tool at
         the heart of the École Militaire was its opportunity to do so. The Army’s disappointment
         was great when the steering wheel of the project was given to an academic.[9] Civilian parts of the Ministry in charge of different aspects of foresight or analysis
         for their part wanted the academic research to fit their immediate needs.
      

      
      Third, the above-mentioned competition, left mostly unsettled, paved the way for several
         transfers of administrative responsibility. If one includes the initial situation
         when smaller research centers were placed under the responsibility of the SGA, IRSEM
         had no less than five different administrative supervisors in six years: the SGA itself
         until 2009, the Joint Services Office also in 2009, then the EMS in 2011, and finally
         the DAS.[10] In 2015, the DAS became the Directorate General for International Relations and Strategy
         (DGRIS). The main question then was: why did the cabinet decide to transfer IRSEM
         from military to civilian supervision?
      

      
      Strangely, after having fought hard to be entrusted with the management of the institute,
         the Joint Services office gradually lost interest in it. Several factors may explain
         such an evolution. The Chief of the Defense Staff General Jean-Louis Georgelin, very
         much committed to the project, was replaced by Admiral Edouard Guillaud in February
         2010; military circles in general were not inclined to trust a body in charge of strategic
         reflection led by academics; and the national context grew to be marked by severe
         budgetary constraints after the 2008 financial crisis. There was also the downsizing
         of the French military and new international challenges (Ivory Coast in 2010, Libya
         in 2011) which made it difficult for the military to accept more defense spending
         for academic “intruders.” The free expression of military researchers appointed at
         IRSEM also generated irritation among some authorities.[11] Taking advantage of that growing distance, the traditional administration in charge
         of studies and foresight within the Ministry (DAS), which had originally been defeated
         in the competition for administrative oversight of IRSEM, proposed a new start.
      

      
      The Missions

      
      The missions assigned to IRSEM have changed throughout the years. If the list has
         remained stable overall, the order of priority has varied according to the supervisory
         authority. Four main tasks were given to the new institute: develop a new French strategic
         thought, create and support a new generation of thinkers, promote French strategic
         thought abroad, and contribute to military higher education. Those tasks were a compromise
         between proposals made by the first director, the civilian authorities of the Ministry,
         and the military hierarchy (which unsurprisingly insisted that support be given to
         military education). The overall assumption was that France, once a key country in
         the production of strategic thought, had lost that tradition, mainly because of a
         growing rift between academic research and defense circles. That it be up to the Ministry
         of Defense to fix the problem could not be taken for granted. But the priority given
         to planning, anticipation, and analysis in the last two French White Papers on Defense
         (2008 and 2013), plus a lack of empathy in the French academic world for such issues,
         made it easier to conclude that the Ministry should take the lead if something was
         to happen. It was obvious (and foreseen) from the beginning that misunderstandings
         and disagreements would occur between academics and defense actors. But they agreed
         on the most important principle: something should be done to provide young researchers
         in defense and international studies with more financial and institutional support.
         This latter point made it clear, at least in the early days, that the objective should
         be the creation and eventual rise of a new generation of independent, relevant, and
         critical academics—and not just the creation of a new technical department.
      

      
      To develop a new strategic thought implied a high rhythm of publications in various
         formats. From 2009 to 2015, IRSEM provided several kinds of products, from substantial
         studies (200-page book-like publications) to 4-page briefs, a scientific review,[12] an electronic newsletter, 50-page papers in English,[13] and of course a website. What should be their purpose, and for whom? Several dilemmas
         had to be addressed. First, the leadership of the institute assumed that its products
         had to meet the standards of two different legitimacies: academic and policy-orientation.
         In other words, IRSEM had to publish works that could be deemed useful by the authorities
         of the Ministry and scientifically reliable by the academic community. Second, should
         and could IRSEM discuss France’s strategic orientations candidly while belonging to
         the Ministry of Defense? Although no censorship was applied, it was decided that IRSEM’s
         task was not to comment on French defense policy but to inform it and to enlighten
         the strategic debate. Third, should IRSEM researchers be provided with access to classified
         sources in order to write their analyses? The answer was no: as a think tank, IRSEM
         would make all of its work public, so it should work from open source information
         only.
      

      
      Supporting a new generation of scholars and military thinkers working on strategy
         and helping them get better international visibility were two other priorities for
         the institute. Two-thirds of the operating budget was allocated to these tasks, in
         order to fund doctoral and postdoctoral scholarships as well as various research projects
         (including attending scientific conferences). Yet again, the institute had a number
         of barriers to overcome. Should the Ph.D. candidates funded by the institute indicate
         their affiliation with the Ministry of Defense? What principles should be applied
         regarding their research missions abroad, especially in countries considered “at risk”?
         Could they be free to publish any article or paper without prior authorization from
         the Ministry? Pros and cons were so numerous and complex vis-à-vis such questions
         that in spite of many reflections conducted in order to establish principles, decisions
         were made on a case-by-case basis. Much beyond the very case of IRSEM was the underlying
         question of making International Relations research compatible with security measures.
         To their great frustration, several French academics belonging to the civil service
         (e.g., universities, National Centres for Scientific research [CNRS])—including some
         of the most seasoned ones—were prevented from travelling to war-torn or unstable countries
         in the past years. If the objective to protect the national researchers is understandable,
         banning them from undertaking their empirical fieldwork has an intellectual and political
         cost. Had such a rule been applied in the past, major French scholars, known for their
         empirical findings, would not have existed.[14] 
      

      
      A fourth objective was to contribute to military higher education on the campus of
         the École Militaire where the institute was located. This made IRSEM an immediate
         neighbor to the most prestigious French military academies. Such a contribution could
         be neither automatic nor limitless, which raised the question of how many courses
         should be taught by the researchers, on what topics, and to what ends. Should the
         courses of the most prestigious military training programs be taught by young, external,
         and civilian researchers? Was it the vocation of IRSEM to prepare bibliographies for
         the military? These were some of the many questions that had to be addressed in the
         complex relations between the new institute and its military partners.
      

      
      For there was in fact another implicit, but major, objective: to foster collaboration
         between the military and academia. Very common in other European countries, the dialogue
         between the two professions remains very poor in France. Although it may seem to be
         common sense that powers like France cannot afford having several communities of experts
         working separately on the same topics, making them work together in the same institution
         remains a challenge. Working in a think tank is uneasy for a military officer: his
         or her freedom of expression remains constrained by specific rules and the duty of
         confidentiality; his or her career might be affected by such an unusual detour; and
         his or her legitimacy is already too high to be submitted to the usual academic game
         of peer-reviewing and proofreading.
      

      
      First Assessments

      
      From 2009 to 2015, IRSEM survived two presidents, three prime ministers, four defense
         ministers, and three Chiefs of the Defense Staff. This can already be considered a
         success when compared to other ephemeral experiences attempted in other ministries.[15] More precisely, one can insist on three successes for IRSEM, as well as on several
         limits to its action.
      

      
      Main Achievements

      
      The most useful success probably lies in the making of a new generation of young strategic
         thinkers. Greatly helped by the financial support but also by the scientific and even
         political trust they were granted, several of them became researchers of international
         renown. Publishing first in the various collections of the institute, then writing
         chapters or editing books partially funded by IRSEM, presenting papers in international
         conferences whose fees and travels were also covered by the institute, many of them
         eventually obtained academic positions as lecturers or full professors in France and
         abroad. This is not to say that credit goes to IRSEM alone, since their talent made
         these opportunities possible. But the institute’s investment proved a launchpad to
         help them advance in their aims. And since the choice had been made to appoint an
         academic as IRSEM’s first director, it is not inappropriate to remember that the success
         of former students is the most treasured reward for a professor. It is also necessary
         to point out that such achievements are fragile. Such a new set of conditions in France
         is original and must be preserved. To believe that it would be appropriate to ask
         new Ph.D. candidates supported by the Ministry of Defense to write bureaucratic notes
         instead of conducting scientific research would be a fatal mistake. Moreover, this
         would be a misunderstanding of what a real policy of international influence should
         be. Analytical relevance as well as international influence, indeed, must be fueled
         by external voices. The objective of such policies of influence—at least in a democratic
         state—is to better understand the world and convince that world of the validity of
         one’s analyses and actions. It is not to convince its own researchers to adopt and
         reproduce the official discourse and wording.
      

      
      A second achievement lies in IRSEM’s success in building high-level, trustful partnerships
         with key international think tanks, including non-Western ones like the CIISS (China
         Institute for International Strategic Studies in Beijing), NIDS (National Institute
         for Defence Studies in Tokyo), PIPVR (Philippine Institute for Peace, Violence and
         Terrorism research in Manila), or CSIS (Centre for Strategic and International Studies
         in Jakarta). Common strategic reflections with institutions in Europe, North America
         (e.g., National Defense University in Washington, DC, Canadian Forces College in Toronto),
         and the Middle East were also carried out, paving the way for fruitful cross-analyses
         and common products. The geographic priorities developed by the institute for such
         partnerships were, in order, European and transatlantic partners, direct strategic
         environment (central Europe, the Mediterranean), and Asia and main emerging countries.
      

      
      One must admit that the institute has in itself little merit, since its very creation
         was enough to generate many requests for cooperation. Obviously, the insufficient
         presence of French speakers in most international meetings on defense and strategy
         opened a window of opportunity for IRSEM, which received many requests. Most of them,
         unfortunately, could not be met (some of them fascinating, for example from Ulan-Bator
         in Mongolia or from Tashkent in Uzbekistan). Several lessons can be drawn from that
         situation. First, there is an international demand for more academic as well as official
         French participation in international meetings on defense issues. Second, many countries
         and partners remain blind spots to their French counterparts. Key states like the
         P4 members (Brazil, India, Germany, Japan) have too few links with the French strategic
         thought community. Areas considered well known by French decision makers must also
         be approached from a different angle, much beyond their traditional—and often French-speaking—actors.
         In Lebanon, Algeria, and sub-Saharan Africa, most opinion leaders in strategic studies
         now work in English-speaking (and sometimes Arabic) think tanks or universities. Third,
         think tanks are not the only—and probably not the main—valuable partners in the field.
         In most countries, the most challenging insights and authors come from universities.
         From Princeton to the University of Tokyo, Freie Universität (Berlin), the University
         of Sydney, Hong Kong, Fudan (Shanghai), Seoul, or Odense (South Denmark University),
         academic international studies with their many books (and not only “papers”) must
         be explored by diplomatic and defense officials.
      

      
      Last but not least, IRSEM could find its public in France, which can be measured on
         social networks with the success of its Facebook page, Twitter, or LinkedIn feeds.
         In spite of a recent flurry of new publications in the fields of defense studies and
         international relations, and despite a high offer of Parisian conferences proposed
         by several high-quality think tanks and universities, IRSEM has been able to attract
         large audiences (a wide array of experts and advanced students) to its scientific
         events. Thanks to its prestigious location and the majestic setting of the École Militaire
         (with a large and convenient amphitheater), high-level public events have been made
         possible.
      

      
      Limits

      
      The main limit—or even setback—of IRSEM is probably to be found in the field of internal
         and institutional communication. Three months after its creation, in January 2010,
         the institute welcomed then-Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton for a conference
         during her official visit in Paris. Several years, partnerships, and publications
         later, voices within the Ministry of Defense were publicly wondering what could be
         the use of such a tool. To put it briefly, IRSEM had to convince its own authorities
         and working environment that what was good for intellectual reflection was good for
         the country. How can this be analyzed?
      

      
      First, the observed skepticism might simply illustrate a classic bureaucratic phenomenon
         (largely identified by the sociology of organizations) whereby every new administrative
         body is perceived as a threat by the existing ones. The latter, as we know, have a
         tendency to view any change as an implicit criticism against their action: “if there
         was a need to create it, this means that we were considered inadequate.” Second, the
         financial cost of the institute (in fact very low) was put in question in times of
         budgetary constraints. This was the case particularly during the early years, as the
         budget line of IRSEM was the same as the one for military operations. The first presentations
         of the institute before a military public, at the War College, for instance, triggered
         mainly questions about its price, and whether this was reasonable as France was engaged
         in various operations. Third, the institute had to cope with yet another classic bureaucratic
         problem, which is simply that bureaucrats do not have time for books and studies.
         One must admit here that it is difficult to increase the visibility of an actor whose
         main task is to write in a professional environment that does not read. None of these
         obstacles dealt a fatal blow to IRSEM. But given the reservations expressed by several
         bureaucratic actors, better and more reassuring institutional communication could
         have been implemented. To the question of how to ensure that good analysis is actually
         read, the answer is that one can never guarantee this. IRSEM published its studies
         with summaries and abstracts and proposed feedback meetings (generally with a breakfast,
         inviting the highest authorities as well as technical experts) to present their results
         prior to publication.
      

      
      Beyond the ignorance or unawareness of the very existence of the institute in some
         spheres was a franker hostility in other ones. Where does this come from? Several
         aspects must be distinguished. A first type of hostility was ideological, and could
         be found mainly in traditional military circles that strongly believed that defense
         matters should not be discussed publicly. A few weeks after the creation of the institute,
         Revue défense nationale (French Review of National Defense) offered its columns to a long-retired French
         general who, under a pseudonym, violently pleaded against an institute that would
         “talk publicly about things that should be kept secret.” In the same vein, many high-ranking
         military officers were keen to believe that only official authorities should be allowed
         to talk publicly about strategy in the name of the Ministry of Defense.
      

      
      Another kind of distrust was again typically bureaucratic and resulted from internal
         competition. After having tried in vain to make the researchers work for them, several
         actors in studies, doctrine, training, or planning units deemed IRSEM useless or even
         damaging. Nothing typically French here: this attitude is universal. A third source
         of opposition came from external actors fearing the loss of their traditional links
         with the Ministry of Defense. This was neither the case for the most prestigious and
         credible French think tanks (IFRI, FRS, IRIS) nor the case for another new structure
         dealing with strategic studies (CSFRS).[16] All of them had good personal relations with IRSEM staff, as they rightly reckoned
         that its nature was different from theirs. But with more obscure groups or networks,
         largely depending on subsidies from the Ministry of Defense, no trustful communication
         could be established. As a result of these various sources of mistrust, IRSEM had
         the strange privilege to be invited to key international events (such as the Manama
         and Shangri-La dialogues, or the Xiangshan Forum in Beijing) but not to events organized
         by French actors, such as the annual Université d’été de la défense[17] or the more recent Dakar Forum for Peace and Security in Africa.
      

      
      “Of what is it an instance?”[18]  
      

      
      Beyond the case of IRSEM arises the question of bringing external insights back into
         the French state-centered decision-making process. As far as strategic, defense, and
         international studies are concerned, such an opening of the administrative machine
         has always been difficult in France (Cogan 2003). For instance, the creation of the
         Diplomatic institute in 2001 by former Foreign Minister Hubert Védrine (Colson 2009)
         was supposed to promote the training of diplomats through a dialogue with scholars
         and other experts. After a short experience, it was decided instead that seasoned
         diplomats would train the junior ones. Run by a talented and experienced woman[19] since its creation in 2010, the Intelligence Academy is still struggling hard to
         promote a dialogue with external analysts. Established at the same time as IRSEM—and
         run by yet another talented woman[20]—the CDEM had to struggle to be open to students and researchers, rather than only
         to the local military public. Developing a research institute on strategy within the
         Ministry of Defense in France thus requires a method to connect together external
         and internal analysts. As a prerequisite, it is also worth wondering what the state
         of strategic studies in the country is.
      

      
      Strategic Studies in France: “Fad, fantasy or field”?[21] 
      

      
      French academic research on strategic issues has little structure or organization.
         In spite of the rise to power of a whole new generation of specialists, strategy is
         not recognized as a discipline. France has no academic department for war studies,
         security studies, not even international studies; International Relations are instead
         developed between political science, international law, history, and sociology. As
         a result, several shortcomings can be observed. First, not being a discipline, strategic
         studies are not provided with specific academic positions. They remain an object of
         study (mainly for political science or history), but not a profession. Second, their
         funding is not secure and depends mostly on public subsidies granted on a case-by-case
         basis. IRSEM itself has provided several research teams with such funds. It is great
         that actors such as IRSEM, the new DGRIS in the Ministry of Defense, or the Ministry
         of Foreign Affairs are very active in supporting strategic studies. It is worrying,
         however, that they feel more concerned than the Ministry of Education and Research
         about such topics. Accordingly, one must be brave, as a Ph.D. candidate or even a
         senior researcher, to write on strategic or defense issues. This is clearly not the
         optimal approach to ensure a rewarding French academic career.
      

      
      Still, France’s strategic reflection is not especially lagging behind other European
         countries, nor is it falling short of European Union standards. Along with Britain,
         France remains one of the rare European states to maintain a certain strategic culture
         (Biehl, Giegerich, and Jonas 2013). High-level civilian and military writers interested
         in defense issues do exist. Relevant French studies on conflict, war and peace, defense
         and foreign policies, and international relations are numerous. Are they actually
         heard and taken into account at the decision-making level, however? Is an appropriate
         transmission mechanism implemented to exploit their insights and proposals?
      

      
      Nothing could be less certain. Since neither the decision spheres nor the academic
         ones have developed a taste for books on strategy (the former because these are voluminous
         books, the latter because they deal with strategy), both supply and demand are weakened.
         And since an overarching national strategy to promote French strategic thought is
         still lacking, few French intellectuals have had a significant impact on international
         strategic debates since Raymond Aron. Worse still, significant gaps remain in several
         fields of analysis. Areas that are believed to be well known and understood by state
         services are hardly analyzed further by external research. In spite of historical,
         geographical, and social links, North Africa is little explored by French academics.
         The number of true specialists of the United States, the United Kingdom, or Germany
         is small, even if most French decision makers regularly interact with their counterparts
         there. The same problem arises when it comes to specific knowledge areas such as the
         economy of defense, military sociology, or deterrence. If the picture is less bleak
         in some other areas of study (e.g., Russia, the Middle East, Latin America, Asia,
         Islam), there remains a lack of dialogue between various segments of epistemic communities.
         Scholars, diplomats, and military officers do not talk to each other sufficiently.
         All agree that France, as a middle rank power, cannot afford such a compartmentalization
         and absence of dialogue between groups that work on the same topics. Academics can
         hardly ignore contacts and viewpoints in decision spheres. Decision makers cannot
         afford to miss out on the benefits brought by dozens of books and field surveys on
         countries, conflicts, or international situations they have to cope with anyway (Charillon
         2015). But cultures of communication, openness, and trust remain sorely lacking.
      

      
      The state, research, and the state of research:[22] How to Bring Academic Analysis Back In
      

      
      Is French strategic thought sufficiently fueled by original approaches coming from
         circles external to the state-centered decision process (Charillon 2013)? Six years
         after the creation of IRSEM, there are three possible ways for its former director
         to answer this question. First, the French state does not need outsiders’ lights.
         As a major military, diplomatic, and cultural power, it has proven efficient enough
         on the world stage to maintain its rank. This demonstrates the existence of an already
         relevant and functioning system for international action. Moreover, the French model
         is based on the refusal to let competing ideologies, teleology, perceptions, or images
         pervade its state-centered decision mechanisms. The example of foreign decision processes
         influenced by intellectual networks or think tanks, such as the American neoconservative
         experience in the 2000s, is exactly what must be avoided in the minds of the French
         elite. The National School of Administration (ENA) was created in 1945 to that purpose.
      

      
      Second, in a globalized world, where influence diplomacy, ideas, and narratives are
         central, strategy must be rethought on a regular basis. Regarding this aspect, the
         French state-centered system has reached its limits. Being by nature external to the
         decision process, academic research should be its ally to integrate new, counterintuitive,
         even provocative analyses and scenarios. Unfortunately, such a role is the very reason
         why several decision makers deem it “useless,” often even finding it dangerous. Academic
         research indeed could not only challenge the official doctrine, but also underline
         the intellectual limitations of internal self-proclaimed experts, in a country where
         the renewal of the elites is weak. The last White Books on Defense, for example, have
         been elaborated by more or less the same core group of civil servants and advisers.
      

      
      Third, real complementarities between state decision making and external analysis
         are being put in place and progress has been made, even if the task remains a long-term
         affair. Studies from private think tanks are now ordered by state agencies. Throughout
         the last years, more and more such studies are being commissioned from academic researchers.
         The fact that resistance is still observed is a normal phenomenon, but France is heading
         in the right direction. A cultural revolution is in the making, and new reflexes can
         be observed. For instance, since the terrorist attacks of November 2015, ten academic
         university positions in “radicalism studies” have been created by the French state.
      

      
      What is at stake? Opening the conference that launched IRSEM in October 2009, then-French
         Chief of the Defense Staff, General Jean-Louis Georgelin, declared in a dramatic style
         all his own: “It is now up to you to avoid our country from experiencing new ‘strange
         defeats.’”[23] The fear of coming political and strategic routs caused by intellectual misjudgment
         or complacent bureaucratic routine still haunts the country. Anxiety about a looming
         international decline or a national self-defeating spirit regularly generates flurries
         of books. More recently and with much more accurate arguments, several intellectuals
         have accused the government of intellectual blindness after the November 2015 terrorist
         attacks, castigating it for not consulting the Arabic-speaking academic experts that
         could be of help (Kepel 2015a, 2015b). To put it simply, the relation between intellectual
         research and security or strategic affairs in France goes well beyond the bureaucratic
         skirmishes to which some reduce it. If not an urgent matter of survival, it is at
         least a deep historical debate where collective memory is loaded with tragic events.
         On the one side of this debate lies Marc Bloch’s (1940) terrible indictment against
         the French military command and the country’s political chiefs in the interwar period.
         This pleads for more intellectual daring and dismisses bureaucracies as dangerously
         blind conservative agents. On the other side is the memory of French intellectuals,
         from Jean-Paul Sartre to Bernard-Henry Levy, traditionally considered by decision
         makers as useless and obsessed with themselves.[24] “You can find researchers who search. But you have to search for researchers who
         find,” General Charles de Gaulle once said, illustrating a traditional mistrust between
         French politicians and intellectuals.[25] 
      

      
      Conclusion and Suggestions

      
      The decision to create IRSEM in 2009 was a brave one in the sense that it was also
         a decision to surmount—or to ignore—so many national dilemmas and past stalemates.
         Much has been achieved with the support of much civilian and military goodwill. Much
         also remains to be done, which will take yet another (still to be found) bureaucratic
         coalition of the willing. If past episodes are anything to go by, one can suggest
         several hints for future action in France or for anyone elsewhere who would be tempted
         to launch a strategic think tank. First, when a state service decides to call upon
         external expertise to help analyze strategic issues, that expertise must remain external.
         Asking it to be more internally compatible just to make bureaucratic actors more comfortable
         is counterproductive. Second, when substantial amounts of money are devoted to support
         a new generation of scholars, one has to let them be scholars with their own agenda,
         approaches, and international contacts. Third, no easy or ready-made results can be
         achieved in strategic studies. Researchers cannot deliver any takeaway doctrine or
         fast thought. Instead, they deliver books, articles, and expertise that can be turned
         into elements of a debate and international intellectual influence—which is already
         good enough. Fourth and finally, when one asks experts to write something, one should
         read it. Otherwise, one’s Weltanshauung will not evolve. This is how “strange defeats”
         begin.
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            1. The reflection originally dates back to the years 2002–7, when Michèle Alliot-Marie
                  was minister of defense under the presidency of Jacques Chirac (1995–2007).
               

            

         

         
            2. Mainly developed in two institutions: the Centre des Hautes Études Militaires (Center
                  for Higher Military Studies), and the Centre Interarmées de Défense (Joint Defense
                  Center), soon reverting to its former name of École de Guerre (War College).
               

            

         

         
            3. It must be noted that the author of this chapter was the first director of the institute
                  (2009–15), appointed as an academic.
               

            

         

         
            4. Including a strange proposal to appoint a “personality from civil society,” hardly
                  hiding the secret wish to appoint someone symbolic but too busy to be really present.
                  
               

            

         

         
            5. Since the creation in 1995 of two research centers: the Centre for Social Sciences
                  in Defense, and the Centre for History Studies in Defense. Both were placed under
                  the authority of the Secretary General for Administration. 
               

            

         

         
            6. With the Centre for High Studies in Armaments, created in 1964.

            

         

         
            7. The Centre for Study and Research of Superior Military Education.

            

         

         
            8. It has been a persistent belief within the French army that the military command has
                  remained intellectually punished since the military putsch masterminded by four retired
                  generals against the authority of General de Gaulle in 1961 in Algeria.
               

            

         

         
            9. A senior French officer told the author, before the launch of IRSEM in 2009: “You
                  must create two things. One for the military, one for the academics. If you want to
                  bring the two dimensions together, they [the military circles] will not leave you
                  in peace.”
               

            

         

         
            10. After the election of François Hollande as president in 2012, and the appointment
                  of Jean-Yves Le Drian as defense minister.
               

            

         

         
            11. Namely, several papers or conferences by Colonel Michel Goy—a well-known author of
                  respected books—irked the military hierarchy.
               

            

         

         
            12. Champs de Mars, previously the review of the Centre for Social Studies in Defense.

            

         

         
            13. The Paris Papers, whose English language infuriated some military authorities eager to defend La   Francophonie.
               

            

         

         
            14. See Dorronsoro 2005; Serrano 2005; and Rougier 2009.

            

         

         
            15. One recalls, for example, the short life of an attempt to create a think tank at the
                  Ministry of the Interior in the 2000s.
               

            

         

         
            16. Conseil Supérieur de la Formation et de la Recherche Stratégiques, created by Alain
                  Bauer in 2010 and presided by him since then. 
               

            

         

         
            17. A two-day meeting usually held in September, with official statements and various
                  workshops.
               

            

         

         
            18. Addressing this question was the second precondition, according to James N. Rosenau,
                  for creative theorizing (1980).
               

            

         

         
            19. Lucille Dromer-North, professor and former deputy director at the ENA.

            

         

         
            20. Véronique Schultz, a graduate of École des Chartes.

            

         

         
            21. To use the wording of Rosenau’s famous question about comparative foreign policy (1968).

            

         

         
            22. After the title of K. J. Holsti (1996).

            

         

         
            23. Referring to the famously dark title of Marc Bloch’s work (1940), L’Etrange défaite (Strange Defeat), analyzing the long infusing intellectual roots of France’s collapse
                  against Germany in 1940.
               

            

         

         
            24. The conventional wisdom has it that neither against Franco and his Nazi allies in
                  the Spanish Civil War (1936–39) nor against the Soviet Union during the Cold War or
                  Milosevic in the Balkans have French intellectuals been able to find working solutions.
                  
               

            

         

         
            25. “Des chercheurs qui cherchent, on en trouve. Des chercheurs qui trouvent, on en cherche.”
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      The Practice of Open Intelligence

      
         
         
         
         Jean-Louis Tiernan
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Intelligence Service
         

         
         
      

      
      The Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS or Service hereafter) established
         its Academic Outreach program in 2008. Structured as one of the organization’s branches,
         it was initially viewed as an experiment in developing a new relationship with the
         realm of research and a myriad other sectors to draw maximum benefit from publicly
         available knowledge in support of CSIS activities and the rest of the government of
         Canada. Almost eight years through, the program is considered an indispensable part
         of the Service’s core analytic and collection mandate. It also provides a model frequently
         adopted by other government departments and foreign governments.
      

      
      The success of the Academic Outreach program, when it was initially proposed, was
         far from guaranteed. The endeavor represented a strategic investment made by an intelligence
         service at a discrete and unusually challenging moment in the history of intelligence.
         It sought to design and test out means of accelerating and improving the production
         of intelligence at a time when the conditions in which the intelligence profession
         was—as it still is—undergoing remarkable change. To understand the outcomes of the
         program and its contribution to the pursuit of analytic relevance, this chapter examines
         some of the profound shifts that have redefined the context of state intelligence
         since the 1990s; describes the intellectual and administrative developments explaining
         the early adoption by CSIS of an active approach to the creation of specialized knowledge;
         and finally reviews the methods used by the Academic Outreach program to take full
         advantage of openly accessible expertise.
      

      
      The Evolving Context of State Intelligence

      
      The notion of state intelligence has remained a constant through history. The fundamental
         purpose of this type of intelligence is to improve its user’s understanding of the
         evolving conditions influencing a polity’s interests so as to inform potential action.
         When intelligence is generated for a clearly identified set of users, or consumers,
         for specific objectives, this results in what is termed a decision advantage (George
         and Bruce 2015, 4). In national intelligence systems in which political action and
         the production of intelligence are clearly kept apart, like Canada’s, what precise
         action is taken following the “delivery” of intelligence becomes a matter of politics
         and morality.[1]   The stability of this definition over time stands in sharp contrast with the deep
         changes which have, to an unprecedented degree, refashioned the environment of state
         intelligence since the early 1990s. Since the end of that decade, an avalanche of
         scholarship has examined the repercussions of what has come to be termed the information
         revolution (Castells 1996). Initially rooted in the study of technological developments,
         business, and information theory, it underlined the historic rupture caused by the
         plummeting costs of producing information and collectively described the rise of the
         networked society. After the advent of writing and the printing press, the growing
         accessibility and ubiquity of information networks have thus ushered in a “third information
         revolution” whose consequences are multidimensional and have yet to be fully mapped
         out (Olcott 2010). The flattening of hierarchical structures in the public and private
         spheres and the ensuing rearrangement of power relations among governments, organizations,
         groups, and individuals became the main political features of this new era.[2]  
      

      
      It is little surprise, therefore, that intelligence services, whose essential raison
         d’être is to acquire, interpret, and share privileged information, began facing considerable
         existential and organizational challenges in the last two decades. Threats to Canada’s
         security in the 1990s covered the same range as today, from espionage and terrorism
         to the proliferation of destructive materials and foreign interference. The country’s
         security apparatus, recovering as most of its counterparts around the world from decades
         of international tension during the Cold War, had more or less comfortably mastered
         the rhythm at which security issues could and did arise.
      

      
      It is against this backdrop that the strategic significance, on many Western intelligence
         agencies, of the attacks on the United States in September 2001 must be weighted.
         The events instantly made counterterrorism a top priority—something it has remained
         since in many of those same countries. It also added greater emphasis to the tactical,
         as tracking multiple terrorist plots plunged security organizations in a quasi-permanent
         state of alarm and as the scope of the expanding threat of religiously motivated,
         globalized political violence was still less than perfectly understood. This sudden
         and substantive shift in priorities made all the more glaring the structural transformation
         that the intelligence environment itself had already begun undergoing, and as a result
         led many practitioners to make two important observations.
      

      
      The first observation is that intelligence organizations genuinely dedicated to their
         country’s collective national security[3]   need to become public agents in the information ecosystem in which they also continue
         to conduct classic collection activities and, in democracies at least, actively seek
         to be recognized as credible institutions shouldering an important responsibility
         for maintaining the public good. If the retrieving of information from classified
         sources remains at the core of what valuable intelligence is, the public agencies
         conducting that collection can no longer confine themselves to a passive, or lurking,
         role alone. Instead, they must discreetly but openly draw from deep sources of dynamic
         scholarship and knowledge covering geographic and thematic issues to ensure that whatever
         information they acquire through secret means delivers indeed optimal value, and therefore
         a tangible advantage. 
      

      
      Efficiently tapping into specific expert knowledge makes it possible for intelligence
         services to improve the rate at which they learn about relevant political, social,
         military, cultural, and other developments. This is a vital advantage in a world in
         which the race for timely information is made difficult by pervasive informational
         noise, the passing of opinion for science, and the apparent polarization of political
         discourse in many countries. The latter especially has tended to result in counterproductive
         and emotionally loaded public discussions of the public good, including security.
         Equally important, a new way to relate to expertise also means the services can avoid
         costlier covert means, such as paying human sources over potentially long periods
         of time, to acquire information that they may be able to obtain or construct otherwise.
         Those realizations, together, underscore the need for modern intelligence services
         to transform themselves into adaptable and fast-learning organizations that can mediate
         continually the demand from government for cutting-edge information and the supply of specialized knowledge available in the realm of open sources to bolster their
         own expertise (George 2015, 6).
      

      
      The second observation regarding the intelligence environment is that there is an
         accelerating trend toward the atomization of expertise and how the latter is derived in the networked society, which in turn requires greater
         intellectual investment on the part of intelligence services in the open-source domain.
         Until the early 2000s, intelligence agencies generally tended to favor the harvesting
         of finished pieces of information: messages, names, numbers, ideas that are seen to
         be precisely fitting pieces in a greater puzzle. The exact identity of plotters is
         of obvious utility in stopping a terrorist attack, as is clarity around the economic
         designs of a foreign power in preventing it from stealing the intellectual property
         of one’s country. Moreover, finished information can be counted and documented, satisfying
         the Bismarckian reflex arising from the classic organizational model on which services
         were designed. Intelligence services are bureaucracies, too, we must remind ourselves
         (Crozier 1963, 7).
      

      
      The collection of discrete pieces of information will always retain a central role
         in the production of intelligence. Today’s services, however, find themselves in a
         position in which, if they wish to benefit fully from research-based knowledge, they
         must also develop a new relationship with their informational space so as to optimize
         the texture and strategic depth of their own corporate knowledge capital. They can do so by nurturing relationships
         simultaneously with two types of specialists: those with detailed knowledge relating
         to a current collection priority of the government, and those with an historical appreciation
         of politics and culture in particular regions of the world. The two can be found in
         the same individual, of course, but it is important for intelligence services to view
         them as separate streams of expertise because they serve different purposes. A dynamic
         rapport to the realm of research and openly accessible knowledge thus helps services
         maintain a granular understanding of events on the ground while improving their grasp
         of the drivers influencing threats in the Braudelian longue durée. It expands the scope of their activities both to handle the valuable finished information
         that is indispensable to discharge their mandate and to open channels of exchange
         to monitor the gradual evolution of their security environment. Beyond debates as
         to whether Western intelligence actually forewarned it, the Arab Spring of 2011 continues
         to illustrate this forcefully. To grasp the multiple dimensions of revolutions, one
         must indeed “distinguish the long stretch of history and societal changes from the
         short stretch of immediate political events and the news” (Guidère 2015, 32).
      

      
      Much of the advanced knowledge that allows security organizations to fulfill their
         responsibilities is increasingly short-lived. A renowned social scientist studying
         insurgency in Afghanistan, for example, will remain prominent in her field as long
         as she continues to visit the region reasonably frequently, maintains a wide network
         of knowledgeable contacts, and regularly runs surveys or uses other means to measure
         the development of civil strife in the country, as well as disseminates effectively
         her analyses. Because this represents a considerable professional and personal commitment
         on the part of anyone, this means that a researcher’s ability to generate insights
         will tend to ebb and flow throughout her career. This explains the need, for an intelligence
         service, to maintain a dialogue with a broad pool of experts on specific topics, not
         only to become aware of multiple points of view—a notable benefit in itself—but also
         to be able to discern quickly who, at any moment in time, is at the proverbial leading
         edge of the field. The front-runner is not always the same. That being said, timely
         knowledge in and of itself is not always enough for a researcher to successfully impart
         insights to a government audience. Contributors to the CSIS Academic Outreach program
         are therefore chosen also on the basis of their ability to translate their knowledge
         by relating in a practical manner to government priorities; this maximizes the likelihood
         that the information presented be directly relevant to an operational or policy group.
         
      

      
      The perishability of much of the information required by the intelligence profession
         does not, however, affect all types of knowledge. Torrents of tweets, blog posts,
         and emails may well consist of information, technically, but they do not always give
         rise to revolutions or other political breakthroughs. That is not to dismiss the value
         of large amounts of data when computational power is applied to them to identify trends,
         or when rumors do indeed lead the street to topple governments. Rather, it makes evident
         the value of historical and strategic knowledge, an essential but often understated
         component of the intelligence equation. The nature of the work of intelligence services
         is often inherently reactive in that they seek to prepare their clients to face potential
         constraints; this is a trait of the profession that ascribes priority to information
         that can lead to immediate action. 
      

      
      To avoid the blinding comfort of short-termism, however, a regular dose of historical
         reality, provided it is grounded in the appropriate sense of priority, will prove
         to be of immense value to intelligence officers and analysts consumed by the daily
         grind of sifting through reams of tactical reporting. The contextual awareness thus
         generated helps direct officers’ attention as part of an investigation; it also improves
         the analyst’s appreciation of long-range security developments that do not quite yet
         have negative repercussions on the country’s security but may well in the future.
         Contemporary Afghanistan, here too, is a well-worn example that remains nonetheless
         powerful: examining the country’s stability today requires that one be familiar with
         the multiple chapters and successive waves of political leaders that have arisen since
         the beginning of the twentieth century, most of whom having engendered political forces
         that have endured into the present. It also requires, among other things, an understanding
         of the role played by this landlocked political space as the meeting point of British
         and Russian imperial rivalry in the nineteenth century because some of its features
         directly inform our views of the present. History may not repeat itself. But it reveals
         cycles whose consequences have a profound impact on security realities today.
      

      
      CSIS Defines a New Role for Itself in the Production of Knowledge

      
      It is to respond to the aforementioned factors redefining its environment that CSIS,
         in 2008, sought to experiment actively with a plethora of tools and approaches to
         open up and deepen relationships with multiple specialists whose work examines a broad
         range of security developments. Before then, the Service had preferred to implement
         what can be qualified as a passive strategy for the exploitation of scholarship and
         expert knowledge (Doyon 2010), the default mode chosen by many security organizations
         and government departments still today. A large number of subscriptions to specialized
         journals and professional publications, as well as an equally vast array of paid-for
         commercial databases—not unlike what large private corporations hold—provided the
         backbone of this strategy. For the most part, information came into the organization
         and was disseminated among intelligence officers and analysts concerned with a particular
         file largely based on the category into which such information was deemed to fall.
         A renowned academic newsletter discussing conflict in the Levant, for example, would
         be directed to personnel charged with investigating threats to the security of Canada
         that present a link with the Middle East. In some cases, however, that relationship
         was reversed to respond to requests for more precise searches. Efforts were then made
         to acquire information about the political structure of a country (like Iraq), a city
         (like Tehran), or a group (like Hezbollah), and the results of such searches were
         provided to the personnel who made the original request, or the “client.” The positive
         repercussions of the advent of the Internet in meeting requirements for similar information,
         as cliché as it might sound today, nevertheless cannot be overstated.
      

      
      Starting in January 1990 and ending in 2007, CSIS sowed what with hindsight can be
         construed as the early seeds of its Academic Outreach program. With the weakening
         of the Soviet Union and the commensurate loosening of the threat level, it solicited
         on occasion the views of some experts from Canada’s academe, who were selected to
         write backgrounders and studies as part of the Service’s Commentary Series.[4]   Tellingly, the first issue examined Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev’s views of
         perestroika, before the series expanded its scope to study, among other topics, reform
         of the United Nations and the consequences of environmental degradation in China.
         But if such advances represented a clear and promising break from the past, they remained
         relatively infrequent and were kept at arm’s length from CSIS core operations.
      

      
      Serving as a more tangible catalyst for the Service was its active involvement in
         the Global Futures Forum (GFF; Nelson 2014, 326). Conceived of and nursed from the
         early 2000s by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency’s (CIA) Global Futures Partnership,
         the GFF became a reality thanks to sustained collaboration between the respective
         security and intelligence communities of the United States and Canada. It was launched
         in November 2005 with the stated purpose of creating a multinational networking mechanism
         allowing governmental security and intelligence organizations to form joint, cross-border
         working groups that maintain a dialogue with nongovernment experts. 
      

      
      Known as communities of interest, the working groups were designed as nimble and malleable
         entities that could follow the long-range evolution of global security issues. They
         represented a welcome attempt at assisting intelligence services, whose responsibilities
         and finite means naturally focus them on the near term, in conducting a structured
         exploration of plausible futures, and therefore equip those organizations with the
         required strategic thought to face surprise and an expanding array of complex security
         risks. To paraphrase American jurist Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr., a stretched mind never
         goes back to its original size.[5]   At its height in 2010, well over twenty countries participated actively in the
         GFF, including Canada, and the communities of interest studied topics like global
         pandemics, the security consequences of emerging technology, and terrorism and radicalization,
         as well as the practice and organization of intelligence. All organizations, however,
         have their ups and downs. Multiple factors, including a quickly expanding agenda,
         objectives that became less clearly defined over time, and administrative challenges
         have converged to slow down the GFF since it reached its apogee.
      

      
      Two main conclusions were drawn by CSIS from this experience. First, the creation
         of conditions allowing for fluid yet rigorously planned exchanges between governmental
         and nongovernmental specialists greatly increases the pace at which both sides learn
         about the fundamentals of a particular security problem and remain abreast of its
         evolution. Second, and perhaps more important, those conditions also improve considerably
         the likelihood of generating the valuable insights that underpin successful intelligence
         reporting and operations, as well as solid public policy in the realm of security.
         By playing a central role in weaving a global network of experts for the GFF, CSIS
         acquired both a large set of reliable specialist contacts and the enhanced ability
         to assess rapidly whose research work is the most advanced at any given time. 
      

      
      A case in point is the question of radicalization toward violent extremism. If the
         events of September 2001 opened a historic era of global security consciousness after
         the peace dividend[6]   seemed to have been paid out in full in the 1990s, the attacks on the London Underground
         in July 2005 marked a distinct chapter of that era by bringing material proof to the
         long-held fears that al-Qaeda actively aspired to hit most, if not all, Western countries
         on their territories—not just the United States. Led on by the residual shock of the
         2001 attacks and warmed up by the geopolitical and moral controversies surrounding
         the 2003 American invasion of Iraq, an army of self-proclaimed researchers flooded
         academic life and mainstream media with studies and assessments that, far too often,
         belonged to the realm of sensationalism or opinion. The almost overnight expansion
         of the research world focusing on radicalization ended up obscuring genuine sources
         of expertise instead of providing helpful analysis to whomever was looking for it.
         Because it was already part of an established global network of scholars and other
         specialists, however, CSIS was able to identify and engage true experts. Sorting the
         wheat from the chaff has been a notable benefit of the Service’s gradual opening to
         the notion of academic outreach since.
      

      
      The Methods and Tools of the CSIS Academic Outreach Program

      
      Before discussing the practical means to which CSIS resorts as part of its Academic
         Outreach program, it is worth making explicit the mandate of CSIS so as to illustrate
         better for the reader the way in which the program meets greater corporate needs.
         CSIS was established in 1985 as a security intelligence service. Its purpose is to
         investigate threats to the security of the country and report on them so as to inform
         the government’s decisions. It does so by assigning intelligence officers to investigate
         intelligence requirements that are decided on by cabinet on an annual basis. As investigations
         unfold, they yield valuable information that intelligence analysts use to produce
         assessments that can be tactical or strategic in nature. The resulting reporting is
         then disseminated to intelligence consumers across government at both the bureaucratic
         and political levels, and the feedback subsequently collected used to refine investigations.
         The full process is known as the intelligence cycle.[7]   
      

      
      This kind of work puts CSIS in a different category from what are usually referred
         to as foreign intelligences services, like the UK’s Secret Intelligence Service (SIS),
         France’s Direction générale de la sécurité extérieure  (DGSE), or the CIA in the United
         States. The globalization of threats, however, has in some respects rendered the duality
         between security (or domestic) and foreign services somewhat obsolete. Investigating
         an extremist plot against Canadian interests may well require that CSIS officers operate
         outside of Canada; yet the nature of their responsibilities will remain the same as
         if their work was performed within Canada’s boundaries. It is perhaps more useful
         in this context to contrast the two types of organizations by underlining that foreign
         services operate primarily outside of their domestic borders to create benefits for
         the country they serve, whereas security services can operate both at home and abroad
         for the purpose of preventing potential threats to the national interests from occurring.
      

      
      If the consciousness, or mental purview, of security intelligence must increasingly
         become global to achieve effectiveness, what becomes a necessity therefore is much
         greater familiarity with global developments and their linkages with homebound threats.
         This realization underpins the value generated by the Academic Outreach program of
         CSIS. The program relies on a small team which, enjoying the kind of innovative latitude
         often associated with technology start-ups, has created, curates, and keeps expanding
         a worldwide network of experts from think tanks, universities, civil-society organizations,
         industry, and foreign governments. Those specialists are selected on the basis of
         their advanced understanding of issues closely related to the Canadian government’s
         national security priorities, as well as current and future international security
         developments with potential or actual consequences for Canada.
      

      
      At the beginning of every fiscal year, thorough consultations are held with each of
         the operational, analytic, and corporate branches of the Service. Rigorously planned,
         those provide an opportunity for the program to take stock of the evolving pressures
         faced by collectors and other areas of the organization, while interpreting in more
         granular terms the priorities set by government.[8]   The Academic Outreach program provides each of its client branches with a detailed
         list of activities held for them in the previous year so as to ensure that the clients’
         knowledge base keeps expanding and that there are no inadvertent repetitions in programming.
         This is done meticulously so as to avoid what, in the context of knowledge creation,
         is described as the “failure to be cumulative,”[9]   that is, to build on the knowledge acquired to generate genuine insight. The document
         includes specific ratings ascribed by the client branch’s personnel who took part
         in the listed academic outreach events, assessing the degree to which those have had
         an impact on their responsibilities and knowledge. The data provides precious measures
         that have served two purposes: to demonstrate the direct usefulness of outreach activities
         to operations, and to provide the Academic Outreach program itself with a constant
         stream of instant feedback throughout the year. This, in turn, makes it possible to
         refine or reorient the program’s schedule of activities at short notice based on need.
         Informal but regular consultations also take place on an approximately monthly basis.
      

      
      The value of all consultations in establishing the legitimacy of the Academic Outreach
         program as a genuine tool in support of broader CSIS aims cannot be overstated. It
         generates immense trust—that intangible but indispensable ingredient—on the part of
         investigators, planners, and other professionals who readily open up to their academic
         outreach colleagues and involve them at all stages of their work. Without this kind
         of opening, outreach activities would likely remain superficial and add only little
         to the Service’s ability to perform its mandate. Moreover, Academic Outreach consultations
         are regularly conducted with the rest of government. The perspectives thus collected
         from the Department of Global Affairs, the Department of National Defence, or the
         Privy Council Office (the prime minister’s civil service department), to name but
         a few, not only inform programming but also provide a unique opportunity for all departments
         to reframe evolving government-wide needs.
      

      
      The program pursues four operational objectives and three broader ones. Its operational
         objectives are: to improve CSIS personnel’s contextual understanding of the security
         environment; to provide an immediate remedy for specific knowledge gaps; to challenge
         the assumptions held by intelligence officers and analysts with regards to the threats
         they monitor; and to serve as an early warning function for the Service generally
         by studying emerging security developments. The program’s broader objectives are:
         to help bolster the intellectual capabilities of the entire intelligence community,
         thereby leveling understanding of specific salient issues across large parts of government;
         to interest Canadian researchers in the areas that present an interest for Canada
         in the areas of national security and geopolitics; as well as to contribute to an
         informed and factual public discussion of security issues.
      

      
      To achieve those ends, the Academic Outreach program employs several vehicles, the
         vast majority of which are unclassified. On an almost weekly basis, it hosts its Expert Briefings series, one of the most visible expressions of the program in the eyes of all Service
         employees and officials from the rest of the security apparatus. In practical terms,
         the series provides a structure for a leading thinker from her field to visit the
         CSIS national headquarters in Ottawa and share her assessment of a situation or issue.
         The guest presenter is given forty minutes to deliver a talk before a thorough question
         period is open to engage an audience of some 50 to 100 CSIS and government specialists.
         The topics discussed cover the usual range of counterterrorism, counterespionage,
         counterproliferation, foreign interference and subversion issues, but also various
         types of violent extremism, shifting geostrategic rivalries, and some countries’ foreign-policy
         aspirations. The resulting exchange has been appreciated by intelligence officers
         especially. For example, an officer investigating the likelihood of a young Canadian
         joining the fight in Somalia’s long-running civil war among the ranks of Al Shabaab
         benefits considerably from regularly attending tailor-made programs explaining the
         state of politics in Mogadishu. Those formal presentations are always followed by
         an in-depth exchange with a smaller, less formal group of CSIS and other government
         experts, providing a unique opportunity for them to benefit further from the guest
         presenter’s experience. The Expert Briefings series is open to all government employees
         in the intelligence community and has often been compared, in its aggregate, to an
         ongoing, advanced development program for security professionals. Between 40 and 50
         such briefings are scheduled by the Service each year.
      

      
      The program also designs, organizes, and holds approximately twenty conferences, workshops,
         and seminars annually. These closed-door but unclassified conferences typically run
         over two days and are likened to “brain marathons”; they cater to a large audience
         composed primarily of Service personnel and other Canadian officials, as well as some
         nongovernmental experts and the Service’s foreign partners. Notably, participants
         always include Canadian policy makers in what can be seen as a departure from the
         usual intelligence producers-versus-users divide. Each conference program is carefully
         orchestrated to meet the requirements of a client branch and takes account of suggestions
         and needs put forward by other parts of government during an interdepartmental consultation
         that normally precedes the event by eight or ten months. As such, the conferences
         provide an opportunity to strengthen the security and intelligence community around
         a common understanding of strategic developments around the world that are important
         to Canada. Conference programs feature a blend of systemic assessments (addressing,
         for example, the severe structural economic weaknesses with which Russia has to deal)
         with more detailed, practical presentations (examining, for example, recent trends
         in Russia’s security apparatus) that together anchor the event in the day-to-day realities
         of government work. 
      

      
      Workshops and seminars are also frequently held throughout the year to allow smaller
         groups of CSIS specialists or newcomers to a file to increase their substantial knowledge
         of more specific political developments or security phenomena. A more informal and
         smaller-scale format translates into a lighter logistical burden to organize such
         events, which means that the planning cycle for each can range from one week (for
         a two-hour seminar with a single specialist leading a roundtable discussion) to five
         months (for a day-long workshop with a dozen experts presenting each a paper for which
         the program commissioned them). To illustrate this, one can imagine a short seminar
         describing the uranium enrichment cycle and a workshop addressing the individual designs
         and plans of the multiple militias fighting in the conflict in Syria and Iraq. As
         for all other activities of the CSIS Academic Outreach program, the contents are drawn
         from openly available sources of knowledge and experience identified in the realm
         of research, civil society, business, and government by the program’s officers through
         their extensive networking.
      

      
      The aforementioned events often give rise to thorough reports, most of which are subsequently
         made available to the general public on the CSIS website as a means for the Service
         to make a sophisticated contribution to the discussion of security in Canada and elsewhere.
         The reports are composed of papers commissioned from nongovernment presenters and
         participants in the outreach events, which are then anonymized and compiled by the
         Service before being released widely.
      

      
      Not disclosing the identity of the authors—or of any expert generally contributing
         to the CSIS Academic Outreach program for that matter—underscores a core pillar of
         the program, which makes an emphatic commitment never to recognize having hosted an
         expert unless the latter specifically asks it be done. That level of discretion does
         not represent a requirement of the Service per se, but rather is offered for the benefit
         of all guest specialists who might suffer professionally or personally if they were
         known to have shared their research with an intelligence service. 
      

      
      Two years after having been created, the program recognized the need to bring scholarly
         expertise also into the privileged sphere of classified information. With this in
         mind, the program’s managers identified the first academic to join its ranks as a
         resident scholar. Candidates selected to serve in that role are Canadian citizens eligible to acquire
         a security clearance and who have mastered knowledge of a topic of high importance
         to the Service. The responsibilities of the resident scholar have evolved over the
         years. Whereas her work at first was used primarily to fill occasional gaps, it has
         now transformed into a rigorously structured process that allows to test assumptions
         made by Service personnel in the course of an investigation or while producing assessments.
         The resident scholar, in other words, has come to serve informally a much welcomed
         devil’s advocate function.
      

      
      The legacy of the Service’s early support for and sustained involvement in the GFF
         includes the development of a deep-reaching network of international contacts within
         the numerous institutional partners of CSIS abroad—a network that has now far outgrown
         the original membership of the GFF. The acquired reflex of automatically multinationalizing,
         whenever common interests are found, the active leveraging of open sources, combined
         with the program’s significant footprint outside Canada, have given the outreach program
         considerable global liaison responsibilities when it comes to research and analysis.
         The complexities befalling the realm of intelligence have created equal challenges
         for the Service’s foreign partners, many of which can be examined together using nongovernmental
         expertise. That is especially true of the most strategic challenges, such as pondering
         the potential future of political structures in the Middle East and assessing the
         consequences of an influential China on world order, but also understanding the changing
         nature of the intelligence profession itself in the light of emerging technologies
         allowing for surveillance on the part of non-state actors, like unmanned aerial vehicles.
         In this sense, the Academic Outreach program runs some of its activities and sends
         officers abroad to develop partnerships and design joint projects with other governments.
         Equally important, those officers continually identify towering intellects and impressive
         specialists whose work can be made to bear on the ability of CSIS to fulfill its mandate
         for the benefit of Canadian citizens and to protect Canadian interests.
      

      
      The success of the Academic Outreach model in leveraging open sources has been such,
         to date, that the main challenge to the program is one of growth. Increasing demand
         for the kind of exchanges supported by its multiple vehicles is reflective of an ongoing
         cultural change within CSIS that illustrates the high value now ascribed to external
         expertise. Gone are the days when the mere prospect of inviting a specialist from
         a think tank or another researcher elicited security fears. Intelligence professionals
         might in the past have questioned whether an “outsider” could make any meaningful
         and practical contribution to their understanding of security issues—with some reason
         at times. This occupational reflex, underpinned by the conviction that an intelligence
         service de facto knows more than other parties thanks to its privileged access to
         classified information, is quickly receding in the face of an expanding set of requirements.
         It is to meet that demand that the program has now begun examining ways to synthesize
         all open-source knowledge by playing a leadership role inside CSIS to mobilize various
         parts of the organization that purvey open-source products. The integration of predictive
         analysis, based on big data and provided by a growing range of specialists, is seen
         in this context as a potential useful complement to a mature open intelligence program.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      The relatively abstract proposition initially underpinning the CSIS Academic Outreach
         program rapidly yielded practical results. It also demonstrated that significant gains
         can be made by dynamically engaging specialists from multiple domains to foster an
         intelligence service’s understanding of its security context, thereby accelerating
         and refining collection and traditional analysis. The program officers’ ability to
         move beyond the usual divide among intelligence collection, intelligence analysis,
         and government decision making considerably shortened the cycle required to produce
         new and relevant knowledge in support of CSIS and broader government purposes. The
         success of the program is also explained by the impeccable project-management skills
         and logistical support on which it can rely, as well as the consistent drive to understand
         its clients’ requirements while experimenting with a broad range of established and
         innovative formats. 
      

      
      Above all, the single most important key to an effective approach to outreach has
         been the inordinate intellectual freedom afforded the program’s officers to meet the
         Service’s needs, circumventing much of the proverbial bureaucratic inertia. Rather
         than being tasked by its clients, the Academic Outreach program is seen by them as
         a repository of strategic knowledge on the threats of interest to the Service and
         as a consultancy that can help them achieve their ends. Taskings, while having the
         virtue of being precise, can also confine one’s thinking. But the answers one seeks
         are not always found in the most expected places and almost inevitably require sincere,
         dedicated creativity to be spotted. 
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      Notes

      

      
      
         
            1. A traditional separation of the policy-making and intelligence-production functions
                  is part of the fabric of many Western governments’ security apparatuses. Whether implicit
                  or explicit, the cleavage is meant to prevent intelligence production from becoming
                  overly influenced by a government’s policies of the day, to the detriment of a more
                  detached form of analysis. To understand the historical roots of this division and
                  its disadvantages today, see Kerbel and Olcott 2010, 11–12; for an assessment of the
                  degree to which this division is left relatively unchallenged, see Marrin 2014.
               

            

         

         
            2. See the transformations effected on all social structures underlined in Anderson 2012,
                  388.
               

            

         

         
            3. The notion of collective national security in this context is used as a means of moving
                  beyond the distinction that exists between individual security and the security of
                  the state. In Canada, the state is conceived of as the institutional manifestation
                  of the security of all citizens; although a healthy tension continually exists between
                  the security of an individual citizen and the security of the group in discussions
                  of public security matters, we posit there is no automatic, or fundamental, exclusion
                  between these two poles.
               

            

         

         
            4. Although the issues of the Commentary Series are no longer available for download directly from the CSIS website, their references
                  can be found on the Government of Canada publications website and subsequently requested
                  from Library and Archives Canada at http://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/publications.html.
                  
               

            

         

         
            5. The quote is available at https://en.wikiquote.org/wiki/Oliver_Wendell_Holmes,_Sr.

            

         

         
            6. In reference to the political slogan used by U.S. president Ronald Reagan and UK prime
                  minister Margaret Thatcher in the 1990s to establish a causality between increased
                  military investments and the weakening (and ultimately fall) of the Soviet Union.
               

            

         

         
            7. A full description of the cycle can be found on the website of the Canadian Security
                  Intelligence Service at https://www.csis.gc.ca/bts/ccl-en.php.
               

            

         

         
            8. The consultation process is based on a range of metrics collected rigorously by the
                  Academic Outreach program throughout each year to measure its progress in meeting
                  Service and government users’ requirements. The information thus accumulated keeps
                  track of the number of participants in each activity of the program, as well as the
                  unit or department from which they come. It also measures, based on a questionnaire
                  administered to all participants after each activity is completed, the degree to which
                  that activity improved their knowledge of the file at hand and its relevance to their
                  responsibilities.
               

            

         

         
            9. To understand the concept as applied to the field of intelligence studies, see Marrin
                  2014, 4.
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      Founded in 1951, the NATO Defense College (NDC or the College hereafter) is the highest-level
         educational institution within the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).[1]   It is distinctly multinational, providing a meeting ground and training opportunity
         not only for representatives of the Alliance’s twenty-eight member states and the
         permanent NATO bureaucracy, but also civilian and military officials from a host of
         partner countries. It is the oldest institution of its kind in the world.
      

      
      The NDC has a permanent, physical location (as opposed to the European Union Security
         and Defense College, established in 2005)[2]   and a staff and structure which have worked largely in the same way for decades
         (Kohr and Radbruch 1987). Initially, the NDC was placed in the Artillery Wing of the
         École Militaire in Paris. After the French withdrawal from the integrated military
         structure of NATO in 1966, however, the College moved to Rome, Italy, where it is
         still located today (Masdea and Kasseckert 2011, 10).
      

      
      The NDC can be seen as a bridge between officialdom and academia. It has a certain
         freedom of maneuver within a limited space spanning both worlds. The College is part
         of the military arm in the NATO structure (reporting its activities to the NATO Military
         Committee in Brussels) and as such has certain obligations: to train high-level officials
         and officers before they take up key positions in the Alliance, to provide relevant
         policy analyses for a primarily NATO audience, and to contribute to the effectiveness
         and cohesion of the Alliance in a shifting security environment. While not a formally
         accredited academic institution, the NDC nevertheless strives to maintain high academic
         standards in its activities—both research and teaching—and maintains close links with
         a number of universities and think tanks worldwide to do so. It equally prides itself
         on its academic freedom, which distinguishes it from other line organizations within
         the Alliance. 
      

      
      Two main pillars define the NDC: research and education, with both contributing to
         the so-called third pillar of “outreach.” The NDC also seeks to spread a certain worldview—grasped
         through the shared prism of the College—to course members who potentially go on to
         serve as multipliers of this perspective in their home country’s structures and in
         NATO positions. In an early publication about the NDC, this aspect was captured under
         the heading “[l]e rayonnement démocratique du Collège”—the democratic power of the College, which spreads like sunrays (Monts de Savasse
         1982, 62). This makes for a knowledge institution of a particular kind.
      

      
      In this chapter, we investigate the different aspects of the NATO Defense College
         as a site of strategic analysis and education, and of diplomatic outreach geared toward
         shaping policy outcomes in support of NATO’s mandate. 
      

      
      The History and Mandate of the NDC

      
      History

      
      The idea of a NATO Defense College originated from General Dwight D. Eisenhower, the
         first Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), who identified early on the need for
         a new international institution with a unique educational mission (Masdea and Kasseckert
         2011). In the aftermath of the Second World War and in the early days of what later
         became known as the Cold War, the College provided a meeting place for making sense
         of the new security situation among senior officials from the Allied countries and
         for educating the new leadership. Modelled on the three most important military educational
         institutes at the time (the French Institute for Higher National Defense Studies,
         the National War College of the United States, and the Imperial Defense College of
         Great Britain), the NDC was formed under the direction of the highest NATO bodies
         (Monts de Savasse 1982, 29). From the outset, the academic program was focused on
         the politico-strategic level to engender a comprehensive understanding of the security
         environment. Topics on the agenda ranged from NATO structures and policies to communism
         and nonalignment (Monts de Savasse 1982, 49). Field trips to NATO capitals were a
         key feature in shaping a shared worldview and equipping the course members with knowledge
         of the Alliance and the security environment. In the 1960s, moreover, the College
         opened its doors to non-Alliance countries and diplomats.[3]   Civilian lecturers also came to play a larger role as diplomacy increasingly took
         the “steering wheel” in security relations as East and West moved toward détente.
         During the 1970s, the College was affected by a growing pacifist political environment
         in Europe. As a result, it lost its civilian cooperation dimension and for a time
         focused primarily on military issues. 
      

      
      During the 1990s, however, the College once again stepped in and filled an important
         function in the early years after the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution
         of the Soviet Union. The security situation had changed dramatically, and new bonds
         were forged across the political and military spectrum. The first steps in what later
         became the Partnership for Peace (PfP) program in NATO (agreed to in 1994), in particular,
         were taken at the NDC.[4]   Non-NATO participants attended an international seminar in September 1991 and later
         the same year the first participants from Central and Eastern European countries as
         well as from neutral and nonaligned states took part in the inaugural CSCE Special
         Course (Evraire 1993, 16). Here, former adversaries found a meeting place and a way
         to educate generations of military officials and diplomats who had previously formed
         part of the Soviet bloc.[5]   Taking stock of this development, the then commandant of the NDC argued that a
         “network of lasting friendship” (Evraire 1996, 35) was pivotal for the NDC and for
         NATO in general. 
      

      
      The Evolving Mandate of the College

      
      The motto of the NATO Defense College forms part of its logo: “Unitatem Alentes” (For
         unity we strive). This is essential for understanding its purpose and objectives.
         Like other military colleges, the NDC has a strategic objective alongside its educational
         one—to enhance the staff’s capacity to provide security and defend the Euro-Atlantic
         area. In that sense, the core clients of the NDC are clear: NATO Headquarters, Allied
         Commands, and member state capitals. As stated by Eisenhower, NATO has a strong need
         to “develop individuals both on the military and the civilian side who will have a
         thorough grasp of the many complicated factors which are involved in creating an adequate
         defense posture for the North Atlantic Treaty area” (1951).
      

      
      This was true in 1951 when the main task concerned the study of the conduct of war,
         and it is still true today. While this quotation greets all course members and employees
         at the NDC every morning when they pass through the main entrance, the mandate of
         the College has nevertheless over time been further specified and updated. In 1964,
         the College mission changed to include traditional defense issues but also broader
         aspects of military, political, economic, scientific, and social trends. In addition,
         a focus on promoting mutual understanding in multinational settings was added (NDC
         Review 2014, II-1). Today, more than fifty years later, these are still the central
         elements of the NDC mission (MC 123/8 2005).[6]   
      

      
      In one of the rare publically available publications about the NDC, a former commandant
         pointed to five main issues which the College should deal with: “consensus-building;
         information-processing; developing the concept of common values and interests; broadening
         outlooks; and language proficiency” (Olboeter 1999, 28). A core feature of all these
         objectives has been to enhance “human interoperability”—a key term in NATO these days,
         which stresses the need for individual officers and officials to be able to understand
         each other and work together without friction. During a graduation ceremony of one
         class, former NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer expressed it as follows:
         the Alliance needs “officers who think alike, officers who share the same fundamental
         ideas and who are not just able, but actually pre-disposed, to finding new approaches
         to new problems.”[7]   Bridging national and organizational cultures is thus considered key to ensuring
         a well-functioning NATO in the future. Highest on this agenda is consensus building—the
         cornerstone of decision making in NATO in general, meaning that all decisions have
         to be agreed upon by all twenty-eight Allies. Learning how to reach such consensus
         is pivotal for NATO coordination and functioning, and is therefore also central to
         the NDC. 
      

      
      The current College mission (MC123/8 2005) puts greater emphasis on the role of academic
         studies than previous mission statements (NDC Review 2014, II-3). It emphasizes that
         the College should:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Contribute to the effectiveness and cohesion of the Alliance; 

         

         
         	
            Foster strategic level thinking on pol-mil matters; 

         

         
         	
            Develop as a major center of education, study, and research by preparing selected
               officers and officials for important NATO and NATO-related multinational appointments;
               conducting academic studies and research in support of the Alliance’s wider goals;
               and supporting an active outreach programme with other educational institutions.[8]  
            

         

      

      
      Following a recent review of the NDC’s work, a recommendation to change this mandate
         was put forward and adopted. The main change concerned downplaying the greater academic
         direction the College took with MC123/8 (2005). The review held that “to reorient
         the NDC to an academic institution [is] considered unaffordable” and that “changes
         to the NDC mission should not focus on academic orientation” (NDC Review 2014, 4–5).
         This may turn out to be the most important decision for the NDC’s future, since it
         promises to safeguard the special features of the College, a point we return to below.
         
      

      
      Research Division

      
      Alongside the educational pillar is the Research Division (RD), the hub of strategic
         analysis within the College. In this section, we explore the RD’s origins, core products,
         and activities, as well as its working methods and organization. We also highlight
         the particular challenges to the RD’s delivery of objective strategic analysis, given
         its small size and hybrid structure straddling officialdom and academia.  
      

      
      Origins and Purpose

      
      Officially established in November 2007, the NDC’s Research Division represented the
         outgrowth of the small Research Branch that reported to the Director of Academic Policy
         and Planning (DAPP) within the College’s long-standing educational pillar (MC123/8
         2005). Resourced as a full-fledged division, the RD now enjoys equal and largely autonomous
         status as the second pillar of the College, after education. The member states’ rationale
         to fully resource a research capability in Rome was to provide NATO with an institution
         that delivers timely, largely unclassified subject matter expertise and policy-relevant
         advice on strategic-level political and military issues facing the Alliance. Broadly
         speaking, policy relevance means being aligned with the core tasks of the Alliance
         as outlined in the Strategic Concept[9]   as well as being in sync with the issues crossing or about to cross the agendas
         of NATO Headquarters (the North Atlantic Council and the Military Committee) and the
         Strategic Commands—Allied Command Operations (ACO) and Allied Command Transformation
         (ACT). These bodies expect the RD to leverage its academic freedom to help stimulate
         policy debate on a new or emerging issue by presenting policy options devoid of national
         biases, and to constructively and actively critique established policy preferences
         as a means of validation or to elicit course adjustment.
      

      
      In accordance with the NATO Code of Conduct  (NAC 2013) applicable to both civilian and military staff members, the division
         is obliged to maintain an international outlook in all its dealings and to base its
         recommendations and decisions on what is best for the Alliance as a whole, rather
         than the views or interests of any particular nation or nations. This fact alone distinguishes
         the RD from comparable research centers resident in member states and national war
         colleges: the RD “provides an independent research capability free of national and
         political interests and influences” (NDC Review 2014, 4). Coupled with the benefit
         of academic freedom, its geographic distance from NATO Headquarters in Brussels serves
         its independence and ability to offer objective critiques of official policy albeit
         within the limits of an international democratic and values-based organization like
         NATO. 
      

      
      Products

      
      RD analyses help the Alliance develop its perspectives, positions, and international
         relations and to explain them to the wider public. They render complex developments
         transparent and offer innovative problem-solving ideas by addressing them through
         a number of research products geared toward decision shaping in NATO as a whole and
         among partners. The College’s main written products include: 
      

      
      
         	
            
            Research Papers for short but comprehensive assessments of individual topics relevant to security
               and defence practitioners;
            

         

         
         	
            Research Reports for short snapshot examinations of time sensitive issues;
            

         

         
         	
            Forum Papers (i.e., books) for in-depth analyses of complex issues as a contribution to research
               and scholarship in the vast field of international security and NATO; 
            

         

         
         	
            Eisenhower Papers for assessments of the role and nature of military education across the Alliance
               and its partners (Eisenhower Papers are produced in limited numbers and are specifically designed to support the work
               of the annual Conference of Commandants);[10]   
            

         

         
         	
            Fellows Papers authored by Partnership for Peace, Mediterranean Dialogue, Istanbul Cooperation Initiative,
               and “Other Military Cooperation” and “Partners Across the Globe” (OMC/PAG) visiting
               Research Fellows;[11]   
            

         

         
         	
            Conference Reports highlighting the themes and key findings of conferences organized by the NDC;
            

         

         
         	
            Op-Eds on NATO-related topics in leading national dailies and defense and security magazines.
               
            

         

      

      
      Three examples are sufficient to illustrate how RD publications help influence Alliance
         policy. First, in 2008 a number of member states led by Iceland approached the RD
         to consider initiating a study on Alliance policy in the High North. This came to
         the backdrop of contested jurisdictional claims in the region, growing Russian remilitarization,
         and references in popular media to the spectre of a new Cold War on the top of the
         world, an increasingly accessible and commercially active Arctic due to climate change,
         and the absence of any deliberate Alliance-wide debate on force posture in the region
         since the 1980s. The RD accepted the challenge and on the basis of a policy debate
         it convened in Reykjavik in early 2009 chaired by the Icelandic Prime Minister and
         attended by most member state Chiefs of Defense Staff (CHoDs). The College then authored
         a Forum Paper based on the deliberations entitled “Security Prospects in the High North: Geostrategic
         Thaw or Freeze?” (Holtsmark and Smith-Windsor 2009). An underlying theme of the paper
         distributed to all member state delegations at Brussels Headquarters was that a de-escalatory
         approach was the most prudent one for the Alliance at that time. This meant that NATO
         might wish to entertain a role in, for example, Search and Rescue and responses to
         disasters at sea in the austere operating environment of the High North, but that
         rearmament there on a grand scale would be counterproductive to regional stability.
         While Russia’s recent aggression in Eastern Europe and elsewhere may now instigate
         a policy reassessment, this orientation largely characterized the Alliance’s low profile
         on the Arctic in past years, perhaps best summarized in the oft-heard Norwegian mantra
         of “High North, low tension.” 
      

      
      Second, with the growing importance of maritime security to member states for their
         trade and economic prosperity, in 2010 a number of Allies advocated for the updating
         of the 1984 Alliance Maritime Strategy (AMS) to reflect post–Cold War realities. Allied Command Transformation (ACT) was
         eventually tasked to spearhead the effort and soon approached the RD for additional
         intellectual support. Specifically, ACT encouraged the RD to publish an unclassified
         Research Paper to explain to all member states and the wider public the rationale for a revised
         maritime strategy as well as its potential content. The ensuing publication (also
         distributed to all member state delegations at Brussels Headquarters) entitled “Securing
         the Commons: Towards a new Alliance Maritime Strategy” (Smith-Windsor 2009) reflected
         much of the eventual tone and content of the revised AMS (2011). It also advocated
         for the latter’s publication after the new Strategic Concept to be agreed at the 2010 Lisbon Summit despite, at the time, a number of constituencies
         within the Alliance wishing for the issuance of the AMS as soon as the final draft
         was ready. The RD’s position was that in order to ensure its consistency with the
         “grand strategy” embodied in the Strategic Concept, a service-centered strategy should necessarily follow, which duly transpired. 
      

      
      Third, when in 2011 the Obama administration announced its pivot or rebalance to Asia,
         burgeoning concern within Europe about U.S. disengagement, including from NATO, was
         soon apparent. The policy implications of the pivot for the Alliance were further
         complicated when a year later then U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton stated:
         “We look to our long-time European allies to help improve security and build new economic
         relationships in Asia. And let me be clear: Our pivot to Asia is not a pivot away
         from Europe. On the contrary, we want Europe to engage more in Asia, along with us
         to see the region not only as a market, but as a focus of common strategic engagement”
         (2012). 
      

      
      In the run-up to the 2016 Warsaw Summit, there was little consensus within the Alliance
         about what the pivot means for NATO and what it should do as a result. Renewed preoccupation
         among several member states with collective defense in Europe following recent Russian
         aggression had put another spire in the policy-making equation vis-à-vis NATO and
         the Asia-Pacific region. To help set out possible policy options, the RD managed to
         secure the member states’ agreement to initiate a study on the subject in cooperation
         with a Pacific-based North American University. The related Forum Paper entitled “Euro-Atlantic Meets Asia-Pacific: NATO, Partners and the US Rebalance”
         (Moens and Smith-Windsor 2016) was published ahead of the July Summit meeting where
         NATO renewed its commitment to partnership and interoperability with like-minded countries
         in the region.
      

      
       In addition to publications, the RD organizes and contributes to a variety of conferences
         and workshops on topical policy issues convened in its home city of Rome and internationally,
         such as the aforementioned Reykjavik conference on NATO and the High North. Such events
         and lecture opportunities constitute the principal contribution to the College’s third
         pillar of outreach to member states, partners, and other international organizations.
      

      
       These generally serve any one of five functions: 

      
      
         	
            
            Avenue for “Track 1.5/2 diplomacy” in support of Alliance objectives;[12]   
            

         

         
         	
            Means for gathering information which translates into publications;
            

         

         
         	
            Means for marketing RD publications (e.g., book launches); 
            

         

         
         	
            Means for nurturing, and embedding the RD within, a community of practice on NATO and international security;
            

         

         
         	
            Contributions to NATO and NDC’s Strategic Communications in order to explain and advance the Alliance’s core tasks of collective defense,
               crisis management, and cooperative security. 
            

         

      

      
      Here too three examples are indicative. First, in 2008 after two decades of cooperation
         on peace support operations around the world, the UN and NATO signed a Joint Declaration (UN/NATO 2008) outlining a number of areas where practical interaction could be improved,
         albeit in relatively vague and general terms. To aid in its implementation, the RD
         with the support of the member states convened an International Research Symposium
         in New York in the autumn of 2010 entitled “UN-NATO Relations: Forward from the Joint
         Declaration.” The conclave which brought together senior officials from UN Departments,
         national delegations, NATO representatives including the Supreme Allied Commander
         Transformation, and leading UN and NATO scholars received a favorable mention in the
         UN Security Council and resulted in a number of follow-on initiatives such as annual
         UN-NATO staff talks and greater UN-ACT engagement on joint training and education
         opportunities. 
      

      
      Second, although NATO had been providing support since 2005 to the African Union (AU),
         notably through capacity building, the Alliance’s 2011 intervention in Libya led to
         a perception that the AU had been marginalized during the conflict. This was, for
         many, a setback for AU-NATO relations. To help clear the air and reset the relationship,
         in March 2012 the RD organized with the support of NATO Headquarters and the Norwegian
         Embassy (NATO’s Contact Point Embassy in the AU capital) a Track 1.5 event in Addis
         Ababa, Ethiopia, which attracted over 250 participants from Africa and the Euro-Atlantic
         area. As summarized by the Ambassador of Malawi to the AU who attended the meeting:
         “This symposium should be commended as having laid the foundations for a potential
         rethink of the NATO-AU partnership, and thereby for constructive effort to harness
         the capacities of two institutions which are eminently relevant to peace and security
         on the African continent” (Munlo 2012).
      

      
      Third, in March 2012 before the U.S. Congress, NATO’s Supreme Allied Commander Europe
         countenanced the exploration of Alliance partnership opportunities with the rising
         democracies of Brazil and India (“NATO Partnership with India, Brazil Worth Exploring”
         2012). As regards Brazil, the sentiment was certainly shared by NATO member state
         Portugal which had advocated for an increased NATO focus on the South Atlantic in
         the run-up to the 2010 Lisbon Summit. To contribute to the policy debate about a potential
         NATO-Brazil relationship given the latter’s increasing involvement in international
         peacekeeping, not to mention the threats to the Euro-Atlantic area increasingly emanating
         from the South Atlantic, the RD’s 2012 annual research plan for the first time referenced
         South America as a regional focus area. The result was a number of lectures given
         by RD staff to faculty and students of the emergent field of international relations
         at Brazilian universities and the Brazilian Superior War College, explaining NATO
         and its partnership policy. This unprecedented dialogue culminated in another Track
         1.5 event convened in Brazil in May 2013 and attended by European, North American,
         and Brazilian scholars alongside officials up to the level of minister. As a result,
         NATO is entering university curriculum as part of European and security studies programs
         in Brazil, and Brazil now routinely attends the NDC-chaired annual Conference of Commandants
         of the heads of NATO and partner war colleges as well as the annual ACT-chaired Strategic
         Military Partners Conference. The prospect of Brazilian officers attending NDC courses
         is also a distinct possibility. Speaking of this Track 1.5 initiative, SACEUR’s Strategic
         and International National Advisor has stated: 
      

      
         In May 2013, the NATO Defense College in cooperation with the Getulio Vargas Foundation—Center
            of International Relations (FGV CPDOC) and the Konrad Adenauer Foundation (KAS)—Brazil,
            conducted strategic discussions on security challenges, mutual perceptions, and possible
            paths to deepening Brazil-NATO relations. These discussions marked the beginning of
            an intellectual partnership between Brazil and NATO to pursue open conversations,
            discussions, and debates on broad security issues affecting both actors in the 21st
            century. (Smith-Windsor 2015, 17)
         

      

      In addition to publications and the symposia it organizes, the RD also provides intellectual
         and academic support for the development of the agendas of three annual NDC events:
         Anciens (i.e., Alumni) Seminar, the aforementioned Conference of Commandants, and
         the International Kyiv Week modular educational program delivered at the Ukrainian
         National Defense University. Furthermore, the RD has in the past organized “offsite,
         away-day” seminars for the Military Committee to facilitate the articulation of the
         national Military Representatives’ advice for a NATO Summit of Heads of State or Government.
      

      
      As NATO is an Alliance of 28 liberal democracies with diverse threat perceptions,
         seeking consensus on issues among the Allies and their citizens demands regular, comprehensive,
         and informed policy deliberations at official and public levels, supported by sound
         and objective research. To this end, the RD defines its target audience broadly and
         addresses its various products and outreach to four constituencies:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Political and military decision makers in NATO and in the member states as well as partners—primarily at the working level—in
               order to support decision-shaping in the Alliance;
            

         

         
         	
            The international “strategic community” (i.e., security experts, practitioners, and academics) in order to influence the
               international security agenda;
            

         

         
         	
            The print, electronic, and social media, in order to spread relevant information and help NATO convey its messages (i.e.,
               strategic communications);
            

         

         
         	
            The Euro-Atlantic and global public, either indirectly through open source media or directly through RD publications
               in newspapers/social media and outreach activities such as lectures, in order to offer
               insight into NATO and to develop public support for the Alliance. 
            

         

      

      
       

      
      Working Methods and Structure

      
      The RD’s overall activities, outsourcing, and outputs are planned and executed by
         the RD Head, and steered, supervised, and approved by the dean following the guidance
         of the commandant and Academic Advisory Board headed by the chairman of the NATO Military
         Committee, and also including senior NATO officers and distinguished external scholars.
      

      
      The planning of forthcoming research activities is based on the fact that policy-relevant
         research is not only demand but also supply driven (i.e., it tries to foresee developments
         to provide expertise on time). An annual Work Plan is drafted each autumn with formal
         inputs from NATO Headquarters and the two military Strategic Commands. It is then
         sent to the Military Committee for approval and notation in the NAC. The Work Plan
         provides the basis for the division’s annual budgetary allocations from the NATO budget.
         In addition to the Work Plan, throughout the year the RD regularly liaises with representatives
         of the Military Committee, national member state delegations, policy officers of the
         NATO bureaucracy (the International Military Staff and International Staff, including
         members of the Private Office of the Secretary General) as well as the various NATO
         Commands to remain abreast of policy priorities, both current and emergent, warranting
         objective public policy analysis. Such liaison occurs through direct meetings in Rome
         and at the various headquarters, routine firsthand consultations on the margins of
         security conferences, and routine telephone and electronic messaging contacts. While
         the RD takes care to align its agenda to the Work Plan, it maintains the flexibility
         to react swiftly to unforeseen international security and defense developments of
         immediate import to the Alliance. For example, when the 2008 financial crisis emerged,
         several nations asked the RD to publish a study on the implications for Alliance operations
         and procurement, which was duly outsourced. The same occurred in response to recent
         Russian aggression in Ukraine where in-house expertise was leveraged to publish a
         Research Report on the crisis (Shelest 2014). 
      

      
      In accordance with NDC Standard Operating Procedure 25 (2010), RD publications are
         approved by the dean following peer review by the Editorial Board, which consists
         of the members of the RD plus the dean of the College and select outside experts depending
         on the topic. While most RD publications and conferences are undertaken in English
         and/or French (NATO’s two official languages), depending on the target audience translation
         into other languages is routinely considered. Papers published by the Research Division
         fall under the open access protocol. This means that there is unrestricted online
         access to the peer-reviewed research material, through the NDC website, NDC Facebook
         page, NDC Twitter account, and NDC RD Twitter account. At the time of writing, the
         RD is in the process of formally adopting the Creative Commons License “CC BY-NC-ND.”
         This license allows others to download published works and share them as long as the
         originating institution is duly credited. It also prohibits the modification of the
         publications in any way and forbids their commercial use.[13]   Researchers also publish externally in quality and respected academic journals,
         periodicals, newspapers, books, and related electronic media subject to professional
         editorial peer review.
      

      
      In addition to its primary research functions, the RD also periodically supports the
         educational pillar of the College. This is done through mentorship of course member
         research projects as well as the provision of lectures or topical courses that fall
         under their research specialization (e.g., military technology, Russia, or partnerships).
      

      
      The RD staff component is made up of NATO civilian and military positions as well
         as a variety of temporary national personnel contributions from member state or partner
         nations provided on a voluntary basis (i.e., secondments from ministries of defense
         or national universities) or through a variety of paid NDC fellowship opportunities
         determined on a competitive basis. The civilian head of the Research Division reports
         to the civilian dean and military commandant. As with the dean and the four civilian
         and five military standing contractual positions reporting to him or her, the head
         is in principle expected to hold a doctorate in a relevant academic discipline and
         to have extensive experience in academic research activities. This operating principle
         is expected to be formally codified in the revised Policy Guidance for the NATO Defense College (MC 123/9 forthcoming). 
      

      
      NDC researchers define their areas of research according to their subject matter expertise
         as defined in their job descriptions, NATO’s agenda as defined by the member states,
         and the annual guidance communicated through the annual research work plan. Political
         and military events are taken into account and close attention is paid to the international
         political calendar (such as summits, elections, or anniversaries). Should resident
         expertise on NATO-relevant topics not be available, the RD avails itself of the opportunity
         to contract out studies to subject-matter experts as agreed by the dean. 
      

      
      Challenges

      
      Since 2007 the division on the whole has evolved into a respected hub of public policy
         research within and outside the Alliance as acknowledged by the recent review of NDC
         activities (NDC Review 2014). Further validation is provided by the exponential increase
         in the number of “hits” for RD publications over the past five years on the NDC webpage,
         Twitter and Facebook accounts, by the proliferation of requests from universities
         and think tanks for joint initiatives (such as publications, conferences) which now
         exceed the capacity of the small division to meet in their entirety, the consistently
         favorable ratings from participant surveys regarding RD events, and crucially, the
         stable funding approved by the member states, which would soon evaporate in a period
         of fiscal constraints if the nations were unhappy with RD outputs. Nevertheless, despite
         this generally positive trajectory, challenges to the effective fulfilment of the
         RD mandate remain an ongoing concern. Many of these stem from the distinct character
         of the RD, reflective of the College as a whole, as a political-military organization
         positioned as a “halfway” house between officialdom and academia. Four core challenges
         and related mitigation measures are discussed here.
      

      
      First, as mentioned previously, in accordance with the NATO Code of Conduct, military and civilian staff members are expected to take into account what is best
         for the Alliance as a whole in their daily work: “As NATO staff, we are faithful and
         true to the enduring role of the Alliance, the principle of unity upon which it was
         founded, and in support of the current and future challenges it faces. As such, we
         affirm that we . . . always put the interests of the organization above our own and
         that of our individual nations mindful of all applicable laws and regulations” (NAC
         2013). 

      
      In reality, however, staff appointments within NATO are sometimes politically charged,
         with member states vying for positions to advance their national interests or policy
         agenda. The likelihood of this phenomenon is generally commensurate with the seniority
         of the position at stake. The greatest risk to the RD’s provision of objective, comprehensive
         policy analysis for all twenty-eight Allies, therefore, is a commandant or dean pursuing a narrow national
         agenda and seeking to steer the division’s work on that course to the detriment of
         other policy areas. While the division has experienced this in its short history,
         fortunately the occurrences have been kept to a minimum. There are safeguards in place
         to help manage the risk: the approval of the RD Work Plan by all twenty-eight member
         states, in particular, and the annual reviews of the division’s work and focus by
         an Academic Advisory Board.
      

      
      Second, as an international organization designed to provide for the security and
         defense of its members, the Alliance and its member states supported by the bureaucracy
         in Brussels and elsewhere have a propensity to focus on crises and threats immediately
         at hand. While being able to react to current developments is important, as noted
         previously, the risk is that the “tyranny of the present” can quickly overtake other
         issues often with longer term implications for the Alliance. A case in point is the
         current and preponderant official policy discourse surrounding a revisionist Russia
         with, for example, an apparent diminished regard for the future of Afghanistan (where,
         at the time of writing, the Alliance still retains over 10,000 troops after the longest
         and most costly war in its history) or for the future of its global partnerships with
         the likes of Japan (undergoing the “normalization” of its defense policy akin to the
         Alliance’s experience with Germany in the 1990s). The spillover effect can be pressure
         on the RD research agenda to do the same and lose a comprehensive and long-term perspective.
         Comparable pressures would not exist in a university setting, but for the RD they
         are a genuine concern. As touched on earlier, geographic distance from the policy-making
         centers in Brussels (NATO Headquarters) and Mons (ACO) to some extent helps mitigate
         the risk. Partnering with forward-looking independent think tanks and universities
         (as it recently did with the aforementioned volume on NATO and Asia-Pacific) can also
         help, as can working with the NATO command established to keep concept and force development
         focussed on the future—ACT, based in Norfolk, Virginia. 
      

      
      Third, while the RD prides itself on its constructive critiques of Alliance current
         and future policy directions, at times individual member states have voiced displeasure
         with a published view and challenged the division’s academic freedom. Happily, successive
         commandants have to date upheld the principle in the face of such criticism. Two additional
         measures to mitigate the risk of such challenges have also been adopted by the division.
         Should a topic be particularly politically charged or controversial, individual researchers
         generally will opt to publish outside the standard NDC formats where the NATO logo
         will not appear and therefore not leave any impression of “in-house” criticism of
         a particular Alliance policy or nation. In addition, as regards op-eds, a disclaimer
         is always included clarifying that the views expressed do not necessarily represent
         those of the NDC or the Alliance. The NATO Spokesperson and Private Office of the
         Secretary General are also informed two days in advance of an op-ed placement in order
         to allow for a rebuttal or response to be prepared, as required. 
      

      
      Fourth, staffing shortages are real. Of the five military research billets mentioned
         previously, at the time of  writing only one is filled (and this only for the first
         time since late 2015) with little prospect for an improved situation any time soon
         given ongoing financial austerity in much of Europe. Throughout its brief history,
         the division has therefore had to be creative to increase capacity. Active solicitation
         of voluntary national personnel contributions (usually from ministries of defense)
         has become standard practice and while resident research fellowships for partner nations
         have been a characteristic of the division since its inception, in 2014 the RD successfully
         urged the member states to fund short-duration, resident “Eisenhower Fellowships”
         for citizens of NATO nations. In addition, since 2009 and 2013, respectively, the
         RD has had standing memorandums of understanding with the Master programs of the Munk
         School of Global Affairs at the University of Toronto and the Fletcher School of Law
         and Diplomacy at Tufts University to support transatlantic summer fellowships for
         two students per year, many of whom publish their work upon completion of their tenure
         at the College.  
      

      
      Education

      
      Alongside the RD’s strategic analysis function, the NDC has a large pillar of education,
         which dates back to its founding in 1951. The educational component is also designed
         to help shape policy outcomes in support of the Alliance by engendering among course
         members a shared worldview, as referenced earlier. While the College hosts many different
         types of courses, the most important educational activity is the Senior Course (SC).
         
      

      
      The Senior Course

      
      The flagship, biannual SC was held for the first time in Paris in 1951 (Masdea and
         Kasseckert 2011, 10). Today, the SC hosts between 60 and 85 people each semester for
         the duration of five and a half months. While initially consisting of largely military
         participants from NATO allied countries, the course has developed into a core activity
         in both strategic training and outreach activities, including both military and civilian
         course members from allied and partner countries. On any given day of the academic
         year more than fifty nationalities are present on the NDC premises, testifying to
         a vibrant, multinational environment.
      

      
      Generally speaking, the course program has mirrored the strategic situation of NATO
         throughout the years. The most important documents agreed to by the North Atlantic
         Council and NATO summits function as guidelines for putting together a curriculum.
         These documents include summit declarations and the Strategic Concepts which lay out
         the common understanding of NATO’s purpose, risks and threats to the Alliance, and
         tools for the adaption of its military forces.[14]   After the attacks of September 2001, the course program was altered—as it had been
         several times before—to include the threat of terrorism. Since then, other topics
         have been added, such as cyber defense, social media, and hybrid warfare. The NDC,
         in sum, has proven capable of adapting to the changing security conditions over time
         and has at times played a significant role in contributing to the Alliance’s understanding
         of its strategic environment. 
      

      
      The SC is typically split into smaller groups, the so-called committee system. Each committee (there are usually eight to ten) is a greenhouse for growing consensus-building
         skills and for broadening the outlook of course members. These skills are put to the
         test during a five-day paper crisis exercise (elements include negotiation, mediation,
         and decision making) and through the production of a common written paper, which concludes
         the course. Part of the final grade of the course members is based on their skills
         in consensus-building.[15]  
      

      
      As mentioned above, a number of field trips form an integral part of the SC. One visit
         includes the North American allies, the UN, and Allied Command Transformation, and
         two others the European and partner countries along with NATO Headquarters and Allied
         Command Operations. While this part of the program was immensely important earlier
         in the College’s history, today—perhaps given the success of this program and successive
         NATO enlargements to former adversaries—this feature seems less important, although
         the broader idea of fostering friendships on a personal level is still central. 
      

      
      Other Courses

      
      Apart from the SC, a number of shorter courses are held each year. Most are integrated
         in whole or in part with the Senior Course program. Among these, the NATO Regional
         Cooperation Course (NRCC) is pivotal. It is a ten-week-long course which invites Istanbul
         Cooperation Initiative (ICI) and Mediterranean Dialogue (MD) partners[16]   to the NDC for discussions about security in general and Middle East issues in
         particular. Initially, the course was intended to be shared equally between regional
         partners and NATO Allies, but generally the ratio of NATO course members has been
         low (Samaan and de Stefanis 2014). The NRCC allows for informal discussion between
         participants from countries not usually engaged in defense cooperation. 
      

      
      In addition to the senior course and the NRCC, the college also hosts the Modular
         Short Course (MSC), the Senior Executive Regional Course (SERC), the Generals, Flag
         Officers and Ambassadors’ Course (GFOAC), the Integrated Partners Orientation Course
         (IPOC), and the “Kyiv Week.” 
      

      
      The MSC is intended for military officers and civilian officials who may not be able
         to attend the longer Senior Course. Accordingly, the NDC offers five MSCs during every
         SC, each of which is only five days in duration. The SERC was set up in 2012 based
         on the positive experiences of the NRCC. It is a one-week course addressed to high-level
         military and civilian officials from NATO and its partner countries across the Middle
         East and North Africa. The objective is to promote mutual understanding on issues
         related to the regions concerned, allowing a select group of senior individuals to
         meet in an open framework where they can exchange views on strategic matters involving
         the Alliance and these regions. The GFOAC is a high-level course which seeks to enhance
         mutual understanding of security concerns and of NATO’s interests and capabilities
         among generals and flag officers and high-ranking civilians including ambassadors
         from NATO, PfP, MD, ICI, and Global Partners. It also provides opportunities for networking
         among one- to three-star general officers and civilians of equivalent rank. The course
         serves as a testing ground for cooperation and new ideas and is therefore also important
         as an outreach activity of the College. 
      

      
      The aim of the IPOC is to improve participants’ knowledge of NATO, its missions, roles,
         and priorities, its internal structures and organisation, and its external relations
         with partner nations and international institutions. The IPOC lasts for one week.
         Participants follow the same program of lectures as the NDC Senior Course, and are
         fully integrated with the SC members in all activities. The IPOC thus constitutes
         a joint NATO, PfP, MD, ICI, and Global Partners activity, which makes an important
         contribution to these partnership programs. All PfP, MD, and ICI countries and Global
         Partners are invited to participate. An Advanced Distance Learning program is also part of the College’s educational activities. Two programs are offered:
         “Introduction to NATO” and “Common Security and Defence Policy—CSDP.” Both focus on
         structures and historical, institutional development in their respective organizations
         (NATO and the EU).[17]   Finally, the “NATO Week”—or “Kyiv Week” as it has come to be called—is an NDC-sponsored
         course for the Ukrainian National Defense Academy. The College arranges a series of
         lectures and takes several staff members of the College to Kyiv for a week each year.
         Since 2000, this annual event has opened a window for Ukraine’s future leaders on
         current NATO thinking and NATO educational methods. Several hundred Ukrainian officers
         participate in the program each year. In the past years, the Kyiv Week has kept an
         open door to Ukraine in times of great distress, as in 2014. As such, this course
         also forms part of NDC’s outreach activities.[18]   
      

      
      The Staff Organization

      
      From the outside, the NDC might strike one as similar to a university: it has students
         and a structured program of lectures, and it issues diplomas upon graduation of its
         students. But the structure of the College is very different from a traditional Western
         university once the surface is scratched. To take one obvious example, the College
         does not have in-house expertise of the sort pivotal for universities. In other words,
         there is no standing faculty of professorial staff with the exception of the Research
         Division. As with the commandant, the so-called Faculty Advisor (FA) positions at
         the College are generally filled with military personnel. FAs act as facilitators
         rather than teaching staff for the course members, guiding them through the curriculum.
         To fulfill this role, they are expected to be graduates of a senior defense college,
         have academic teaching experience, and hold a postgraduate degree in a related discipline
         (MC 123/8 2005). FAs are on rotation and only stay at the College for three years.
         This means that the College and its FAs are highly dependent on a number of standard
         operating procedures for upholding the academic level and smooth running of the NDC
         programs. On the academic side, this is largely accomplished by inviting a large number
         of lecturers to teach the College’s courses (roughly 200 lecturers are flown in every
         year),[19]   by working closely with the NDC library on updating course readings, and by an
         elaborate evaluation system which secures the quality of the lecturers, the readings,
         and the program in general. 
      

      
      The Grading System

      
      Another obvious difference with a standard university is the grading system. Whereas
         a civilian university evaluation is based on the ability to critically reflect on
         a topic and demonstrate deep and specific knowledge of the academic debates surrounding
         an issue, the grading system at the NDC consists of three different parts. The first
         concerns the member’s contribution to the course in general. This includes the attitude,
         performance in different roles (committee member, “expert of the day,” etc.), organization
         of cultural or social events, and individual written work. The second part concerns
         the intellect, skills, and personal characteristics, including consensus-building
         skills, tact, and leadership ability. The third part concerns suitability for NATO
         or NATO-related posts (SOP 21 2012). Based on these three elements, the course members
         are graded on five levels from “exceptionally well suited,” to “not suited” for NATO
         or NATO-related posts.[20]   As such, the NDC clearly differs from a civilian Western university in its objectives,
         its understanding of a remarkable effort, and its relation to preparing individuals
         for the “job market.” Recurring attempts to adapt the education of the College to
         civilian university programs (such as the Bologna process amongst European universities)
         therefore seem not only to miss the point of the College, but also threaten to water
         down its particular strengths. This was recognized in the latest review of the NDC,
         carried out in 2013–14 (NDC Review 2014). 
      

      
      The many different educational activities of the NDC all combine to fulfill the College’s
         mission: to provide high-level academic education combined with a focus on strengthening
         consensus-building skills and creating a neutral meeting ground for adversaries and
         less-than-friends, thereby dampening tensions and molding NATO’s strategic environment.
         
      

      
      Challenges

      
      While the longevity of the College bears testament to its ongoing value to NATO’s
         member and partner states as a center of professional adult education, like all institutions
         of higher learning it does not come without its challenges. Four are discussed here.
         
      

      
      First, as mentioned above, the Faculty Advisors are in principle expected to be qualified
         to operate in an environment of higher learning. By the same token, FAs are voluntary
         contributions of the nations, few of whom hold a doctorate. The commandant and the
         College has little room for maneuver to decline a contribution should a prospective
         FA be unqualified, since the political costs would be too high. Put another way, the
         NDC is “stuck with what it gets” from the member states. Sometimes suboptimal FA staff
         appointments do occur to the detriment of the delivery of the academic program. With
         little flexibility to address the situation after the fact, the best remedy is for
         the NDC senior leadership to be particularly proactive in reminding nations of the
         FA qualifications as outlined in the relevant policy document (MC 123/8 2005) before
         the rotational selection. Further, the internal rotation of the three years the FA
         spends at the College means that institutional memory lies largely in the SOPs and
         with the civilian staff, who are generally employed for longer periods of time. The
         latter must therefore be leveraged by the leadership as the genuine repository of
         corporate knowledge to guide the College forward.
      

      
      Second, the founding purpose of the College was to develop individuals, both military
         and civilian, capable of contributing to an adequate defense posture for the North
         Atlantic area. Over time this mission has been specified to prepare selected officers
         and officials for important NATO and NATO-related appointments (MC 123/8 2005). This
         is largely accomplished by practicing the Alliance operating principle of consensus
         decision making in a multinational setting to address the security challenges of the
         prevailing and future security environment. Periodically, however, some member states
         and their representatives within the Alliance have advocated for a revision of this
         mission to move the NDC toward a more wholly academic (degree granting) rather than
         professional development institution. This recently occurred prior to the 2014 NDC
         Review. The conclusion of the latter, however, was emphatic:
      

      
         Taking into consideration the fact that Allies already have many other options for
            attending a defence college with an academic profile, there is no need for the NDC
            to compete with them on an academic level. From a purely academic point of view, the
            NDC programme is not a formal academic education since the academic criteria required
            for accreditation cannot be met under the requirements. Instead, NATO’s need and NDC’s
            forte is educating senior officers and civilians about a sustainable future for NATO
            through international communications, creating partnerships and offering long-term
            strategies across NATO borders and with NATO partners. The direction (vision) in which
            NDC should focus is [as] a major center of senior-level professional development within
            NATO. (NDC Review 2014, 3)
         

      

      There is no doubt that similar challenges to the core mandate and unique value of
         the College will arise in the future. To address or circumvent them, the best way
         forward would appear to be to facilitate course members’ opportunities to obtain,
         on a voluntary basis, university-level credits with other institutions based on their
         work at the College without endeavoring to transform the NDC into what it was not
         originally set up to be—a degree-granting institution along university lines.
      

      
      Third, to the backdrop of declining European defense budgets and economic austerity,
         the 2014 NDC Review noted a decline in course member attendance and in the provision
         of FAs by nations. This remains an ongoing concern. The principle of “costs lie where
         they fall” which is adhered to in NATO in general also applies to the NDC. Nations
         might in turn start opting for the shorter modular courses since it is cheaper than
         sending a course member to the longer SC. To address the situation, movement to more
         e-learning and video teleconference opportunities has recently been suggested. To
         ensure an adequate staff and student complement at the College, sustained and persistent
         lobbying of nations through the Military Committee will also likely continue to be
         a feature of the NDC senior leadership’s annual program of work. 
      

      
      A final challenge to the College also presents itself as an opportunity. The previous
         course members are kept in the loop about what is going on at the College through
         the “Anciens” network—a network equivalent to an alumni association in universities.
         Alumni of the Senior Course are thus scattered throughout the twenty-eight member
         states and Alliance partner nations. As with university alumni associations, this
         network could represent a powerful organizational framework to educate fellow citizens
         about the value of the educational programs offered by the NDC, as well as to mobilize
         individual and public resources to support the College. The specific prism for understanding
         security and the human interoperability skills taught at the College could also be
         mobilized in situations where speedy decision making and a common understanding is
         needed in NATO. A concerted effort by the NDC leadership to leverage this untapped
         resource, taking cues from successful university alumni associations, should become
         a priority. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      The NATO Defense College’s value to the nations and individuals it serves comes from
         the unique position it has occupied since its founding in 1951: a bridge between officialdom
         and academia, between civilians and military officers, and between nations. Understanding
         and practicing consensus-based decision making in a multinational setting to forge
         unity of purpose has been, and remains, its central educational vocation. Of no lesser
         significance is the sound public policy research and critical analysis that has more
         recently been added to its repertoire. Through its educational and research pillars
         and the outreach that they jointly support, the College is well positioned to navigate
         the future security environment in support of NATO’s core tasks of collective defense,
         crisis management, and cooperative security. In doing so, as this chapter has pointed
         out, the future will not be without its challenges for NATO’s highest-level professional
         development institution. But if addressed in the right way, the NDC also has a number
         of productive opportunities in store. The College represents an expanding platform
         for molding the strategic outlook of the increasingly diverse participants that walk
         through its doors. 
      

      
      This is a long-term vocation related to the early Partnership for Peace thinking of
         times past and it is not easily measurable. But it is this molding of minds and the
         creation and maintenance of a truly multinational and global network and of a shared
         perspective that might prove to be the main contribution of the College to Euro-Atlantic
         security in the future. With a growing international alumni and the continuing spread
         of the NDC prism to ever more practitioners around the world through education and
         research, NATO stands to gain the upper hand in a notoriously changing and unpredictable
         security environment. 
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      Notes

      

      
      
         
            1. The views expressed are the authors’ and do not necessarily represent those of NATO
                  or the NATO Defense College. 
               

            

         

         
            2. See Paile (2012) for an attempt to juxtapose the two colleges. 

            

         

         
            3. The College opened its doors to women in 1963, with the first female course participant
                  a diplomat from the Netherlands (Masdea and Kasseckert 2011, 11).
               

            

         

         
            4. As early as 1989 the NDC had invited speakers from Warsaw Pact countries with the
                  prior approval of the Military Committee (Evraire 1993, 15). 
               

            

         

         
            5. A delegation from the NDC even visited Moscow in 1991 at the invitation of the then
                  Soviet Military Academy of the General Staff (Evraire 1993, 16).
               

            

         

         
            6. The mandate has undergone changes throughout the years. The first was formulated in
                  1951, the second in 1964, the third in 1967. The subsequent changes have all been
                  numbered MC 123/, with the current mandate being MC 123/8 (2005). 
               

            

         

         
            7. See http://www.ndc.nato.int/about/organization.php?icode=4.
               

            

         

         
            8. See http://www.ndc.nato.int/about/organization.php?icode=23.
               

            

         

         
            9. The Alliance’s Strategic Concept is representative of its “grand strategy.” It clarifies threat perceptions and sets
                  out priorities in response over a ten-year period. The current version was agreed
                  in 2010.
               

            

         

         
            10. The Conference of Commandants brings together senior educators from all over the Alliance,
                  the Partnership for Peace, and increasingly from Mediterranean Dialogue and Istanbul
                  Cooperation Initiative participants. They meet for three days to exchange ideas on
                  the challenges of educating senior officers and officials in an ever more complex
                  world of security challenges. The site for the CoC changes annually but is held in
                  Rome every third year.
               

            

         

         
            11. NATO cooperates on an individual basis with a number of countries which are not actually
                  part of its formal partnership frameworks. Referred to as “partners across the globe”
                  or simply “global partners,” they include Afghanistan, Australia, Iraq, Japan, the
                  Republic of Korea, Mongolia, New Zealand, and Pakistan.
               

            

         

         
            12. Track 2 diplomacy refers to unofficial dialogue and problem-solving activities aimed
                  at building relationships and encouraging new thinking that can inform the official
                  process. Track 2 activities typically involve influential academic, religious, and
                  NGO leaders and other civil society actors who can interact more freely than high-ranking
                  officials. Some analysts use the term   Track 1.5  to denote a situation in which official and non-official actors work together to
                  resolve conflicts. 
               

            

         

         
            13. See https://creativecommons.org/licenses/, accessed November 11, 2015.
               

            

         

         
            14. These include DC 6/1 (1950), MC 14/1 (1952), MC 14/2 (1957), MC 14/3 (1967), NATO
                  (1967). More recently, Strategic Concept documents were adopted in 1999 and 2010.
                  Three documents were in fact of the highest importance during the first years of NATO’s
                  existence: DC 6/1 (1950) which set forth the overall strategic concept, MC 14/1 (1952)
                  which provided more specific strategic guidance for use in defense planning, and DC
                  13 (1950) which included both of these aspects as well as considerable detailed regional
                  planning. All documents are available at  http://www.nato.int/archives/strategy.htm.
               

            

         

         
            15. Language proficiency is also of the highest importance. The college offers extensive
                  training in the two NATO official languages, English and French, and also in other
                  NATO languages, to the Senior Course members as an integrated and compulsory part
                  of the schedule. 
               

            

         

         
            16. Partnership programs with non-NATO countries have been adopted since the beginning
                  of the 1990s. The PfP is the largest such program. It was established as a way to
                  tackle the push for membership of the Alliance from the former Eastern Bloc. The total
                  number of PfP countries is twenty-two at the time of writing (of which some have joined
                  the Alliance as full-fledged members); see http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_82584.htm. The Mediterranean Dialogue (1994) currently involves seven non-NATO countries of
                  the Mediterranean region: Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Mauritania, Morocco, and
                  Tunisia. The Istanbul Cooperation Initiative (2004) elevated the Mediterranean Dialogue
                  to partnerships for Bahrain, Qatar, Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates.
               

            

         

         
            17. It is mandatory for Senior Course members to complete the two online courses before
                  the beginning of the Senior Course. 
               

            

         

         
            18. A very visible outreach activity is the NDC’s role as the focal military point of
                  contact within NATO for the Partnership for Peace Consortium of Defense Academies
                  and Security Studies Institutes. A Washington Summit initiative, the PfP Consortium
                  is a consortium of the willing, founded in the spirit of the PfP and dedicated to
                  strengthening defense and military education through the enhancement of national and
                  institutional cooperation. About 300 organisations in forty-six countries are now
                  represented in the Consortium, and the NDC is actively involved in six of the ten
                  working groups. The main vision is to create a community and network of experts in
                  the fields of defense and security studies in order to share best practices and practical
                  solutions to common issues and problems.
               

            

         

         
            19. The lecturers are a mix of academic experts and civilian and military practitioners
                  with solid practical experience. About 60–70 percent of the lecturers are academics
                  while 30–40 percent are practitioners. A small number of lecturers are both academics
                  and practitioners (less than 2 percent overall). The percentage of female speakers
                  has ranged between 5.5 percent and 12.8 percent over the past ten courses, and the
                  number of nationalities represented amongst the speakers lay around twenty-five on
                  average in the same period of time.
               

            

         

         
            20. The nations differ in how much emphasis they put on this grade. Turkey and Italy require
                  their course members to pass with a certain grade in order to advance in their national
                  systems, whereas other countries see this as more of a general learning experience
                  with no real effect on the individual careers of the officers. 
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      Twenty years ago noted political scientist, international strategist, and geopolitical
         forecaster George Friedman founded Strategic Forecasting (better known as Stratfor)
         in Austin, Texas, perhaps the world’s first private sector intelligence analysis firm.[1]   Since its inception in 1996 as a small company consisting of a half dozen employees,
         Stratfor has grown into a multimillion-dollar venture (Calnan 2015). After nearly
         two decades at the helm, Friedman left in May 2015 and has since launched a new company
         called Geopolitical Futures in an attempt to refine the Stratfor experiment. Despite
         these recent changes in the organization, this chapter will argue that Stratfor’s
         founding and evolution represent the story of a unique methodology of intelligence
         collection, geopolitical analysis, and strategic forecasting developed by Friedman
         and made publicly available by the advent of the Internet. 
      

      
      Deeply concerned about the declining quality of analysis and, more significantly,
         of the forecasting capability of the U.S. intelligence community and the broader security
         establishment in Washington, Friedman mulled over the question: could there be a nongovernmental
         intelligence organization (Friedman 1997)? Stratfor emerged as part of his attempt
         to fill what he saw as a gaping lacuna, which the broader epistemic community had
         failed to plug given the lack of a systematic methodology to understand the international
         system. By merging the disciplines of intelligence and geopolitics, he developed a
         unique framework to understand global developments. The resulting paradigm adopted
         a holistic approach toward making sense of global affairs instead of treating different
         regions, countries, and themes as unrelated issues. 
      

      
      Stratfor not only sought to provide quality analytical products but also to provide
         its analysis before the more established think tanks and research institutes would
         offer their own. There is a reason why the company was founded in the mid-1990s and
         not earlier. By then, advances in information technology had allowed for the takeoff
         of the Internet. Email had been established as a critical mode of communication for
         the average consumer and websites had begun to emerge as platforms for disseminating
         information. 
      

      
      This chapter examines Stratfor’s unique contribution to the making of strategic analysis.
         It shows how despite engaging in many of the same activities as state intelligence
         agencies, media groups, think tanks, and academic institutions, Stratfor is a very
         different animal. This will be established by highlighting the firm’s unique zero-based
         methodology (designed by its founder George Friedman through the combination of the
         two disciplines of intelligence and geopolitics). In addition, the chapter will discuss
         the structure and functionality through which the company achieves its mandate of
         providing intelligence, analyses, and forecasts, notably by highlighting the critical
         role of the net assessment in the company’s analytical process. The chapter highlights
         the different products offered by Stratfor as well as the types of clientele the company
         services. 
      

      
      The Early Years

      
      For the first three years, Stratfor had a small readership which would receive its
         intelligence products via an email newsletter. One of the firm’s earliest successes
         was in predicting the 1997 East Asian financial crisis. It was not, however, until
         its success in its coverage of the Kosovo war in 1999 that the then small team gained
         prominence thanks to its unique analysis of the conflict that went beyond the mainstream
         media’s reportage. The company had been collecting and evaluating intelligence since
         day one, but the spring of 1999 indeed marked a turning point as the company’s analytical
         products became accessible to a much wider audience via its website, which helped
         exponentially expand the reader base.
      

      
      At the time, Stratfor had a Kosovo Crisis Center operating on an almost 24/7 cycle.
         It provided fast coverage of battlespace developments on a daily basis in the form
         of short situation reports (“sitreps”), more elaborate “thickreps,” and what at the
         time was called the Global Intelligence Update (a precursor to the current Geopolitical
         Diary). Another key product consisted of daily maps of NATO air strikes, Serbian military
         operations, and the location of Serbian anti-aircraft assets over the previous twenty-four
         hours (which were made using the old BMP editor software called PaintShop, an extremely
         basic version compared to what is available today). The reports and maps were created
         in minutes so as to beat the news cycle. Instead of publishing full-length articles,
         the firm also aimed to publish briefs that would form a continuous narrative of unfolding
         events. It was in this running coverage of the Kosovo war that the company shifted
         from only sharing information via its email newsletters to also posting the intelligence
         and analyses on its website. As a result, Stratfor’s coverage of the Kosovo conflict
         overtook and even shaped that of the mainstream media. The war thus provided a major
         boost to the firm’s readership, which by the end of the war numbered in the thousands.
      

      
      Over the years Stratfor has tried to refine its paradigm. Its broad objective is to
         explain how the world works and affects our lives and, more importantly, to explain
         how future events can be predicted. The company was founded on the belief that state
         actors are not the only ones in search of intelligence; civil society actors are equally
         in dire need of better-quality intelligence, especially given the increasing amount
         of available information. For this reason, its clients range from individuals to groups
         to governments. The firm aims to inform them on what matters and what does not in
         a way that is not esoteric.
      

      
      Stratfor views geopolitical events through the prism of the political, economic, and
         military realms, shaping a singular narrative. Instead of treating political, economic,
         and security issues as separate, the company’s methodology sees them as the building
         blocks of analysis and forecasting about what state and nonstate actors are capable
         of. At the heart of its analytical process is also the examination of human behavior
         within specific geographic contexts. Understanding the constraints that states and
         nonstate actors operate under makes for a powerful tool to predict their actions and
         to understand the dynamics that shape the bilateral and multilateral relations between
         national and subnational forces.
      

      
      This is in sharp contrast with the dominant approaches of the media and the traditional
         intelligentsia, which tend to focus on the rhetoric and subjective preferences of
         leaders as they try to analyze the present and map out the future course of events.
         Stratfor, for its part, instead tries to focus on the underlying objective geopolitical
         forces, which limit all actors to a narrow menu of options that they can choose from
         but are rarely acknowledged publicly. In addition to examining the dynamics that are
         hardwired into the environments of different actors, the firm also endeavors to highlight
         the connections between what appear to be unrelated developments.
      

      
      Stratfor’s Milieu

      
      The epistemic community—consisting of journalists, analysts, scholars, and government
         officials—operates in circumstances whereby its members are constantly trying to work
         with incomplete and uncertain information. While a definite major handicap, this is
         only one side of the proverbial coin. Analysts are also confronted with the matter
         of information overload. Since the 1990s Internet revolution, there has been an explosion
         in the number of outlets providing information and analysis to the world. The emergence
         of social media platforms in the late 2000s has taken this excessive information condition
         to an entirely new level. Twitter and Facebook as well as many other platforms have
         allowed for real-time intelligence to freely flow throughout the world. Most people,
         notably the very sophisticated consumers of analysis on international politics and
         foreign policy, including those in governments, are increasingly challenged to keep
         up with—much less make sense of—this ever-increasing volume of often conflicting information.
         Stratfor instead sees this as an opportunity and offers its clients (individuals,
         NGOs, businesses, and government organs) a way out of this conundrum. 
      

      
      With an intelligence system geared toward absorbing a very large amount of information
         flowing through open sources as well as its own proprietary source network, Stratfor
         asks prospective customers to allow the firm to be their filter. Systematically combing
         through inordinate amounts of information on a daily basis, the company’s core analytical
         department seeks to separate the few geopolitically significant developments from
         the bulk of international noise. Essentially, there are three services that the company
         offers to its clientele: identifying geopolitically significant trends (at varying
         levels of relevance: global, regional, or national), an analysis of those trends in
         terms of what are the drivers behind their making and, finally and most importantly,
         laying out their future trajectory since all types of end users require an understanding
         of the geopolitical environment in which they operate in order to make informed decisions
         and mitigate risk. 
      

      
      Stratfor defines intelligence in three different ways. First, it consists of the firm’s
         collection and analytical operations. Second, intelligence is the means by which Stratfor
         analysts critically assess the context in which events take shape and the associated
         forecasting purchase, as well as how events relate to the firm’s geopolitical framework.
         Third, the firm’s adherence to a well-crafted methodology is a critical aspect of
         its overall intelligence production process.
      

      
      As an intelligence analysis publishing entity, it is important to locate Stratfor
         within its wider epistemic context. The notion of a private sector intelligence firm
         continues to remain somewhat novel. Furthermore, Stratfor’s processes and intellectual
         output are similar to a variety of well-established industries. This is why most observers
         who have come across its reports tend to identify it from the perspective of existing
         organizations. 
      

      
      The most common misnomer is that Stratfor is a think tank of sorts engaged in the
         production of knowledge on international affairs. There are two significant differences
         that render Stratfor different from think tanks. First, think tanks are by and large
         non-profit organizations, whereas Stratfor is very much a for-profit corporation which
         generates its revenues through the sale of its analytical products. Second, think
         tanks are often in the business of policy advocacy or analysis, whereas Stratfor steers
         clear of normative discourse vis-à-vis what ought to happen and confines itself to
         the task of what is happening and what will likely happen. 
      

      
      Since Stratfor to a great degree deals with news and is an Internet-based service,
         there are many who consider it to be a new age media entity. Yet while the firm’s
         operations are closely linked to the news cycle, it is not in the business of reporting.
         Its efforts to identify the significant global developments from the massive volume
         of news reportage underscore that it is engaged in a highly niche activity. Though
         Stratfor’s proprietary intelligence collection is similar to how reporters obtain
         information via sources, there is a vast difference between journalism and intelligence,
         especially as envisioned by Stratfor. Journalistic reportage tells us the “who,” “what,”
         “where,” “when,” and “how” of a particular development. Intelligence assessments are
         designed to explain the “why” and, more importantly, the “what next” of a developing
         situation. In many ways, journalism focuses on what has already happened, whereas
         intelligence is about what to expect next as the value of information decreases rapidly.
         A journalist’s reporting is heavily linked to sources, whereas intelligence analysis
         problematizes its sources and entails drawing inferences.[2]   
      

      
      There are also those who view Stratfor as a research organization composed of academics
         who offer a unique take on geopolitics. This view is also incorrect since Stratfor’s
         research is very different from that of academics in a number of ways. First, academics
         by and large study events that have happened in the past—far more so than even journalists.
         Academics usually ground their work in theory, which can render their analysis dense
         and enveloped in jargon. Academic work is also generally published long after the
         development that it is studying has transpired, while Stratfor’s analysis is about
         explaining events as quickly after they have happened as possible. Moreover, Stratfor’s
         focus is on a timely delivery of information on what its clients should expect next
         regarding unfolding events. Here is where the audience is also different, as academics
         mostly publish with a readership of fellow academics in mind while Stratfor’s target
         audience ranges from average individuals to the highly sophisticated reader. It is
         certainly true that there has been in recent years a growing trend of academics seeking
         to bring their research to the general public, for example, through the “Monkey Cage”
         blog of the Washington Post. Social media has significantly helped in this regard as well. Nevertheless, most
         academics continue to publish primarily with their peers in mind. 
      

      
      Lastly, and this is more of a conspiratorial view, some have considered that the firm
         is a front for the CIA or other American intelligence services (see, for example,
         Mezzofiore 2012). This partly originates from Stratfor billing itself as an intelligence
         agency, and also from the mystique developed by media coverage of its activities over
         the years.[3]   This view is also informed by the general understanding of the term “intelligence”
         which in common parlance is related to spying and espionage activities. 
      

      
      The hacking of the company’s website in late 2011 and the release of a massive amount
         of its internal emails on WikiLeaks further enhanced this view. A couple of days before
         Christmas in 2011, Stratfor’s servers were breached by Anonymous. The hackers were
         able to steal millions of emails, which were released a few months later by WikiLeaks.
         They became a media sensation, as journalists from across the world scoured through
         them, resulting in many articles being published on these internal communications.
         Different journalists and analysts approached the material in the emails in different
         ways. Many saw them as evidence that Stratfor was complicit with the U.S. intelligence
         community. Those with a more left-leaning perspective bought into the narrative spun
         by WikiLeaks founder Julian Assange that the company was engaged in spying on behalf
         of the U.S. government and of multinational corporations. Newspapers from different
         countries were interested in any information pertaining to their respective nations.
         In particular, many were interested in finding out who from their countries had been
         in contact with Stratfor. A few senior government officials (retired and serving)
         as well as journalists and analysts who were revealed as having been in contact with
         the firm were accused of being U.S. intelligence assets. There was hype for a while,
         but it was interesting to note how the story of the leaked emails then quickly died
         down. While the incident disrupted company operations for about four months because
         the hackers stole the credit card information of its clients, it did not hurt the
         firm’s reputation as much, given that it bounced back fairly quickly. 
      

      
      Stratfor indeed has clients in the U.S. military and intelligence community. Most
         of them purchase its signature analytical products. The company also provides custom
         intelligence services based on requests for analysis on specific topics to many others
         in the business world. Clients with interests in a particular country, region, or
         thematic issue can seek out the company’s assessment on the political, economic, and
         military situation as it currently stands and, more importantly, on what to expect
         over different time horizons. In either case, the company offers value-added to government
         agencies and corporate clients in areas in which they themselves lack competence.
      

      
      Thus, while it shares many of the activities that other organizations engage in, Stratfor
         remains a unique entity. It is true that there are other companies in this space of
         private sector analysis, such as Jane’s and the Eurasia Group who produce analysis
         similar to Stratfor’s. The closest perhaps is Oxford Analytica. Yet what sets Stratfor
         apart from these other entities is its unique methodological paradigm for analyzing
         information and its emphasis on forecasting. The company has adopted some of the best
         practices from these other institutions, amalgamating them with its own signature
         approach. Additionally, Stratfor has also identified the shortcomings in the methodological
         approaches and in the intellectual output of its peers, and in response developed
         its own methodological approach and product design accordingly. 
      

      
      The Stratfor Methodology

      
      A critical challenge for Stratfor’s founders was to understand why anyone would pay
         an annual subscription for the company’s assessments even though there is no shortage
         of similar publications, most of which are available for free from the media, think
         tanks, research institutes, and so on. What this meant was that its products had to
         offer more than the existing body of (free) literature. While there was never a shortage
         of analysis on international politics, there was and remains a dearth of forecasting.
         To be able to forecast required a systematic approach that when applied to different
         geographic and thematic issues could provide predictive purchase while being accurate
         most of the time. Geopolitics provided the strategic framework for understanding the
         world. While a necessary ingredient, it was insufficient to offer analytical, much
         less predictive capabilities. It was also critical to go down to the tactical level
         to build the fuller picture, which is where intelligence is crucial. 
      

      
      Stratfor’s view of geopolitics is built upon the works of two great theoreticians
         and practitioners. The first is the prominent English geographer and politician Sir
         Halford John Mackinder. Known as the father of geopolitics, his Heartland Theory showed
         how the geography of the earth’s land surface shapes the behavior of nations (Kearns
         2009). The second is an American naval commander and geo-strategist, Alfred Mahan,
         who developed the notion of sea power, the view that nations in control of the world’s
         oceans are able to project power globally (Mahan 1890). 
      

      
      Building on the work of both, Friedman developed a model that asserts that analysis
         has to be rooted in a deep understanding of the interplay between geography, demography,
         and the resources available to a given nation. These three shape the outlook of the
         peoples that inhabit a particular piece of geopolitical real estate. Friedman also
         borrowed the idea of net assessments from the U.S. Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment (ONA), long headed
         by its founding director Andrew Marshall.[4]   Appointed by President Richard Nixon in 1973, Marshall led the ONA for forty years,
         until his retirement in 2015 at the age of ninety-three. The ONA is essentially the
         Pentagon’s in-house think tank charged with the task of evaluating American military
         capabilities in comparison to those of other countries as part of an effort to identify
         potential military threats and opportunities. Friedman saw the practice as essential
         to analysis and forecasting, which could not be realized without a basic model of
         different state and nonstate actors. In this context, Stratfor has developed net assessments
         on almost every country in the world, which are bottom lines on their imperatives
         and capabilities based on their geographic, demographic, and resource characteristics.
         
      

      
      Stratfor’s analytical framework has thus come to be known as a zero-based methodology,
         in that it does not assume anything. It develops models based on an assessment of
         the ground realities from a zero base, and it is a bottom-up approach to understanding
         the strengths and weaknesses of a country. Zero-based assessments begin with the geography
         of states and the human and material resources at their disposal. These basic characteristics
         determine what a state must do (as opposed to what it may want to do) in order to
         meet its existential needs. The net assessments reveal the constraints under which
         different states and nonstate actors operate and from which they cannot escape. Knowing
         these constraints then helps identify the narrow menu of options that are at the disposal
         of decision makers. The next step is to conduct empathetic analysis, whereby the analysts
         place themselves in the shoes of the leaders they are trying to examine in an effort
         to ascertain what course of action they are likely to take. Empathetic analysis involves
         understanding the combination of opportunities and threats that leaders are faced
         with and the pressures that they are constantly under. It requires the analyst to
         discipline himself or herself to move away from his or her own subjective preferences
         on what leaders ought to be doing about a certain issue. Stratfor’s organizational
         culture is built around the principle that political leaders may miscalculate, but
         they are not reckless. The firm’s analysts are thus supposed to understand why a particular
         leader is behaving the way he or she is without making a value judgment on the decisions
         they take. 
      

      
       At the same time, analysts must also avoid getting caught up in what the leaders
         themselves are saying and instead focus on what they are doing. Statements are often
         meant to obfuscate actual behavior. Leaders of all nations must balance between their
         domestic compulsions and international obligations. Regardless of personality, ideology,
         and partisan identities, all leaders find themselves faced with similar sets of domestic
         compulsions and international obligations that they must balance. For example, Stratfor
         predicted in 2010 that Iran and the United States, despite the bellicose rhetoric
         emanating from both sides, would reach a settlement on the nuclear issue. This was
         based on an analysis of the limits that the two countries faced. For the United States,
         militarily preventing Iran from developing nuclear weapons was cost prohibitive. Conversely,
         getting relief from a growing sanctions regime was far more important to the Iranians,
         which is why they eventually compromised with the Americans on the scope of their
         nuclear program. 
      

      
       Indeed, Stratfor’s model assumes that all actors—irrespective of ideology—are rational
         and will engage in behavior that allows them to pursue their interests.[5]   These imperatives again are derived from the geography, demography, and resources
         of a particular country. It is important to note that ideology does not mean different
         ideological actors will behave differently from one another: all types of ideological
         actors are operating in the same environment and face the same sets of pressures.
         It is this paradigm that allowed Stratfor to forecast early on that China, contrary
         to the global conventional wisdom, is not emerging as a global economic power and
         that instead its export-driven economy will be unable to sustain the growth required
         to maintain social stability at home, much less project significant power globally.
         Likewise, Stratfor predicted in 2005 the financial crisis that is now engulfing the
         European Union and weakening the bloc.[6]   The firm also predicted the 2008 Russian war in Georgia and the current crisis
         in Ukraine. Another key forecast was that the United States and Iran would reach an
         understanding on not just the nuclear issue but would also cooperate on regional security
         matters (Friedman 2009, 36–41).
      

      
      Stratfor’s approach disregards the subjective preferences of individual leaders and
         groups; their political rhetoric and ideologies matter very little in terms of how
         various nations concretely act. In other words, what Stratfor concentrates on is the
         policies people will have to make rather than the ones they want to make. Unlike many
         of their counterparts in other organizations, Stratfor analysts are therefore trained
         to pay very little attention to statements issued by various officials and instead
         to focus on their actual behavior. In fact, it is astonishing how, along with the
         notion of constraints, the variance between what one desires and what one can actually
         acquire remains highly underappreciated.
      

      
       Stratfor analysts thus undergo a lengthy and rigorous training regimen. This involves
         learning the various aspects of the analytical methodology, which include the net
         assessments, the geopolitical paradigm, collecting and evaluating intelligence, and
         empathetic analysis. New analysts are also required to work with the various regional
         and thematic areas of responsibility. This is what inculcates the discipline that
         is essential to separating the individual bias from the duties expected of a Stratfor
         analyst. Different analysts can be liberals or conservatives, but the Stratfor methodology
         is what forces them to produce objective analysis.
      

      
      Operationalization

      
      Any methodology has to be operationalized in the form of an organizational structure
         and processes. Because Stratfor was not built on an existing organizational template,
         its philosophical foundation and its methodological approach had to be devised from
         scratch, while its systems also had to be designed accordingly. As a business which
         sells an intellectual product, the company had two parallel tasks. On one hand was
         the need to develop the machinery that would produce the analyses, while on the other
         was the need to have a team that could sell those products. 
      

      
      The former obviously took precedence over the latter because there had to be a solid
         product that customers would be prepared to purchase. The fact that the output was
         based on a complex approach—very different from academic and policy research—meant
         that building the analytical team required a great deal of time, resources, and energy.
         Since the main offering has always been a web-based subscription service, for many
         years there was a limited need for a very elaborate business side to the company.
         The secondary offering is a custom intelligence service, which essentially means providing
         high-end clients, usually institutions, with detailed assessments—largely written—on
         specific questions they have on a given topic. Usually these are corporate clients
         with business interests in different regions of the world. They are concerned about
         how a particular crisis (social unrest, political instability, economic downturn,
         deteriorating security conditions, etc.) in a given country could affect their firm’s
         operations. Stratfor then provides them with a detailed assessment of the current
         situation and its expected trajectory. 
      

      
      This secondary offering is designed to help increase revenues in much shorter time
         frames. There are two costs associated in pursuing this line of work. First, it requires
         a team of business developers who can pitch this service to potential clients and
         bring in contract work, which entails a substantial up-front financial investment.
         Since Stratfor’s core consists of analysts, establishing the business development
         wing has been a consistent challenge. Analysts obviously are unfamiliar with how to
         sell the firm’s products and services. The reverse has been equally true in that those
         hired for their expertise in the field of business administration do not fully understand
         the firm’s products and services. That the two sides are pulling the company in different
         directions has thus been a natural outcome. The result is that the company has seen
         many different teams of business developers come and go. In fact, it was not until
         2011 that it achieved equilibrium between the two wings. Second, the business development
         side has added to the workload of the analysts who were already preoccupied with servicing
         the main client, which was the website in terms of the routine analytical output on
         a daily and weekly basis.
      

      
       For the first seven years the core of the company was its publishing staff, which
         remained small with half a dozen or so analysts, about five editors, and a handful
         of interns. Within this publishing core, the analysts have always remained the engine
         of the company. As is the case with any new small company, for a long time there was
         not really much of a division of labor. All the analysts—more or less—performed all
         the various tasks needed to produce the reports: gathering intelligence from both
         open and proprietary sources, organizing and processing the collection, analyzing
         it in keeping with the methodology discussed above, and then writing the reports.
         It is only in the last ten years that a more elaborate production system has been
         developed as the company grew in size. A dedicated open-source intelligence department
         was developed with monitors and watch officers in different time zones who were responsible
         for ensuring that the flow of open source intelligence from different regional and
         national media was channeled into the company’s email lists. The company has always
         had an aversion to creating regional areas of responsibilities in the form of silos
         separated from each other, since its analytical methodology means that a particular
         region could not be understood without placing it in the global context. Furthermore,
         there is the fear that routine is the enemy of intelligence, which sets in once an
         entity has an increasingly bureaucratized structure.
      

      
      Nonetheless, the analyst team had to be organized in some shape, and since most analysts
         had an area of specialization, creating regional areas of responsibilities was the
         logical thing to do. Each area of responsibilities was initially led by a director
         and later by a vice president, who leads a team composed of a senior analyst and a
         handful of junior analysts. The head of an area of responsibilities is viewed as a
         thought leader rather than as a typical manager. Several years back the company also
         did away with internships and established its Analyst Development Program. This was
         seen as a more effective means of grooming a new batch of analysts, in keeping with
         growing demand. Those selected for the Analyst Development Program would remain with
         the company for a period of up to one year during which they would learn the tradecraft
         by cycling through the various areas of responsibilities in return for a decent remuneration—far
         better than what was available to interns. Based on performance and need, the best
         would be inducted as junior analysts. This system served the company well vis-à-vis
         the need to breed its own analysts with strong strategic and tactical-level analytical
         skills in keeping with the methodology. For this reason, selection in the Analyst
         Development Program is not based so much on academic achievements, such as holding
         a PhD. Instead, the criteria include the quality of mind, prior experiences such as
         unique foreign travels and stays abroad, prior occupations in various fields (government,
         military, intelligence, private sector, etc.), national origins, Rolodex of contacts,
         language fluency, activism, and research and writing skills. The quality of mind and
         young age is considered ideal given that almost invariably there is an unlearning
         and learning anew process that each new individual has to go through. That said, there
         are a handful of analysts who did not come through the development program route and
         were hired because of past accomplishments, though they are still expected to adopt
         the firm’s analytical methodology.
      

      
      As the company expanded, intelligence collection via proprietary sources was separated
         from analysis. The chief intelligence officer along with the vice president of international
         operations oversee various regional directors around the world who maintain their
         own network of contacts from whom they obtain information that had remained unpublished.
         There are also a handful of analysts who are simultaneously involved in analysis and
         collection. This separate collection shop is tasked with maintenance, vetting, and
         expansion of the company’s source network. Most of these human intelligence (humint)
         contacts are primarily for intelligence collection purposes. Many others, however,
         are geared toward supporting client projects and servicing business development needs.
         The senior analysts engaged in field intelligence and/or analysis work closely with
         the business development side of the firm to help grow the client base. This can be
         done through helping to improve the understanding of the business developers regarding
         the products, designing client projects, and implementing them. It is the solution
         to mitigate the tensions arising from building the business side of the company many
         years after the analytical core was fully established. Getting the business developers
         to know the collection and analysis capabilities of the firm in different regions
         has been critical. In this way, the business developers know what kind of client needs
         the analysts can service and which ones are beyond their areas of expertise.
      

      
      In this context, Stratfor’s standard analytical publications include:

      
      
         	
            
            Situation reports (sitreps), short pieces which identify for the readers current issues
               that are of geopolitical significance;
            

         

         
         	
            Daily analysis of lengths ranging from 500 to 2,000 words which explore the issues
               highlighted in the sitreps;
            

         

         
         	
            Lengthier weekly analyses of the most important geopolitical, security, and miscellaneous
               international affairs;
            

         

         
         	
            Quarterly, annual, decade, twenty-five-year, and century forecasts and special reports
               on both geographic and thematic issues.
            

         

      

      
      Most of these reports are naturally behind a pay wall, but the weeklies and some select
         daily analyses designed to drive sales are for free dissemination via email and web
         access.
      

      
      The drafting of these products is the result of a complex process. It stems from the
         efforts to maintain constant situational awareness through the use of both open source
         and proprietary intelligence streams. On a daily basis, the analysts are responsible
         to comb through the massive amount of data flowing through both streams in search
         of data that either validate, challenge, or conflict with the firm’s net assessments,
         which must then be adjusted accordingly through a formal process. While analysts are
         largely limited to their respective areas of responsibility, they are expected to
         be heavily involved in other geographic areas as well as to work very closely with
         the thematic teams such as those with expertise on military matters, security/counter-terrorism,
         energy, economics, and science and technology.
      

      
      Challenges

      
      The chief intelligence officer and the various vice presidents and senior analysts
         are constantly engaged in providing intellectual leadership to the analysts and the
         various other auxiliary departments. One of the critical functions of the leadership
         is to continuously develop, build, implement, and improve the internal systems (both
         structures and processes) that have been crucial to producing the company’s signature
         analytical products. These assessments have allowed Stratfor to develop into a leading
         international publisher of geopolitical analysis and a provider of custom intelligence
         services to both government and corporate clients. The firm’s unique nature, however,
         means that it faces its own particular set of operational challenges.
      

      
      Perhaps the biggest challenge is the risk of declining discipline in terms of adherence
         to the analytical methodology as the company’s size grows at a relatively fast pace.
         Training and ensuring the transfer of skill and knowledge to newer groups of analysts
         become difficult. If not done effectively, there is a significant risk of a decline
         in quality and accuracy of the assessments. In other words, the company must find
         a difficult balance between the need to incorporate newer perspectives while retaining
         its methodological edge.
      

      
      Despite the firm’s growth over the years, managing the volume of intelligence has
         remained a work in progress. Analysts find themselves overwhelmed by the amount of
         data that they have to absorb in order to effectively do their job. A region can be
         broken down into subregions, which can be assigned to different analysts, but the
         need to be aware of what is happening beyond one’s narrow area of responsibility forces
         analysts to continuously figure out how to best maintain both deep and broad situational
         awareness.
      

      
      While the company’s methodology and rigorous process of internal debate has over the
         years allowed it to be accurate on most of its forecasts, the challenge is always
         related to the missed events, developments which were not foreseen such as the Arab
         uprisings since 2011. After the initial miss, issues that were identified early on
         were then monitored closely and the likelihood of accurate predictions became fairly
         high. The firm’s analytical leadership has consistently underscored how falling into
         an organizational routine is the enemy of intelligence and has engaged in changes
         to avoid analytical complacency. However, given organizational bandwidth, limitations
         coupled with the need to address multiple crises at the same time, especially in the
         decade since the September 11, 2001, attacks, prevented the detection of certain trends
         in the making. Though the company has been moving to develop means by which to detect
         antecedents of such events so as to be able to enhance its ability to predict, the
         need to follow existing trends necessarily comes in the way of efforts to discern
         ones that are in the proverbial pipeline.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      For nearly two decades, Stratfor has remained quite successful as a business providing
         intelligence, analysis, and forecasts to a diverse set of clients. It even survived
         the hacking of its servers and the release of its emails by WikiLeaks in 2012, after
         which the company went through a major restructuring. This makes it an interesting
         case study in the context of this book’s aim of better understanding how relevant
         analysis can be produced for select clients. Yet the May 2015 departure of its founder,
         George Friedman, along with many members of the core analytical team has left the
         company facing an uncertain future. Friedman’s new venture, Geopolitical Futures,
         while a smaller entity, aims to build upon Stratfor’s successes and on lessons learned
         from its experience.
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      Notes

      

      
      
         
            1. Over the course of twelve years (2003–15), I was the company’s senior-most analyst
                  on Middle Eastern and South Asian affairs. I served in various capacities of increasing
                  complexity (senior analyst, director, vice president, and advisor). This chapter is
                  a reflection of the company’s operations during this time period. My knowledge of
                  the first seven years is limited, while it should be noted that massive changes have
                  taken place since the major overhaul of the firm that took place beginning in 2015,
                  which is also the time of my departure. 
               

            

         

         
            2. Please refer to this short video clip (“Intelligence vs. Journalism”) in which Friedman
                  compares and contrasts the two fields: https://www.stratfor.com/video/about-stratfor-intelligence-vs-journalism. 
               

            

         

         
            3. Shortly after the September 11, 2001, attacks, for example, a leading financial magazine
                  in the United States, Barron’s, ran a feature article on the company (Laing 2001). A few years earlier, Time magazine had also published a story on Stratfor (Gwynne 1999; see also Hall 1999).
                  
               

            

         

         
            4. See this video featuring Friedman: https://www.stratfor.com/geopolitical-diary/budget-battles-and-value-thinking-long-term). On Marshall, see his biography by two of his former staff (Krepinevich and Watts
                  2015). 
               

            

         

         
            5. See, as an example, a Stratfor analysis of the Lebanese group Hezbollah dating from
                  2010: “Hezbollah, Radical but Rational,” https://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20100811_hezbollah_radical_rational. 
               

            

         

         
            6. Stratfor predicted in a forecast published in 2005 the current turmoil that the EU
                  finds itself in. See “Decade Forecast,” https://www.stratfor.com/forecast/decade-forecast-2005-2015. 
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 12

      Strategic Thinking or Thinking Strategically?

      
         
         
         
         Donald E. Abelson

         
         The Ambiguous Role of American Think Tanks

         
         
      

      
      During World War II, a team of brilliant scientists, including mathematician Alan
         Turing, widely regarded as the father of artificial intelligence, were recruited into
         what amounted to a highly secretive think tank[1]—the Government Code and Cypher School (GC&CS) at Bletchley Park, fifty miles west
         of London in the town of Milton Keynes. Their mission was to decipher Nazi codes and
         ciphers, including Germany’s most famous cipher, Enigma. As a result of the efforts
         of Britain’s codebreakers, some people claim that years were shaved off the war, sparing
         many lives (Hodges 1983). The critically important role scientists played in providing
         expertise to military planners and policy makers, however, did not stop there. Indeed,
         by war’s end, efforts were underway across the Atlantic to create an institute that
         would help prepare the United States and its allies for peace and security in the
         postwar era. What began as Project RAND soon morphed into the RAND Corporation, a
         leading defense and security think tank chartered in 1948 to advise Pentagon officials
         on, among other things, the most effective strategies to avoid a nuclear war.[2] 
      

      
      Whether it involved codebreaking or developing sophisticated simulation exercises
         to deter potential adversaries from engaging in conventional and nuclear conflicts,
         think tanks in the United States and around the globe have, according to conventional
         wisdom, made a concerted effort to provide policy makers and other key stakeholders
         with the knowledge and expertise they require to make sound policy choices. As several
         scholars familiar with the emergence and evolution of American think tanks have observed,
         it was during the Progressive Era (1880–1920) that public policy institutes appeared
         to assign the highest priority to generating rigorous policy research.[3] However, while think tanks have long been invested in helping government think its
         way through complex domestic and foreign policy issues, scholars continue to raise
         questions as to their true motivations, and express concerns about the premium they
         ostensibly place on political advocacy (Abelson 2016b). In fact, rather than portraying
         the iconic Brookings Institution, the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
         the Council on Foreign Relations, the Center for Strategic and International Studies
         (CSIS), and other top-tier U.S. think tanks as institutions committed to serving the
         needs of the country, several scholars, journalists, and pundits insist that they
         have come to more closely resemble interest groups, lobbyists, advocacy coalitions,
         and other organizations that appear determined to advance their institutional interests,
         and those of their generous donors, often at the expense of the national interest
         (Abelson 2016a).
      

      
      The competing forces with which think tanks in the United States and beyond its shores
         must now contend compel those who closely monitor their activities to think more critically
         about the many roles they have assumed. If think tanks simply engaged in policy research,
         and adhered to rigorous scientific standards in the process, it would not be difficult
         to arrive at the conclusion that their main reason for employing various qualitative
         and quantitative research methods is to provide policy makers and other target audiences
         with carefully constructed and substantiated policy recommendations. But the reality
         is that producing policy research is but one of the many roles performed by think
         tanks. Indeed, at times, think tanks appear far more invested in marketing and promoting
         ideas than they do in generating them. To exercise influence over the public, and
         to shape the policy preferences and choices of decision makers, think tanks came to
         the realization many years ago that they had to assume multiple roles (Abelson 2009,
         ch. 4). And while their ability to produce a steady stream of policy briefs, occasional
         papers, and full-length monographs on issues of strategic importance to the United
         States may afford them credibility and status, it is the access they enjoy to key
         stakeholders that provides them with valuable opportunities to achieve policy influence.
      

      
      The purpose of this chapter is not to isolate the efforts of any one particular think
         tank to affect policy change, nor is it to engage in a lengthy discussion about the
         kinds of strategic analyses which these organizations undertake. Rather, the objective
         here is to draw attention to American think tanks by highlighting the ambiguous role
         they have assumed in what is commonly referred to as the marketplace of ideas. As
         institutions that straddle the academic and policy-making worlds, think tanks in the
         United States have come to occupy a visible presence on the American political landscape,
         and while they continue to advise policy makers on a host of important issues, they
         no longer serve one master—they serve many. Indeed, as this chapter will reveal, unless
         think tanks can satisfy the needs of multiple stakeholders, their ability to leave
         an indelible mark on public policy will be greatly curtailed.
      

      
      The first section of the chapter provides a brief history of the rise of think tanks
         in the United States. Divided into four major waves of think tank growth, this section
         will highlight some of the most prominent public policy institutes in the country.
         Following this, the chapter offers an analysis of how and to whom think tanks communicate
         in an effort to shape public opinion and public policy. Finally, the last section
         discusses the difficulties both think tanks and the scholars who study them encounter
         in assessing their impact on public policy.
      

      
      The Rise of American Think Tanks

      
      For the eighth consecutive year, the Global Go To Think Tank Index Report confirmed what scholars of think tanks have known for years—that the United States
         boasts the largest and, presumably, most diverse population of public policy institutes
         in the world (McGann 2015). With 1,830 think tanks spread across its fifty states,
         the country has more institutes conducting research on domestic and foreign policy
         than in all of Europe (McGann 2015, 53). To put this in perspective, there are more
         think tanks in Washington, DC (396), where the largest concentration of think tanks
         in the United States can be found, than in the United Kingdom (287), Germany (194),
         and Canada (99) (McGann 2015, 53–57). But how did the United States become so heavily
         populated with think tanks? To answer this question, it is essential to highlight,
         among other factors, the important contribution made by philanthropists in the first
         decades of the twentieth century.
      

      
      Andrew Carnegie, the Scottish-American steel tycoon, Robert Brookings, a St. Louis
         businessman, Herbert Hoover, a mining engineer who would later become the thirty-first
         president of the United States, and other leading philanthropists and visionaries
         of the Progressive Era were well aware of the formidable challenges confronting the
         United States in the decades prior to, and in the aftermath, of World War I. They
         understood, as did many of their contemporaries in the public and private sectors,
         the need for social, economic, and political reform, the importance of creating a
         government that was more efficient and accountable, and the vital contribution “experts”
         could make in improving the life of the nation. Among other things, they believed
         that for America to move forward, the intellectual resources of the country had to
         be harnessed and managed in creative and innovative ways (Abelson 2014b, 132–33).
      

      
      Their appreciation for how social science expertise could help address many of the
         ills plaguing the United States was undoubtedly inspired by the groundbreaking role
         that settlement houses played at the end of the nineteenth century.[4] Known more for helping immigrants adapt to life in America, settlement houses also
         served as a laboratory for scholars to study the working conditions of the poor. These
         institutions accomplished this by inviting sociologists and other university faculty
         with knowledge of social welfare issues to live and work in the settlement houses.
         As Jane Addams, cofounder of Chicago’s Hull House (1889) observed, the purpose of
         social science was not only to investigate, but to advocate (Addams 1910; Ross 1992).
         This philosophy was not lost on Carnegie, Brookings, Hoover, and other influential
         figures with whom Addams interacted. By the early decades of the twentieth century,
         each of these men played a crucial role in establishing organizations, commonly referred
         to as think tanks, to identify the many problems underlying American domestic and
         foreign policy (Smith 1991; Ricci 1993).
      

      
      The First Wave, 1900–1945

      
      The ﬁrst decades of the twentieth century proved a formidable period for think tank
         development in the United States. Although several prominent universities existed
         at the time, a coterie of philanthropists, including those named above, and a handful
         of policy makers armed with vision and determination believed that what were needed
         were institutions whose primary focus was not teaching, but research and analysis.
         With generous funding from Robert Brookings, Andrew Carnegie, Herbert Hoover, John
         D. Rockefeller Sr., and Margaret Olivia Sage, among others, several of America’s most
         venerable institutions were founded. These included the Russell Sage Foundation (1907),
         the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (1910), the Conference Board (1916),
         the Institute for Government Research (1916; it merged with the Institute of Economics
         and the Robert Brookings Graduate School of Economics and Government to form the Brookings
         Institution in 1927), the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace (1919),
         the National Bureau of Economic Research (1920), and the Council on Foreign Relations
         (1921). Although each of these think tanks had unique histories, they shared a commitment
         to debating and investigating a wide range of domestic and foreign policy issues in
         the hope of improving governmental decision making. With the support of dozens of
         scholars recruited primarily from the social sciences, think tanks created during
         this era claimed to place a premium on producing objective and neutral policy research.
         However, as previous studies have revealed, their goals were not always entirely altruistic,
         nor were those of their generous benefactors (Parmar 2012).
      

      
      What distinguishes Brookings and other early twentieth-century policy institutes from
         more contemporary think tanks is not their reluctance to become involved in the political
         arena—after all, Brookings has become far more advocacy-oriented in recent years.
         Rather, it is the emphasis they continue to place on producing book-length studies,
         in addition to shorter and more concise reports and analyses. Unlike the Heritage
         Foundation and its many disciples who encourage resident scholars to focus on “quick
         response policy research”—timely and relevant publications that can be produced in
         a matter of days—several think tanks created during the early decades of the twentieth
         century remain committed to providing policy makers with in-depth analyses. Despite
         the temptation and potential rewards of participating in media frenzies around contemporary
         policy issues, many first-generation think tanks have not lost sight of the importance
         of drawing historical parallels for decision makers entrusted with making critical
         policy decisions. At the risk of alienating some of their intended target audiences
         by requiring them to devote more of their precious time to wading through longer and
         more detailed analyses, Brookings, the Council on Foreign Relations, and other think
         tanks created during this period still recognize the importance of reminding policy
         makers and their staff of the lessons of history. It is an investment in time and
         resources that many other think tanks are simply not prepared to make.
      

      
      The Second Wave, 1946–1970

      
      By the end of World War II, a new wave of think tanks was emerging in the United States,
         largely in response to growing international and domestic pressures confronting American
         policy makers. Acknowledging the invaluable contribution that defense scientists had
         made during the war, the Truman administration considered the enormous benefits that
         could be derived by continuing to fund private and university-based research and development
         centers. By tapping into the expertise of engineers, physicists, biologists, statisticians,
         and social scientists, policy makers hoped to meet the many new challenges they inherited
         as the United States assumed its role as a hegemonic power in the atomic age. It was
         in this environment that the idea of creating the RAND Corporation (RAND is an acronym
         for research and development) was born. In addition to making many important contributions
         to American defense policy, RAND was a prototype for other government contractors,
         including the Hudson Institute, founded by Herman Kahn, and the domestic policy–oriented
         Urban Institute, whose creation was strongly endorsed by President Lyndon Johnson
         (Abella 2008; Kaplan 1985).
      

      
       In the decades following the war, policy makers in Washington, like several philanthropists
         during the early part of the twentieth century, acknowledged the important role think
         tanks could play in several crucial policy areas. They also recognized the potential
         benefits of drawing on the expertise of independent research institutes that had the
         luxury of engaging in medium- and long-term strategic research instead of relying
         on government officials who were often drowned in daily paperwork. After all, immersing
         themselves in policy research, rather than being preoccupied with how certain policy
         recommendations played out on Capitol Hill or in the White House, was what think tanks
         and their resident scholars were expected to do. By contrast, how ideas emanating
         from think tanks could be parlayed into concrete policy decisions was the domain of
         elected officials and their closest advisors. Particularly in the broad field of national
         security and foreign policy studies, it was crucial for the government to be able
         to rely on think tanks that had assembled some of the best analysts in the country
         and who, unlike policy makers and bureaucrats in Washington, were less likely to be
         influenced by partisan interests; however, this was not always possible, as the political
         leanings of some of America’s leading scientists often influenced their policy recommendations.
         Much has been written about the political views of J. Robert Oppenheimer, director
         of the Manhattan Project, who would later assume the directorship of the Institute
         for Advanced Study at Princeton. Along similar lines, studies have documented the
         politics of Herman Kahn and Edward Teller, father of the hydrogen bomb. Both scientists
         also enjoyed long careers at some of America’s leading think tanks.[5]   But relying on the expertise of think tanks was only one benefit policy makers
         could derive from tapping into this network of organizations. Policy makers could
         also turn to scholars at think tanks to fill key posts in government, to test how
         certain ideas would resonate with the public and with other key stakeholders, and
         to help elected officials make a stronger case for moving in a particular policy direction.
         In the immediate postwar years, both think tanks and the policy makers with whom they
         interacted acquired a greater appreciation for how mutually beneficial their relationship
         could and would be.
      

      
      The postwar period in the United States also witnessed the emergence of several other
         think tanks, including the CSIS and the Institute for Policy Studies (IPS), which
         were not established as government contractors but, nonetheless, quickly became immersed
         in Washington’s policy-making community. Founded in 1962 and home to such luminaries
         as Zbigniew Brzezinski, national security adviser to President Carter, Harold Brown,
         secretary of defense in the Carter administration, and Brent Scowcroft, national security
         adviser to both presidents Gerald Ford and George H. W. Bush, CSIS often works closely
         with incoming administrations to outline foreign and defense policy issues. In many
         respects, CSIS functions both as a research institution and as an advocacy think tank
         and, according to a team of investigative journalists and scholars, is a favorite
         among foreign governments looking for more leverage and influence on Capitol Hill
         (Lipton et al. 2014). The IPS, co-founded by Marcus Raskin and Richard Barnett in
         1963, is another Washington-based think tank known for its interest in American foreign
         policy; however, unlike the more mainstream CSIS, the IPS has developed a reputation
         as Washington’s think tank of the left for its Marxist/radical approach to American
         foreign policy. Few would dispute its status as an ideologically driven advocacy think
         tank (Powell 1988).
      

      
      The Third Wave, 1971–1989

      
      During the mid-1970s and 1980s, a new breed of policy institute—the advocacy think
         tank—was beginning to attract considerable exposure in the United States. What distinguished
         advocacy think tanks from other think tanks was not a desire to study public policy
         issues, but a profound determination to market their ideas to various target audiences.
         Indeed, unlike more traditional think tanks where scholars were encouraged to reflect
         on important policy issues from the comfort and serenity of their book-lined offices,
         advocacy think tanks embraced an entrepreneurial spirit by making it possible for
         staff to involve themselves directly in the political arena. With their ideas in hand,
         this new breed of think tank began to think strategically about how to most effectively
         influence policy makers, the public, and the media. The Heritage Foundation, co-founded
         in 1973 by Edwin Feulner and Paul Weyrich, was at the forefront of this new wave,
         elevating political advocacy to new heights.[6] 
      

      
       Before the dawn of the Internet, Heritage stressed the importance of providing members
         of Congress and the executive with hand-delivered one- to two-page brieﬁng notes on
         key domestic and foreign policy issues. This was but one of the strategies Heritage
         staff employed to communicate with key stakeholders. Impressed with the critical role
         Heritage played during the Reagan transition of 1980, dozens of think tanks combining
         elements of scholarship with aggressive marketing techniques began to take root throughout
         this period. These included the Rockford Institute (1976), which enjoyed close ties
         to Reform presidential candidate Pat Buchanan, the libertarian Cato Institute (1977),
         the recipient of millions of dollars from the Kansas-based Koch brothers, and the
         Economic Policy Institute (1986).
      

      
        The think tank population in the United States grew considerably during the 1970s
         and 1980s as both policy makers and policy entrepreneurs began not only to identify
         the need for independent policy advice, but to discover how effective think tanks
         could be in influencing public opinion and public policy. The growth of conservative
         advocacy institutions, in particular, was driven largely by generous benefactors who
         believed that with sufficient funding, think tanks could have a significant impact
         in shaping the political dialogue. Think tanks continued to spring up across the United
         States in the 1990s and into the 2000s and, in many cases, are making their presence
         felt. While many recent think tanks share much in common with earlier generations
         of policy institutes, there are, as the most recent wave of think tank development
         reveals, some notable differences.
      

      
      The Fourth Wave, 1990–2015

      
        Over the past twenty-five years, varieties of think tanks have emerged, some resembling
         a hybrid of previous generations that have contributed to an increasingly diverse
         population. Although they may not constitute a new wave per se, vanity or legacy-based
         think tanks, which can be found in the United States and Canada, deserve recognition.
         In the United States, legacy-based think tanks such as the Carter Center (1982) at
         Emory University and the Nixon Center for Peace and Freedom (1994), renamed the Center
         for the National Interest in 2011, have developed a wide range of research programs
         to help advance the legacies of their founders. By contrast, vanity think tanks, usually
         established by sitting, aspiring, or retiring officeholders, are more concerned with
         framing ideas and issues that will help lend intellectual credibility to their political
         platforms, a function no longer performed adequately by mainstream political parties.
      

      
        Vanity think tanks are also established, some have claimed, to circumvent spending
         limits imposed on presidential candidates by federal campaign finance laws (Abelson
         2009). Examples include former Senator Bob Dole’s (R-Kansas) short-lived institute,
         Better America; Progress and Freedom Foundation (1993), an organization with close
         links to former Speaker of the House and Republican presidential candidate Newt Gingrich;
         United We Stand, established by Texas billionaire Ross Perot; and Empower America,
         founded in 1993 by an impressive band of neoconservatives, including the late Jeane
         Kirkpatrick, William Bennett, and former Republican vice presidential candidate Jack
         Kemp, who passed away in 2009. In July 2004, Empower America joined forces with Citizens
         for a Sound Economy to form FreedomWorks, a Washington, DC–based conservative and
         libertarian lobby group which, to its credit, does see itself “primarily as a think
         tank.”
      

      
        The proliferation of think tanks in the United States showed few signs of slowing
         down as we entered the new millennium. A handful of newcomers, including the Center
         for American Progress (2003), established by John Podesta, former chief of staff to
         Bill Clinton, and the Center for a New American Security (2007), a think tank with
         close ties to the Obama administration, were making an impression (Abelson 2014a,
         107–19). And there is little evidence to suggest that the emergence of think tanks
         will come to a halt. In addition to the important role philanthropic foundations and
         several other organizations have played in their development, the ability of public
         policy institutes to develop, implement, and execute comprehensive and well-coordinated
         strategies to reach multiple stakeholders can also account for their growing numbers
         and policy successes.
      

      
      Communicating Ideas: Think Tanks and Their Stakeholders

      
      Policy Makers

      
      For most think tanks, conveying ideas and policy recommendations to elected officials
         and career bureaucrats remains a priority. Although the nature of the political system
         think tanks inhabit will dictate how and to what extent they reach out to officeholders,
         organizations involved in the study of public policy must keep a close watch on what
         policy makers are thinking about and the issues they will likely have to consider
         in the near and foreseeable future. However, even if think tanks can manage to stay
         ahead of the curve, they cannot expect to make a splash if the issues they tackle
         have little bearing on matters weighing heavily on the minds of policy makers. To
         ensure they are generating research that is timely and relevant, it only makes sense
         for think tanks to establish extensive contacts throughout government.
      

      
      Establishing and nurturing these contacts is not an afterthought for think tanks—it
         is a preoccupation that can, over time, pay handsome dividends. This explains why
         several high-profile think tanks in the United States allocate millions of dollars
         annually to government relations. The success of the Heritage Foundation in extending
         its tentacles deep inside the corridors and conference rooms on Capitol Hill, the
         executive branch, and the bureaucracy, in particular, sent a clear signal to other
         policy institutes that much could be gained by building an extensive network throughout
         government. Heritage accomplishes this through several channels that go well beyond
         simply providing policy makers with a full range of print and online publications
         (policy briefs, commentaries, occasional papers, blog posts, etc.) that address the
         needs of different constituencies: they rely on liaison offices with both houses of
         Congress to monitor more closely issues that are on the legislative agenda; host seminars
         and workshops for newly elected members of Congress; invite seasoned politicians to
         participate in their conferences; and provide accommodation for staff to serve on
         presidential campaigns (Edwards 1997).
      

      
      Several of the strategies Heritage employs have been adopted by other think tanks
         in the United States and around the globe. Even the Brookings Institution, the iconic
         think tank that continues to be revered in the academic community, occasionally holds
         focus groups on Capitol Hill with congressional staffers to find out if the research
         it produces, and the form in which it is delivered, is well received. Brookings, like
         manufacturers of brand-name cereals, has a vested interest in making sure that it
         is satisfying consumer demands.
      

      
      From the vantage point of think tanks, it would be illogical, not to mention counterproductive,
         to avoid targeting policy makers. After all, with the public’s endorsement, they are
         entrusted with the responsibility to implement public policy, so why wouldn’t think
         tanks devote the time, energy, and resources (assuming they are available) to ensure
         that their voices are heard. While think tanks clearly see policy makers through their
         viewfinders, policy makers, interestingly enough, are looking directly back at them.
         As elected officials and aspiring officeholders have come to learn, policy experts
         at think tanks can be enormously helpful on the campaign trail and once they have
         been elected or reelected to office.
      

      
      For both incumbents and challengers, there are other advantages to maintaining close
         ties to think tanks. But even when experts from think tanks have not taken a leave
         of absence from their employer to work on presidential campaigns, candidates from
         both parties have been able to rely on think tanks to help assess the public’s reaction
         to various policy proposals. It goes without saying that on the campaign trail, presidential
         and congressional candidates can ill afford to be linked to highly unpopular programs
         or initiatives. Therefore, rather than risk jumping into unfamiliar waters with both
         feet, candidates can sit back and watch think tanks test policy ideas with voters.
         It does not cost their campaign valuable resources and, based on the public’s reaction
         to the ideas marketed by think tanks, they can make strategic decisions about which
         issues to embrace and those to avoid.
      

      
      In these and other ways, think tanks can wittingly or unwittingly be a strategic asset
         for policy makers. Indeed, they can provide policy makers with an increasingly valuable
         currency in Washington—credibility and respectability. Realizing this, policy makers
         often turn to them or seek their endorsement to garner more traction and support with
         the electorate. With a dwindling supply of credibility on which to draw, elected officials,
         like viruses looking to attach themselves to healthy cells, often seek out think tanks
         to help elevate themselves in the public’s eye. This in part explains why presidential
         candidates are more than willing to invite prominent experts from think tanks to serve
         on their campaigns and in their administration. In short, despite the fact that some
         think tanks are devoting more and more resources to political advocacy, they are still
         able to create the impression that they are committed to improving the quality of
         public policy, an assertion that, when made by policy makers, tends to fall upon deaf
         ears. Yet as important as policy makers are to think tanks and think tanks to policy
         makers, neither could function without the support and confidence of the public.
      

      
      The Public

      
      In the U.S. midterm elections on November 5, 2014, a meagre 36.4 percent of eligible
         voters cast a ballot for their preferred congressional candidates. Two years before,
         57.5 percent of eligible voters turned out for the U.S. presidential election which
         saw Barack Obama return to a second term in office (Alter 2014). When half to two-thirds
         of the voting public neglects to exercise their democratic right to vote, how invested
         is the electorate in issues as important as health care, education, taxation, pensions,
         and peace and security? And if they are apathetic and indifferent to the various initiatives
         policy makers undertake, why should think tanks concern themselves with what the public
         cares or doesn’t care about? In other words, why should think tanks be more committed
         to shaping public policy than the individuals who will be affected directly by it?
      

      
      While there is no doubt that growing public apathy and indifference has become a widespread
         phenomenon,[7] it has not discouraged think tanks from trying to engage the public in a dialogue
         over a myriad of policy issues. For think tanks, it is not about trying to reach half
         or more of the population that pay little to no attention to current affairs. It is
         about creating a conversation with the millions of people who do. And if think tanks
         are able to hit a sensitive nerve with the attentive public as they probe more deeply
         into the costs and benefits of embracing health care reform, or the advantages of
         introducing significant changes to how personal income is taxed, their efforts could
         be handsomely rewarded. To alter the political climate in ways that will advance both
         their institutional and ideological interests, as well as those shared by their corporate
         and philanthropic donors, think tanks need to tap into a wellspring of public support.
         Once the public is prepared to weigh in, or alternatively, to acquiesce, it is only
         a matter of time before elected officials act accordingly. Such was the case following
         the events of 9/11 when Congress, at the urging of the Bush administration, voted
         into law the controversial Patriot Act. Playing on heightened fears and growing anxiety
         among the American public, policy makers, with the encouragement and blessing of several
         conservative think tanks, elected to suspend some civil liberties in pursuit of the
         war on terror (Abelson 2006, 201–24).
      

      
      As noted, think tanks rely on various channels to communicate ideas to the public
         and to other target audiences. In addition to maintaining websites to keep readers
         updated about their research projects and publications, they highlight upcoming conferences,
         workshops, and lectures, and any other new initiatives that may be of interest to
         those who monitor their activities. Think tanks also rely increasingly on social media
         to share their insights with select audiences and, of course, take advantage of the
         print, broadcast, and electronic media to comment on various domestic and foreign
         policy issues. In short, think tanks recognize the importance of making their work
         accessible to the public. They also understand that when it comes to educating, informing,
         and mobilizing the electorate, it makes little sense to bombard them with reams of
         information they are unable or unwilling to process. The same can be said of policy
         makers who, given increasing demands on their time, simply cannot wade through the
         mountain of documents on their desks. If the purpose of think tanks is to generate
         and disseminate ideas that will influence public opinion and public policy, how can
         they ensure that the material they circulate is being read? While they can never be
         entirely certain that their work is having the desired effect on their intended target
         audiences, they can all but guarantee how to discourage potential stakeholders from
         considering their findings. Unless think tanks produce materials in a form that is
         specifically tailored to meet the needs and interests of their audiences, the opportunity
         to make a positive impression will be severely compromised.
      

      
      When it comes to communicating with the public, think tanks have to be particularly
         sensitive: they need to strike an appropriate balance between informing the citizenry
         without overwhelming them with extraneous information. Achieving this balance is not
         always easy given the complex nature of many policy issues. Nonetheless, it is essential.
         Think tanks cannot afford to alienate the public or, for that matter, any of their
         core constituencies. Determining how best to communicate with people who may know
         little about think tanks, but wish to remain informed about current affairs, remains
         a priority for most policy institutes.
      

      
      The Media

      
      At any given time on any given day, policy experts from think tanks may be called
         upon to comment on breaking news stories. As journalists scramble to make sense of
         why a Malaysian commercial airliner was shot down over the Ukraine, or why a lone
         gunman killed a Canadian soldier and then went on a shooting rampage in the Parliament
         buildings, help is only a few keystrokes away. Within a matter of seconds, journalists
         can phone, text, or email experts at any one of dozens of think tanks in North America
         or around the world. And more often than not, experts at policy institutes are only
         too willing to oblige (Abelson 2012). Some high-profile think tanks in the United
         States, including Brookings and CSIS, have their own television and radio stations
         from where they can speak to the national and international media. Those that do not
         have their own communications facilities regularly make their way to network news
         studios to be interviewed. Although disparagingly referred to as “talking heads,”
         think tank experts perform a useful public function by making themselves available
         to the media. However, even more importantly, in the process of building a stronger
         media profile, experts are helping themselves and the institutes they represent grow
         their stature in the policy-making community.
      

      
      The creation of CNN and other twenty-four-hour news stations was a windfall for both
         the media and think tanks. With plenty of airtime to fill, the media welcomed policy
         experts from think tanks of all political persuasions who could summarize and explain
         why viewers should pay attention to unfolding political events at home and abroad.
         And with the launching of various political talk shows on Fox News, PBS, the BBC,
         and other television networks, the opportunities for think tanks to gain access to
         the broadcast media multiplied exponentially. Think tanks, and the domestic and foreign
         policy specialists whom they employ, required little encouragement to strengthen their
         ties to the media. For years, policy experts have contributed op-ed articles to hundreds
         of newspapers around the globe, and, more recently, have started blogs on their employers’
         website. But to further enhance their exposure, think tank scholars take full advantage
         of opportunities to either appear as guests on network newscasts, or as participants
         in conferences and seminars that are broadcast or live-streamed by their institute
         (Abelson 2012).
      

      
      Increasing media exposure is not only vital to think tanks as part of their ongoing
         efforts to affect policy change; it is critically important for attracting donor funding.
         As will be discussed in the final section, to assess their policy impact, think tanks
         rely on different performance indicators or metrics, including media hits, testimony
         by staff before legislative committees, the total number of publications downloaded
         from their website, and citations in academic studies and government reports. In the
         absence of a bottom line that highlights losses or gains, think tanks, as not-for-profit
         organizations, are under heightened pressure by their boards of trustees and directors
         to evaluate their effectiveness. Put simply, think tanks need to demonstrate how they
         have made a difference. And since directors of think tanks have an incentive to equate
         public visibility with policy influence, no other indicator seems to preoccupy them
         more than how much media exposure they generate relative to their competitors (Abelson
         2016b).
      

      
      Directors of think tanks understand better than most that public visibility, often
         measured by media exposure, is hardly indicative of how much policy influence their
         organizations wield. But when funding dollars are on the line, it is not the kind
         of confession they are inclined to make. Rather than point to the innumerable variables
         that can influence public opinion and the policy preferences and choices of elected
         officials, it is best to keep the message simple: the more exposure we generate, the
         more likely it is that the public and policy makers will pay attention to us. And
         the more they heed our advice, the stronger the likelihood that through our studies
         and commentaries, we will be able to shape the political climate and hence public
         policy.
      

      
      That think tanks have not changed fundamentally the narrative they have so adeptly
         constructed around the importance of media exposure suggests that their strategy is
         paying off. They are simply repeating a story that those considering investing in
         them want to hear. Developing and growing a profile that can enhance an institute’s
         power and influence is something donors understand and appreciate. It makes sense,
         and, after all, it is how many of them achieved personal and professional success.
         As we will discuss below, donors do not need to be lectured about the intricacies
         of domestic and foreign policy, or how difficult it is to compete in the marketplace
         of ideas. They want to know what kind of products think tanks provide and if they
         are in a position to grow their market. Providing evidence that the media are interested
         in what they have to say can and does go a long way in helping think tanks make their
         pitch.
      

      
      Donors

      
      Without strong donor support, it is unlikely, and indeed improbable, that healthy
         populations of think tanks would have emerged in the United States and Europe over
         the past few decades. Think tanks need money and fortunately for them, they have been
         able to attract the funding they require to make their presence felt. But why, with
         so many causes to fund, from medical research to enhancing the quality of inner-city
         schools, have donors invested so much and so often in the work of public policy institutes?
         One possible explanation is that donors, like the think tanks they fund, are committed
         to helping policy makers make more informed decisions about public policy. What better
         way to do this than to support organizations that are well-equipped and positioned
         to exchange ideas with elected officials in the hope of bringing about more enlightened
         domestic and foreign policies? On the surface, this makes perfect sense. After all,
         philanthropy is about helping others, so why not use private funds to serve the public
         interest? Unfortunately, it is not this simple.
      

      
      Inderjeet Parmar, an expert on think tanks and philanthropic foundations, has observed
         that donors are intent on creating and sustaining an extensive network of scholars
         and organizations that can promote and nurture their vision of the world, a world
         in which they can continue to reap enormous political and economic rewards (Parmar
         2012). They are certainly not investing in organizations intent on dismantling the
         society they have tried to build. If Parmar is correct, we need to consider what,
         if any, influence and control donors have over the kind of research findings think
         tanks disseminate, the main weapon they employ in the war of ideas.
      

      
      In a New York Times article published in the fall of 2014 by investigative reporter Brooke Williams and
         her colleagues, claims were made that in exchange for large donations to several prominent
         American think tanks, including the Brookings Institution, foreign governments expected
         donor recipients to lobby on their behalf (Lipton et al. 2014). But it was not simply
         that foreign governments provided large sums of money to think tanks that troubled
         Williams and her colleagues—this was hardly a revelation. After all, for years, think
         tanks have accepted sizeable gifts from several foreign sources. Rather, what was
         disconcerting about the documentation they retrieved was the suggestion that in exchange
         for large sums of money, think tanks could be persuaded to alter their policy recommendations
         in ways that could advance the interests of foreign governments at the expense of
         the U.S. national interest. Simply put, if foreign governments could buy influence
         at top-tier think tanks that enjoyed considerable access to the nation’s power brokers,
         then what was to prevent American foreign policy from being captured by outside interests,
         a concern often raised in connection with the growing visibility and prominence of
         foreign lobbies in Washington.
      

      
      Given the potential fallout from these allegations, it is not surprising that Brookings
         president Strobe Talbott wasted little time clarifying the relationship between donors
         and scholars at his institution. Not known for mincing words, the former deputy secretary
         of state (1994–2001) replied unequivocally that donors have no say in what or how
         Brookings scholars undertake research. Brookings is, as its president pointed out,
         an independent think tank that produces independent research (Talbott 2014). His forceful
         denunciation of the New York Times exposé was predictable. After all, he could hardly remain silent when one of the
         leading newspapers on the planet had questioned the integrity and motivations of arguably
         the most iconic think tank in the world. Perhaps he could have ignored the story if
         it had been buried in the National Enquirer, but this was not the case. And, in all fairness, what else could Talbott have said?
         That with each check donors make payable to Brookings, they should expect the institution
         to do whatever it can to ensure their policy preferences are well received by policy
         makers? From his vantage point, the only recourse was to do and say what he did. Several
         of his counterparts at other DC-based think tanks had a similar reaction.
      

      
      There is little doubt that as more public policy institutes emerge on the American
         political landscape, the competition for funding will increase. As a result, think
         tanks will have to determine the most effective ways to keep donors satisfied. Some
         think tanks may be able to do this by producing high quality independent research
         that is reaching its intended audiences and having a discernible impact on the political
         climate. This should help keep donors at arm’s length. Others, however, may have to
         be more accommodating of those who fund them, and, in the process, may be required
         to compromise their autonomy.
      

      
      In an ideal world, think tanks would have access to secure and diverse sources of
         funding that would insulate them from the partisan and political interests of their
         donors. However, only a handful of large think tanks in the United States have sizeable
         endowments, and most have to determine the most effective strategies to fill their
         coffers. As think tanks compete for finite dollars, some may succumb to pressure from
         large donors to give them a say in how their research priorities are determined. Some
         donors may even expect think tanks to alter their policy recommendations to bring
         them more in line with their broader goals and objectives. Yet, despite the formidable
         pressure think tanks may face from donors, they can ill afford to compromise the integrity
         of their research, assuming of course that this is their top priority. If think tanks
         allow themselves to be used as pawns in a complex political chess game, their contribution
         to serving the public interest by helping government think its way through complex
         policy issues will at best be marginal.
      

      
      Unfortunately, think tanks must balance competing interests as they navigate their
         way through the policy-making process. And as these organizations become more committed
         to political advocacy, abiding by the wishes of those who make their work possible
         may become less of an ethical dilemma. This is why think tanks must constantly remind
         themselves of what their role is, and how they can best serve the interests of the
         country. Having said that, it is difficult to resist the temptation of relying on
         those who can help give their institutes a stronger voice in what has become an increasingly
         congested marketplace of ideas. In the end, politics rewards winners, not those who
         fall short.
      

      
      The Academy

      
      Policy experts who conduct research at think tanks are intimately familiar with the
         academic community. Not only have they received advanced degrees from some of the
         most prestigious universities in North America and Europe, but many of them have held,
         or continue to hold, joint appointments in the academy. Others, perhaps to keep a
         foot in the academic world, or simply to pursue their true passion, offer university-level
         courses on a part-time or sessional basis. But the links between think tanks and universities
         do not end there. In their capacity as coordinators of, and/or participants in, various
         think tank research projects, policy experts often rely on university faculty to contribute
         to their studies. Scholars may be asked to provide a chapter for an edited collection
         or an article for a journal or opinion magazine, participate in a seminar, workshop,
         or conference, or even be invited to become an adjunct or nonresident fellow at a
         think tank. Furthermore, some faculty may, as noted, decide to spend part, or all,
         of their sabbatical at a prestigious policy institute.
      

      
      Nongovernmental Organizations, Think Tanks, and Fellow Travellers

      
      Think tanks have a vested interest in protecting their intellectual turf and retaining
         whatever strategic advantage they enjoy over competitors. To this end, they have established
         relations with domestic and foreign think tanks, interest groups, religious institutions,
         and a smattering of other nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that share a commitment
         to shaping the political discourse around a myriad of policy issues.
      

      
      Building and expanding networks that comprise these and other organizations can help
         create the momentum they need to compel policy makers to rethink how they intend to
         approach pressing domestic and foreign policy challenges. The cliché that there is
         strength in numbers is particularly appropriate when it comes to generating support
         for, or opposition to, government policies, and rarely do organizations engaged in
         civil society or in various social movements miss an opportunity to make their voices
         heard.
      

      
      The various stakeholders think tanks target have not been selected by accident. In
         their own way, each serves a particular purpose. Policy makers, donors, academics,
         NGOs, the public, and the media represent different pieces of a puzzle that need to
         fit together to help think tanks achieve their desired goals. On the surface, the
         pattern of cooperation and interaction described in this chapter may suggest that
         a conspiracy is afoot. However, it may be more accurate to interpret it as a well-conceived
         and multilayered strategy employed by think tanks to enhance their visibility. The
         question that remains, then, is how effective have think tanks been in formulating,
         implementing, and executing their strategy to achieve policy influence.
      

      
      Do Think Tanks Matter?

      
      It was not long ago when think tank directors—and university administrators for that
         matter—celebrated the publication of a study that enhanced the prestige of their institution.
         The quality of the book or article written by one of their scholars and the positive
         reviews it generated were what mattered most. However, in recent years, as the competition
         for funding has intensified, the priorities of those entrusted to oversee research
         programs at think tanks and institutions of higher learning have changed dramatically.
         Think tanks and universities have adopted the language of corporations and, in so
         doing, devote much of their time to discussing metrics and performance indicators.
         In the era of corporatization, numbers matter. For think tanks, this means identifying
         the various ways their achievements can be evaluated relative to their competitors.
         Although they may disagree on which indicators or measurements are most significant,
         there are few numbers they can afford to disregard.
      

      
      In an effort to lure potential donors and to appease those who have already contributed
         generously, think tanks track how often their institution has been cited by the print
         and broadcast media; the number of interviews experts have given; how many followers
         they have on Twitter and Facebook; and the number of times their colleagues have been
         asked to testify before congressional hearings. They also keep a close watch on the
         number of publications that have been downloaded from their website; the number of
         visits to their website; and how many of their staff have served in various government
         posts (Abelson 2006). If that is not enough, some think tanks monitor the number of
         times they have been referred to in the Congressional Record and in other government and academic indices. And, of course, they are vigilant when
         it comes to determining how well they have done in fund-raising.
      

      
      Many of these so-called indicators of policy influence, such as media exposure, make
         their way into the annual reports of think tanks and are showcased in the most positive
         light. For think tanks, these numbers are intended to convince stakeholders that with
         more funding, they could become even more influential players in the political arena.
         Unfortunately, in their efforts to paint a glowing portrait of their accomplishments,
         directors of think tanks fail to point out the vast difference between public visibility
         and policy relevance. They also neglect to distinguish between policy outputs (publications,
         testimony before congressional committees, media exposure, etc.) and policy outcomes
         (decisions made by elected officials). While there is no doubt that some of the indicators
         referenced above may help scholars determine how much visibility think tanks enjoy,
         they are of little use when it comes to assessing how much of an impact these institutions
         have in influencing policy outcomes. Recording the number of publications downloaded
         from a think tank’s website or how often the media refer to policy institutes do not
         necessarily provide valuable insight into who or what influenced the actions of Congress
         or the White House.
      

      
      To make better sense of the complex world of policy making and the role think tanks
         play in it, scholars must rely on far more than numbers. They require context. Through
         interviews and surveys with key participants in the policy-making process and by accessing
         relevant archives, it is possible to shed far more light on the conditions under which
         think tanks are able to achieve influence. But to do this requires the construction
         of case studies that provide a detailed account of how ideas advanced by various think
         tanks made their way through the policy-making process. Still, isolating the impact
         that think tanks have had at different stages of the policy cycle remains a formidable
         undertaking. As the late Martin Anderson, a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution
         observed, “Every successful idea has a hundred mothers and fathers. Every bad idea
         is an orphan” (1990). Determining how much or little influence think tanks wield is
         inherently difficult, a conclusion reached several years ago by Leslie Gelb, former
         president of the Council on Foreign Relations. In reflecting on this issue, he remarked
         that it is virtually impossible to measure the influence of think tanks on Congress,
         on the executive branch, and on the media as this influence tends to be “highly episodic,
         arbitrary, and difficult to predict” (quoted in Abelson 2006, 167). Yet, notwithstanding
         the methodological obstacles that must be overcome to properly assess the impact of
         think tanks on public opinion and public policy, directors of think tanks remain convinced
         that their institutes wield enormous influence. When funding dollars are at stake,
         think tanks have an incentive to measure their performance. However, the preoccupation
         think tanks have with metrics need not become an obsession for the scholars who study
         them. In fact, as think tanks continue to proliferate in the United States and around
         the globe, historians, political scientists, and sociologists will need to think more
         critically about how to evaluate the contribution these organizations make to policy
         development.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      As interest in the role of think tanks in the United States and in other countries
         continues to grow, it is important to take stock of what we know and don’t know about
         these eclectic and diverse organizations. While much has been written about the evolution
         of think tanks and the various strategies on which they rely to influence policy change,
         we know far less about their impact on specific policy outcomes. Rather than fixating
         on how much or how little influence think tanks wield, we should try to determine
         what value or contribution institutes make to important policy discussions. How have
         they enriched our understanding of complex issues? Were their ideas useful and in
         what ways? If their ideas were deemed irrelevant, why was this the case? Did the political
         climate in Washington facilitate or undermine the ability of certain think tanks to
         participate in policy debates? In other words, we need to develop a new narrative
         around think tanks that explores in greater depth what they have contributed, instead
         of how much influence they may have exercised.
      

      
      How can scholars determine if think tanks have added value to policy discussions?
         A useful place to begin is by keeping track of the key institutions with expertise
         in particular policy areas. For example, in discussions surrounding the feasibility
         of a system that could ostensibly protect the United States from incoming ballistic
         missiles, it would not take long to isolate the few organizations inside or close
         to Washington that have actively engaged in research and discussions about this particular
         issue. Once the small cohort of think tanks has been identified, scholars could evaluate
         the research reports produced, the policy recommendations that have been made, and
         what, if any, feedback these institutes have received from policy makers and other
         key stakeholders involved in debates about the security and defense of the United
         States. The main objective of this exercise is to simply recognize think tanks that
         are relevant to particular issues.
      

      
      By undertaking this initial inquiry, scholars would be in a better position to engage
         in a more systematic examination about what think tanks do to make their presence
         felt in the policy-making process. Information acquired through elite interviews,
         archival research, and surveys and questionnaires with key participants both within
         the think tank community and in government would go a long way in reaching conclusions
         about the nature and impact of policy institutes, or more specifically, that of individual
         experts at think tanks, in shaping policy discussions. Indeed, by constructing detailed
         case studies of think tank engagement in particular policy debates, far more could
         be learned about the role and contribution these organizations make. The alternative
         is to continue to rely on anecdotal evidence about think tank influence or on the
         mound of data that think tanks gather to elevate their own profile in policy-making
         circles, data such as media exposure, that tell us little about the actual impact
         they wield. 
      

      
      But this will not do enough to advance our understanding of think tanks and their
         involvement in policy making. While there is little incentive for think tank directors
         to reveal the discrepancy between public visibility and policy relevance, it is incumbent
         on those who study these institutions to inform their readers that policy outputs
         (reports, testimony, media exposure) that may speak to the visibility or profile of
         policy institutes do not necessarily translate into policy influence, or what many
         dub policy relevance. The fact that scholars from think tanks publish articles and
         books on a host of issues, testify regularly before congressional committees, and
         appear as talking heads on network newscasts does not mean that they are able to affect
         policy change. As students of American foreign policy and international relations
         understand all too well, there are multiple factors that can and do influence the
         decisions of leaders. To suggest then that there is a direct correlation between what
         think tanks generate and the decisions taken on Capitol Hill or in the White House
         is simply erroneous. 
      

      
      It is understandable why think tanks foster the illusion of policy influence. As noted,
         there is increased competition for funding from donors looking to think tanks to influence
         the political climate. It therefore only makes sense for these organizations to convince
         those inclined to support them that they are well positioned and equipped to shape
         public policy. It is also understandable why think tanks in the United States have,
         in recent decades, placed a higher premium on political advocacy than on policy research.
         They realize that what policy makers and other stakeholders expect from them is little
         more than succinct analyses that can highlight, in an easily digestible form, information
         about key domestic and foreign policy issues that can be conveyed effortlessly to
         their constituents. The willingness of think tanks to embrace political advocacy over
         policy research may afford them a winning strategy, but to some observers, this reorientation
         or transformation is troubling. As Thomas Medvetz (2012, 225) observes in his book
         on American think tanks, the success and popularity of think tanks has made it increasingly
         difficult for social scientists at universities to have their voices heard. Policy
         makers want policy briefs, not lectures, from the professoriate. It is the unlimited
         value social-science research could bring to the United States that motivated Carnegie,
         Brookings, and Hoover to establish think tanks at the turn of the twentieth century.
         Ironically, within a matter of decades, the discipline they valued most has been marginalized
         by the very institutions they created.
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            1. The term think tank was originally coined in the United States during the Second World
                  War. It referred to a secure room or environment where military planners could discuss
                  wartime strategy. See Abelson 2006, 10. 
               

            

         

         
            2. For more on the early years of the Rand Corporation, see Abella 2008; Kaplan 1985.
                  
               

            

         

         
            3. Several studies have explored the evolution of American think tanks. See Smith 1991;
                  Ricci 1993; and Abelson 1996.
               

            

         

         
            4. The connection between settlement houses and think tanks was raised by Monda Halpern,
                  Department of History, University of Western Ontario.
               

            

         

         
            5. For more on these and other scientists, see Ghamari-Tabrizi 2005; Pais 2006.

            

         

         
            6. See Edwards 1997, 2013. See also Abelson 2016.

            

         

         
            7. The phenomenon of growing apathy among voters in the United States is examined in
                  Davidson 2009; Putnam 2001. 
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      This chapter examines the history of strategic analysis as a professional occupation
         in the Canadian Department of National Defence (DND) from its emergence in the early
         Cold War up to today.[1] It traces the beginnings and evolution of this capability as a defense research group
         focused first on force planning and then on supporting policy development.[2]   During this period, the fortunes and nature of defense strategic analysis fluctuated
         in response to changing perceptions of its relevance to military planners and policy
         developers. Its role and impact were shaped by the evolving imperatives of professional
         development, which reflected a growing sense of professionalism amongst the strategic
         analysts, as well as the changing demands over timelines and methods for the delivery
         of its analysis, and growing pressure to integrate subjects beyond the bounds of what
         had traditionally been considered the core expertise of defense strategic analysis.
         These pressures manifested themselves as debates over relevance, and who should define
         it. The evolution of an analytical occupation that defined itself as strategic suggests
         that relevance is a function of the balance between responsiveness to client requirements
         and the imperative of objective standards of expertise and skills. Relevance should
         be a function of what the client needs, which may conflict at times with what the
         client wants, especially in demanding and time-compressed work situations. 
      

      
      This historical case study will show that government analytical organizations—whatever
         their size or national origin—face recurring challenges over responsiveness, relevance,
         and expertise, shaped by the evolving needs of the client and indeed any consumer
         of analysis, the client’s perceptions about the existence or absence of threats in
         the strategic environment, as well as changes in departmental business models and
         structures. In response to these challenges, defense strategic analysis has struggled
         to define and maintain itself as a profession.
      

      
      The chapter focuses on the changing roles and fortunes of strategic analysis in the
         department over a sixty-year period. What this history reveals is that strategic analysis
         in a defense context is most relevant when practitioners can develop and maintain
         expertise on, and experience in, force planning as well as knowledge of major military
         developments, blending analysis of classified information with insights from strategic
         studies scholarship. Further, the chapter demonstrates that the changing requirements
         and nature of government decision making along with more expansive definitions of
         what constitutes defense issues tends to create a model of strategic analysis where
         relevance is measured primarily by responsiveness at the expense of expertise. In
         the case under study, the client increasingly looked to strategic analysts for their
         general writing skills and assessments over a wide range of topic areas rather than
         for their specific expertise in a given subject, a situation exacerbated by colocation
         with the client and confusion regarding authority and responsibility for career and
         professional development. This can create tension between the client’s perceived needs
         and the evolving professionalism of the defense strategic analysis organization. Finally,
         this case study underscores the challenges of developing and maintaining an analytical
         capability and expertise in any situation, but especially in the contemporary government
         environment when the main function of the analytical community is the provision of
         information and assessments at short notice to senior decision makers rather than
         in-depth analysis.
      

      
      Strategic Analysis and Force Planning, 1947–1974

      
      To understand what makes analysis “strategic” in a defense context, we need to examine
         the specific origins and the nature of this type of analysis after the Second World
         War and trace how and why it evolved during the Cold War and post–Cold War periods.
         Strategic analysis as a distinct occupation and discrete function in defense planning
         emerged with the concurrent maturation of the application of science and operational
         research to military operations and the emergence of Canada on the world stage.[3]  The Defence Research Board (DRB) was established in 1947 with the responsibility,
         in the words of the amendment to the National Defence Act, to “advise the Minister
         on all matters relating to scientific, technical and other research and development
         which affect national defence” (Goodspeed 1958, 65). For the better part of its first
         decade, the DRB focused largely on scientific and technology research such as the
         work done on armaments at its Valcartier facility in Québec.[4]  The DRB also conducted scientific research in other areas at its various organizations
         across the country. In 1949, the DRB created the Operational Research Group, based
         in Ottawa, which used scientific and mathematical methods to provide a quantitative
         basis for decision making on the use and performance of military resources in operations.[5]  According to George Lindsey, a distinguished operational research scientist who
         worked for over three decades in DND, many of the early operational research projects
         “had their origins in informal discussions over problems between OR [Operational Research]
         scientists and the military staffs, which gradually developed from preliminary musings
         into a more structured formulation” (Lindsey 1998, 328). This dialogue ensured that
         requirements for research and analysis came directly from military strategic planners
         and senior decision makers.
      

      
      Starting in the 1950s, the DRB’s efforts expanded beyond scientific and technology
         research, driven largely by the demand from military planners to know not only about
         technical details of weapons systems but also their meaning for defense priorities
         and plans. An early example of this demand for broader analysis can be seen in Lindsey’s
         report, in which he assesses the implications for Canada of the concept of “defence-in-depth”
         in the event of a major Soviet air attack, which he prepared in the summer of 1952
         in response to recommendations from Canadian military planners for extending and consolidating
         air defense cooperation with the United States (Richter 2002, 40–42). Lindsey’s analysis
         went beyond a technical evaluation of the Distant Early Warning line to explore the
         underlying air defense concept as well as the risks and implications for Canadian
         defense. It is here where we can identify the emergence of a Canadian strategic analysis
         capability as a distinct function and focus of research at DND. While the DRB continued
         to produce technological examinations of ballistic missiles, nuclear weapons, and
         air defense systems, the departmental demand continued to grow for what would today
         be called strategic analysis.[6]  The combination of rapid technological change and a sense of urgency in responding
         to the growing Soviet military threat encouraged military planners to increasingly
         reach out for novel defense research using new analytical methodologies and disciplines
         (Ayson 2012, 3; Richter 2002, 57–59). 
      

      
      Strategic analysis delivery was decentralized in the 1950s, reflecting the ad hoc
         growth of demand as well as the mix of civilian defense researchers and military operators
         delivering it. There was no formal strategic analysis capability in the 1950s, but
         organizations like the Canadian Army’s Directorate of Military Operations and Plans,
         the Joint Ballistic Missile Defence Staff and,[7] after 1959, the Systems Analysis Group carried out studies that sought to understand
         the implications of military technological developments for Canadian defense policy
         and military planning (Richter 2002, chs. 2–3). The analytical products of these civilian
         and military analysts had much in common. Both civilian and military analysts struggled
         to comprehend weapons developments and, where possible, to exploit new military capabilities,
         assessing the implications for defense and looking for ways of improving military
         effectiveness. Taken as whole, the nexus of real defense problems, combined with a
         broader analytical perspective and access to classified material, was the catalyst
         for the emergence of a distinctive Canadian strategic perspective that would coalesce
         into a recognized capability, strategic analysis. 
      

      
      Early strategic analytical work informed Canadian defense policy development—for example,
         on nuclear weapons and on concepts of deterrence and stability—while the analysts
         also helped to formulate wider military strategy and plans. Their work was notable
         for its quality, often incorporated directly into policy and strategy documents. Historians
         have also highlighted the work’s originality, framing as it did defense problems from
         a Canadian defense (strategic military) perspective. The analysis did not simply mirror
         American strategic thinking on these topics, but rather examined problems and proposed
         solutions appropriate to Canada’s defense situation (Richter 2002, 60–68).[8]  Robert J. Sutherland’s work stands out in this regard. A civilian analyst who later
         became the Director of the Operational Research Establishment, Sutherland’s contribution
         to identifying and articulating foundational strategic concepts like the relationship
         between mutual deterrence theory and strategic stability made him, in the view of
         one historian who has read many of the classified studies of the period, “the most
         innovative strategic theorist in the country” (Richter 2002, 63).[9]  Innovative work undertaken by Sutherland covered topics such as trends in nuclear
         weapons and strategic concepts as well as considerations affecting ballistic missile
         defense. Sutherland and his fellow analysts provided their reports directly to military
         planners, notably the Chiefs of Staff Committee, which remained in the 1950s and 1960s
         “the focal point of defence policy coordination and advice to the Minister,” but these
         analysts also had formal and informal discussions with policy makers and were active
         in formulating policy (Richter 1996, 17). The best example of the influence of Sutherland
         and his colleagues was the development of the 1964 White Paper which, as Richter points
         out, was heavily influenced by their analysis. In some cases, their text and conclusions
         were incorporated verbatim (Richter 2002, 133–37).
      

      
      A clear indication of the growing importance of strategic analysis to military planning
         and policy development came in July 1963 with the stand-up of a Directorate of Strategic
         Studies in direct support of the Chiefs of Staff Committee (Loomis et al. 1985, 4).
         The establishment of this new directorate rested on the need “to bring long range
         strategic and policy analysis and planning together,” functions for which the Chiefs
         of Staff remained the authority until 1964 (Loomis et al. 1985, 55–56). In providing
         support to the Chiefs of Staff, the new directorate was expected to maintain expertise,
         conduct studies, prepare briefs, and advise the Chiefs of Staff in the following areas:
         strategic aspects of international affairs, global strategic concepts, NATO strategic
         concepts, United Nations security concepts, disarmament and arms control, strategic
         weapons system, and advanced military technology (Loomis 1985, 56). From the beginning,
         the analytical emphasis was on Canadian defense policy and planning, and on developing
         a better understanding of the impact of important military trends, including weapons
         systems and the military plans of allies. While the directorate was staffed by military
         personnel, it worked closely with DRB analysts, like Sutherland and Lindsey, who worked
         on multidisciplinary (quantitative and qualitative) approaches to defense problems.[10] 
      

      
      The major restructuring of Canada’s military headquarters that occurred in the mid-1960s,
         most notably the stand-up of a single, integrated Canadian Forces Headquarters in
         1964, had a major impact on the DRB, especially on its research priorities and on
         the growing importance of strategic analysis in the department.[11]  Defense research priorities had been an ongoing source of discontent prior to the
         establishment of the Canadian Forces Headquarters, exacerbated by service rivalries
         and competition for scarce resources. The DRB struggled to organize and focus its
         activities in line with the evolving organizational changes at DND. It responded to
         the newly integrated headquarters by reorganizing its research establishments as it
         sought to maintain access to both military planners and policy decision makers (Jakubow
         2014, 25–27).[12]  The most important change in terms of strategic analysis delivery was the creation
         in 1967 of the Directorate of Strategic Operational Research. From 1967 until 1974,
         this team, under Robert Sutherland, was the focal point for strategic analysis and
         strategic studies in DND. Its work continued in the strategic analysis tradition established
         in the 1950s and early 1960s of producing a combination of strategic studies on weapons
         development and defense postures of friend and foe alike as well as providing analytical
         assistance to improve departmental force planning. 
      

      
      The mounting departmental demand for this type of analysis led the defense research
         community to expand its recruitment to include “entrants with degrees in economics,
         history, and political science.”[13]  The increased requirement for candidates from humanities and social science programs
         corresponded, in many ways, to the rising interest in strategic studies outside of
         government and the growth in the number of academic centers and think tanks specializing
         in this subject in Canada, the United States, and the United Kingdom (Betts 1997).[14]  This meant that, as the demand for strategic analysis grew within DND, a pool of
         university-trained strategic studies graduates existed to take up work in the government.[15]  Between 1963 and 1974, the scientists recruited to the DRB thus provided considerable
         support to the military, supplying analysis and advice as part of the policy development
         and military planning processes. 
      

      
      Strategic Analysis and Defense Policy, 1974–1987

      
      Organizational changes at National Defence Headquarters (NDHQ), introduced after 1972,
         altered the relationship between strategic analysis, military planning, and defense
         policy development. A Management Review Group was established as part of the 1971
         White Paper review process, which included an examination of the efficiency and responsiveness
         of defense research and science. A key recommendation was the creation of an Assistant
         Deputy Minister responsible for Policy who took over responsibility for defense policy
         development from the senior military staff (GOC, DND 1971, 42–43; Turner 2012, 61–62).
         The Management Review Group also recommended that strategic studies and defense planning,
         in addition to policy development, be included in the new Policy organization in order
         to, in the words of the Group’s Report, “utilize the full potential of strategic studies
         and planning in the formulation of defence policy” (quoted in Bland 1998, 219). It
         is interesting to note that the Management Review Group argued for a different type
         of strategic studies than those produced to date. In the Group’s view, strategic analysis
         should become more politically sensitive. Previous studies carried out by the department
         under the auspices of the Defence Research Board, the Management Review Group argued,
         focused too much on external military developments and not enough on “presenting to
         the Minister and the Government alternative policies and objectives, taking into account
         all relevant factors, only some of which may be military ones” (Bland 1998, 220).
         The Group argued that studies should analyze factors such as cost, social development,
         and regional benefit as well as policy implications, in short, a mix of different
         types of analysis rather than objective, and abstract, capability assessments. The
         reasoning behind this recommendation originated with the recent dispute between the
         Minister of National Defence Donald Macdonald and the senior military leadership over
         the development of the 1971 White Paper, which led to the unprecedented move of having
         the new defense policy statement developed by the minister’s special assistant (Loomis
         et al.1985, 86). In making this recommendation, the Management Review Group essentially
         wanted governmental defense analysis to become more politically aware. 
      

      
      This perspective would repeatedly affect the evolution of strategic analysis in DND
         after 1974. It also represented the ever-present friction between the evolving demands
         of the government as client and the professional determinants of objective analysis
         and expertise. There is often tension between democratically elected politicians,
         who naturally wish to steer a country’s defense priorities in the direction articulated
         in their party’s political platforms, and departmental experts (both civilian and
         military) whose professional judgements can run counter to the policy preferences
         of their political masters. Nevertheless, the broader concept of what should be examined
         in departmental strategic studies, introduced by the Management Review Group, gradually
         led to an expanded range of subjects covered by strategic analysts, which had the
         ancillary effect of sowing confusion about the purpose, focus, and professionalism
         of defense strategic analysis.
      

      
      In response to the White Paper and the Management Review Group’s recommendations,
         George Lindsey led a review to explore areas where the Defence Research Board could
         extend its research activities in support of defense as well as other government work.
         In a wide-ranging paper, he and his coauthors described the growing and “frequent
         need of strategic studies in the international field and of certain other long term
         analysis of foreign affairs.” The paper argued that, despite the availability of strategic
         studies experts in universities and institutes, the classified and sensitive nature
         of the topic required internal expertise; the “considerable period of uninterrupted
         study that is usually necessary for a substantial piece of research” called for dedicated
         analysts. It was a cogent argument, and a successful one (Lindsey 1972).
      

      
      The Management Review Group’s recommendation to place strategic studies and policy
         development together in the same organization was not implemented until 1974 with
         the creation of a Directorate of Strategic Analysis (D Strat A) nested within the
         Policy Group, but staffed by defense researchers, who individually belonged to the
         recently renamed Operational Research and Analysis Establishment (Bland 1987, 142–43;
         Jakubow 2014, 25, 32). Staffing D Strat A with defense research strategic analysts
         was a logical step because the Policy Group had absorbed the Operational Research
         and Analysis Establishment (ORAE) at the same time, and it was expected that this
         new Policy organization would require research similar to what had been done by the
         strategic analysts to date. It was also a testament to the efforts of Lindsey and
         others to retain a professional strategic analytical capability in the face of pressures
         to dilute its expertise in military and defense issues.[16]  Similarly, the fact that the ORAE also became part of the Policy organization in
         1974 mitigated the challenge of balancing the needs of defense research career management
         and the expectations that strategic analysis would be responsive to policy needs.
         
      

      
      With time, however, as the Policy Group’s work became more and more oriented toward
         policy and international security analysis, supporting the Minister, and managing
         the interface with other government departments, D Strat A’s program of work followed
         suit. Policy’s requirements for research and analysis changed and these new priorities
         were increasingly at odds with the expectations that ORAE had for the type of work
         that should be done by its strategic analysts. In the 1970s George Lindsey, for example,
         characterized the “ideal” strategic analysis problem set as “Who is the enemy? How
         strong are his forces? How are they equipped? How is he likely to attack us?” (1979).
         In sum, strategic analysis should provide military planners with analyses of military
         threats. In contrast, D Strat A requirements moved the civilian strategic analysts
         away from these force planning questions, weakening what had traditionally been a
         close relationship with military planners. It would be two decades before a direct
         relationship between military planning and strategic analysis was restored. 
      

      
      From its inception in 1974 to the end of the Cold War, D Strat A delivered analytical
         products that directly fed into defense policy formulation. The thrust of much of
         this work remained, at least initially, similar to the strategic studies that had
         emerged in the 1950s and flourished in the 1960s under the tutelage of Sutherland
         and Lindsey. Increasingly, however, there were new analytical demands reflecting both
         the unique concerns of D Strat A’s policy patron and important global security developments
         in the 1970s such as the rise of international terrorism. Classified and unclassified
         studies were conducted inter alia on the effects of nuclear weapons, arms control
         and disarmament, sea lines of communication, the strategic military balance, verification
         techniques, defense postures, strategic planning, terrorism, and Soviet naval expansion.[17]  When the Director of Strategic Analysis, Dr. Kenneth Calder, participated in a high-level
         government peace initiative—the Trudeau Global Peace Initiative—the analysts working
         in D Strat A provided analytical support. Similar to the efforts of Sutherland in
         the 1960s, strategic analysts continued to play an important role in directly supporting
         the development of defense policy statements. For example, the 1987 White Paper was
         developed largely by the strategic analysts working in D Strat A (Jakubow 2014, 52).
         While this practice dated back to the 1960s, the trend toward more policy-oriented
         analytical support accelerated after 1987. 
      

      
      Toward Security Studies and Policy Analysis, 1987–2008

      
      Hew Strachan has argued that while strategy “has gained in breadth,” it “has forfeited
         conceptual clarity” (2007, 106).[18]  The consequences of strategy becoming increasingly abstract were evident in the
         debates surrounding how to best use strategic analysis. After 1987 and through to
         2008, the delivery and meaning of strategic analysis within the Policy Group underwent
         some dramatic changes. Increasingly, senior management treated the strategic analysts
         as a pool of general regional experts that could be drawn upon to better support the
         day-to-day work of policy implementation, including engagement with other departments
         and foreign defence organizations (Finan 2014; Friesen and Lombardi 2012, 8–9; Jakubow
         2014, 69–70). Policy management also viewed colocation as a means to more directly
         shape the analysts’ research program. More generally, the emerging challenges of the
         post–Cold War defense and security environment and changes to the academic study of
         security were raising questions about the traditional focus of the strategic analysts,
         which seemed, to some observers, to be too closely tied to the military concerns of
         the East-West confrontation of the Cold War years. 
      

      
      Defense research strategic analysts considered colocation with the Policy Group a
         mixed blessing, particularly the need to be responsive and responsible to policy requirements
         while still being held accountable to defense research standards and metrics for promotion
         and career progression. Some strategic analysts at the time believed that working
         in Policy increased the relevance and impact of their research and analysis, while
         others expressed concern about the growing constraints on their ability to maintain
         a long-term research program.[19]   Their main concern was, in particular, the analytical integrity of their work and
         their ability to maintain expertise, which they judged to be essential to underpin
         advice and analysis, irrespective of how that advice was delivered.
      

      
      Through the 1990s, the strategic analysts in the Policy Group made important contributions
         to policy development, notably in writing parts of formal departmental policy documents
         such as the 1992 Defence Policy Statement as well as the 1994 White Paper.[20]   At the same time, they became more focused on regional security issues in response
         to the range of ethnic and sectarian conflicts of the post–Cold War period. This focus
         on regional security broadened the range of defense concerns to include geopolitical,
         environmental, and socioeconomic issues often at the expense of analyzing strategic
         military trends. In effect, the analysis was shifting toward a broader security studies
         focus and away from the centrality of military developments. As Richard Betts explains,
         strategic analysis or strategic studies sits between military analysis with its specific
         focus on military technology, military organization, tactics, and how these combine
         to produce operational effects, and the wider-ranging field of security studies, which
         in theory encompasses all things, natural and human-made, that affect the security
         and safety of the state (Betts 1997, 8–9). Personnel cuts in the number of analysts
         in the mid-1990s accelerated this trend toward broader security studies and regional
         analysis, as analysts were now expected to cover a greater number of subject areas
         and disciplines (Lindsey 1998, 334). 
      

      
      This close alignment with policy analysis and development consequently limited the
         ability of the strategic analysts to directly support force planning. In the early
         1990s, force planners reached out to the defense research community to meet their
         strategic analysis needs.[21]   At the same time, the force planners drew on the strategic assessments that D Strat
         A produced for use by the Policy Group. These assessments were, and remained, global
         surveys of regional security developments and general defense trends, which military
         planners deemed insufficient to meet their force development requirements.[22]   This was not surprising since these assessments were produced for the Policy Group
         as statements of the Department’s view of the international security environment,
         and also to balance the views of other government departments. Subsequently, military
         planners supplemented these D Strat A products with their own military assessment,
         which focused on the military implications of the strategic assessments.[23]   The military’s increasing demands for strategic analysis led, in the 1990s, to
         new client-funded hiring of ORAE strategic analysts who were distributed to strategic
         and force planning organizations—joint and service—across the department. Demand for
         strategic analysis in support of planning efforts across the environments grew as
         the military grappled with the level and type of analysis required by capability-based
         planning. 
      

      
      By the turn of the century, the divergent expectations of clients, notably the different
         requirements of policy developers and force planners, had eroded any agreement of
         what constituted appropriate defense strategic analysis. The evolving professional
         development standards of defense research completed the division. These new requirements,
         including more demanding publication standards and concrete evidence of expertise
         (and the maintenance, impact, and recognition of that expertise) introduced in 2002
         heightened the disagreements that existed over the suitable balance between long-term
         programs of research delivered as major papers and the requirement to respond to immediate
         demands for analysis and assessment, with summary papers, speeches, and briefing notes.
         At its root, the problem stemmed from the ongoing challenge of developing and maintaining
         expertise while responding to the daily demands for short-term policy or force planning
         analysis. The defense research professional development model emphasized the former
         at the expense of the latter. Defense research strategic analysts had long sought
         to balance the requirements of supporting the day-to-day demands of the client and
         the need to maintain their subject matter expertise but the more exacting measures
         of professional development introduced by defense research exacerbated the problem.
         There was, moreover, no agreement on who was best positioned to define the appropriate
         balance. 
      

      
      Breaking with the Defense Research Model of Strategic Analysis, 2008

      
      This discord came to a head in 2008, when the Policy Group concluded that the defense
         research model was no longer able to meet its analytical needs, which were primarily
         policy analysis oriented and short-term. As a result, the Policy Group’s management
         gave up the defense research strategic analysts and changed the mandate of D Strat
         A, which was now defined as the “provision of concise and timely policy/strategic
         analysis.” The leadership directed that D Strat A products would range “from briefing
         and speaking notes to presentation decks and short papers.” A number of trends that
         had been converging since 1974 thus culminated in the 2008 decision to revise D Strat
         A’s mandate and human resources model. Three stand out: defense research career and
         professional development standards that measured professional impact and recognition
         as a function of impact on the client as well as objective levels of research and
         expertise; increasing expectations by the Policy Group for quicker turnaround and
         more policy-oriented analysis, a trend that had been underway for some time; and a
         growing demand from military clients for strategic analysis to support force development
         and capability-based planning.
      

      
      Lessons from the History of Defense Science Strategic Analysis

      
      What does this history reveal about the meaning of strategic analysis and its role
         within DND? It suggests that the fortunes of strategic analysis since its emergence
         in the early Cold War years have fluctuated as a result of the changing analytical
         requirements of the client (both at the governmental and departmental levels) and
         of the evolving demands that occurred concurrent with an emerging professional identity
         centered on defining strategic analysis as a research occupation. As clients required
         analysts to assess a broad range of issues, and deliver them faster and in short form,
         the Defence Research organization enforced stricter professional standards that defined
         relevance against objective criteria for what constituted credible, quality evidence-based
         empirical analysis. The client’s imperative to expand what constituted strategic types
         of analysis, driven by evolving definitions of defense and security, conflicted with
         the imperatives of the professional definition which required bounding the meaning
         of strategic to shape definitions of expertise, promote education and training standards,
         and measure professional development. Achieving an appropriate balance between client
         and professional requirements became the defining feature of the evolution of defense
         strategic analysis, as played out in the Policy Group and in a host of embedded force
         planning positions. 
      

      
      This chapter also suggests that strategic analysis was most relevant and influential
         when it could draw on expertise in weapon systems, force structures, and doctrine
         together with the analytical tools provided by strategic studies and military history,
         and was colocated with force planning military partners to ensure that its analysis
         was practical and actioned (Friesen et al. 2011; Friesen and Lombardi 2012; Gellner
         1978). The strategic analyst’s toolkit also required a thorough appreciation of specific
         Canadian defense conditions and needs, which stemmed largely from geography and history
         as well as actual military developments in the world.[24]  Past experience also highlighted another important tool of the strategic analyst:
         familiarity with and expertise in the methodology for analyzing and formulating policy
         and strategy. It was this core expertise which distinguished strategic analysts from
         other analysts and scientists during the Cold War. 
      

      
      Arguably, one lesson from the past is that a shared understanding of a baseline expertise
         is critical for the maintenance of strategic analysis as a profession. The concept
         of strategy remains essential to define what is “strategic” about strategic analysis
         and how it had been practiced in DND for many years. The word strategy is now so ubiquitous as to be meaningless unless rooted in a firm context (Freedman
         2013). Strategy can be best understood in a defense context as a conceptual bridge
         between policy aims and military actions (the purposeful use or threat of force; Gray
         2014).[25]  The origins of the word are military, from the Greek strategia or function of a general (strategos), which is derived from stratos (an army) and ago (to lead). Generals, in the Greek sense, produced stratagems—plans or tricks—a definition which suggests the blend of the science and the art
         that characterizes strategy-making. In the Department of National Defence, this policy-military
         context defines the meaning of strategy and, by extension, informs the concept of
         strategic analysis. The modifier “strategic” also carries some abstract assumptions
         and characteristics that shape the understanding of its use in the defense context.
         When analysis is described as strategic, hierarchical and temporal characteristics are also implied. Analysis used to support decisions at the strategic
         level or long-range planning is considered “strategic.” In essence, this historical
         survey demonstrates that effective defense strategic analysis requires a combination
         of professional study and experience of, or exposure to, military and defense planning
         issues. Its success as a professional occupation, in sum, is determined by its ability
         to give meaning to “strategic” as well as “analysis.”
      

      
      Professions are also defined by the possession of specific and specialized knowledge
         and skills, a recognized and approved body of learning derived from research, education,
         and training.[26]  In the case of strategic analysis, can it be bounded by the hierarchical and temporal
         conditions alone, or is there a body of knowledge exclusive to strategic analysis
         in general, or defense strategic analysis in particular? And can that body be defined
         by the client’s requirements? We argue that if strategic analysis is to be considered
         a profession, whether niche or otherwise, with standards and development imperatives,
         the core body of knowledge and skills is a critical and defining feature. Deriving
         one’s income from or being skilled in the performance of a particular assigned task
         can make one an expert and relevant; it is certainly to be valued. But being a professional
         has traditionally had a broader meaning. This historical account of the evolution
         of strategic analysis within DND reveals that there was a gradual expansion of the
         remit of the strategic analysts to incorporate economic, social, and policy analysis
         as well as a range of regional security studies into their analysis, reflecting the
         redefinition of defense to security as well as broader trends in the consumption of
         analysis amongst government officials and academics. This trend away from specialist
         analytical expertise toward general knowledge paralleled the shift that was taking
         place across the broader public service with the introduction of new thinking on public
         management. Senior government officials were increasingly expected to be excellent
         managers, excellence being defined in reference to business practises from the private
         sector rather than the more traditional expectation that senior public servants would
         provide expert advice based on knowledge acquired over long years of departmental
         experience (Axworthy and Burch 2010, 26; Savoie 2003, 136–68; 2013, 30–33, 239–45).
         Similarly, the busy workloads of senior government managers and the growing demands
         of interdepartmental obligations had the twin effect of reducing the amount of time
         that could be devoted to reading detailed specialist studies while increasing the
         range of briefing material that had to be prepared for the variety of issues discussed
         in interdepartmental meetings. In short, as government executives became generalists
         dealing with a diverse range of issues, both within their departments and interdepartmentally,
         their analytical requirements changed. Diminished too was their ability to provide
         the quality control function. Some government analytical positions followed a similar
         path, moving away from the specific depth of technical and subject matter expertise
         toward a more generalist approach able to respond to the broader needs of their management.
         
      

      
      This trend was evident in defense. As the strategic analytical capability was drawn
         closer into directly supporting the work of the Policy Group, there was a corresponding
         decline in the expertise necessary to directly support military planning. By the 1990s,
         D Strat A’s products, such as the Strategic Assessment, were geared principally to Policy Group requirements rather than those of military
         force planners (Johnston and Roi 2003). Over time, force planners secured their own
         strategic analysis capability from defense research to support their own force planning
         processes. Military expertise was the core requirement. Despite the fact that the
         largest single group of strategic analysts worked in D Strat A, the Policy Group’s
         ability to shape military planning diminished over time as its analytical focus became
         tied more closely to short assessments rooted in regional studies and policy analysis
         and development. 
      

      
      Further, this historical overview demonstrates that colocation within the Policy Group
         was assumed to have made the strategic analysts de facto responsive to client needs,
         even as career and professional development imperatives were reshaping their work
         programs. As their client created a model where relevance was increasingly measured
         by responsiveness rather than core expertise or research outcomes, the defense research
         organization was implementing more robust professional standards that emphasized the
         importance of core expertise and dedicated research. These conflicting measurements
         over analysis, relevance, and responsiveness between the client and the parent organization,
         which was charged with upholding quality and professional development standards, were
         critical to understanding the choices made by both parties with regard to analytical
         requirements and the acceptable trade-offs between timeliness and depth of analysis
         implicit in those decisions. The strategic analysts posted to support policy development
         found it challenging to meet their professional and career development requirements.
         In a case where analytical quality and relevance were defined differently by the defense
         research organization and the client and where those differences contradicted each
         other, a break was, perhaps, inevitable. Eventually, two separate groups emerged,
         each using different measures of performance and professional development. This fracture
         raises questions as to how far the need to compete in the “market-place of ideas”
         can go before fundamental elements of how the profession is defined become strained.
      

      
      Irrespective of the split, this historical account underscores both the continued
         importance of expertise-based strategic analysis to policy formulation and force planning,
         but also how that requirement is in tension with the need to maintain that expertise.
         The challenges of developing and maintaining a strategic analysis capability should
         not be underestimated in light of the contemporary expectations that analysts are
         best employed in providing information and assessments at short notice to senior civilian
         and military decision makers. The first, and perhaps greatest, challenge is to define
         what constitutes core expertise. Is it driven by the client, or by the professional
         strategic analyst? How broadly can that expertise be defined or stretched before identification
         as a strategic analyst becomes meaningless? Equally important, who should validate
         the quality and credibility of the analysis? In theory, clients are in the best position
         to identify their analytical demands based on the need to support their bureaucratic
         or political leaders. That said, clients are not always in a position to validate
         the content of reports or the quality of the analysis. 
      

      
      Furthermore, in the absence of formal policy and strategy development processes that
         would, in principle, identify and prioritize strategic research and analysis requirements,
         what determines the means of balancing the imperatives of delivery with the requirements
         of professional development? Short-fuse demands and limited time constrain the nature
         and scope of strategic analytical development. Generating and sustaining any analytical
         capability requires dedicated time for professional development and opportunities
         for deep research and major projects, even if results are delivered in a short format
         like briefing notes. The defense research professional development and career progression
         system is designed to promote these requirements, the achievement of which can often
         come at the expense of some short-term client needs. Given the time pressures faced
         by many clients, it can be very difficult to convince them that their long-term interests
         will be better served by deeply researched, evidence-based analysis. Objective measures
         and occupational standards are necessary, however, for strategic analysis to succeed
         as a distinct and useful profession. Moreover, expanding the meaning of strategic
         analysis too far risks degrading the significance, or even the necessity, of defining
         analysts as strategic. Finally, the “tyranny of the inbox and managing today’s crises”
         risks not only the credibility and sustainability of a strategic analysis capability,
         but also the very policy development and force planning processes for which this capability
         had been created to support in the first place.[27] In the end, strategic analysis, and indeed all types of analysis, risk irrelevance
         without a clear policy and strategy-driven purpose.
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            1. The opinions expressed in this chapter are those of the authors and do not represent,
                  or otherwise reflect, any official opinion or position of the Government of Canada,
                  or any of its departments and agencies.
               

            

         

         
            2. Force planning is used in this chapter to refer to the planning associated with both
                  the creation and maintenance of military capabilities for today and for tomorrow.
                  In effect, it covers both the process of force posture planning and force development.
                  For the American definition of force planning, see Joint Publication 1-02, Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, November 8, 2010 (amended through to June 15, 2014), 100–101.
               

            

         

         
            3. The following historical account of the evolution of the strategic analysis capability
                  in the Department of National Defence has benefited from Roman Jakubow’s recent report
                  on the topic (2014).
               

            

         

         
            4. For the early history of Valcartier, see Goodspeed 1958, 111–33. 

            

         

         
            5. On the work of the Operational Research Group during the early years of the Cold War,
                  see Goodspeed 1958, 162–74; Lindsey 1998.
               

            

         

         
            6. On the emergence of a distinct Canadian strategic thinking capability at DND in the
                  1950s, see Lindsey 1983; Richter 1996, 2002, 41 et passim.
               

            

         

         
            7. In the 1960s, the Joint Ballistic Missile Defence Staff became responsible to the
                  Chiefs of Staff for examining the implications of space developments and satellite
                  systems (Ricther 2002, note 15, 178).
               

            

         

         
            8. During this same period, the Defence Research Board continued to produce technical
                  and scientific research on nuclear technology, but this was overshadowed by strategic
                  studies on nuclear strategy and deterrence. 
               

            

         

         
            9. For additional sources on Sutherland’s impact, see Lee and Bellamy 1987; Buteux 1994;
                  Richter 1997; and Tasseron 2003; Lovegrove 2010. 
               

            

         

         
            10. This was the Systems Analysis Group whose purpose was to provide an integrated approach
                  to analyzing and evaluating major defense systems and examining interservice problems.
                  This team consisted of a Director, eight defense scientists and three military officers
                  (one from each of the services).
               

            

         

         
            11. The Glassco Commission was named for J. Grant Glassco who was mandated by Prime Minister
                  John Diefenbaker to propose changes to the civil service based on contemporary business
                  practices. For the Glassco Commission’s impact on defense science, see Turner 2012.
               

            

         

         
            12. Part of the reorganization included removing non-research functions from the Defence
                  Research Board’s mandate. 
               

            

         

         
            13. In 1967, the Operational Research Establishment became the Defence Research and Analysis
                  Establishment, which lasted until 1974 when the name was changed again to the Operational
                  Research and Analysis Establishment. On the new recruitment focus, see Lindsey 1998,
                  333.
               

            

         

         
            14. For other accounts of the rise of strategic studies in academia and in think tanks,
                  see Freedman 1981; Gray 1982; Kaplan 1983; Steiner 1991; and Ayson 2012. See also
                  chapter 12 by Donald E. Abelson in this volume.
               

            

         

         
            15. The transition to humanities and social science in strategic analysis was gradual
                  in the 1960s and 1970s. Physical scientists continued to dominate the ranks of the
                  strategic analyst community working at DND well into the 1970s. When Dr. James Finan,
                  a future director of Strategic Analysis, joined the Operational Research Establishment
                  as a strategic analyst in October 1973, his boss at the time was a physicist. Into
                  the late 1980s, there were also ongoing tensions between quantitative strategic analysts
                  and those with a more qualitative approach. Personal correspondence between the authors
                  and Dr. James Finan, April 2, 2014.
               

            

         

         
            16. NDHQ Restructuring Directive 5/72: Implementation Plan, September 18, 1972.
               

            

         

         
            17. For list of topics analyzed by D Strat A, see Jakubow 2014, 32–35 and 39–43.

            

         

         
            18. Others call it a subject, suggesting the expansion of the use of the term (see Luttwak
                  2003, xi).
               

            

         

         
            19. Based on recollections of defense scientists drawn from FInan 2014; Friesen and Lombardi
                  2012, 8–9; Jakubow 2014, 71.
               

            

         

         
            20. Based on recollections of defense scientists drawn from Finan 2014; Friesen and Lombardi
                  2012, 8–9; Jakubow 2014, 71.
               

            

         

         
            21. Based on the recollections of Dr. Scot Robertson, the strategic analyst who organized
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            22. Robertson, conversation with the authors, April 16, 2014; see also Letter of Understanding
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            23. Letter of Understanding between DG Pol Plan and DG Strategic Plans, 1999. File in
                  the possession of the authors.
               

            

         

         
            24. As a model on how to appraise Canada’s defense situation, the gold standard remains
                  Stacey 1940; see also the insightful analysis by Sutherland (1962). For an account
                  of how Stacey came to write this path breaking study, see Sarty 2012. 
               

            

         

         
            25. As discussed in a Special Edition of Infinity Journal (March 2014). On a similar theme, see Paret 1986, 3; Guillot 2003; and Yarger 2006,
                  67.
               

            

         

         
            26. For the development of definitions of professionalism and professions, see Perkin
                  1990. Samuel P. Huntington (1981) provides a useful summary, defining the key elements
                  of professionalism as an agreed-upon body of knowledge, a relationship with society
                  based on the responsible and accountable application and use of this knowledge, and
                  a corporate sense as a body of professionals.
               

            

         

         
            27. The phrasing comes from Flournoy and Brimley 2006, 81.
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      The main value-added of this collective book is the demonstration, through its innovative
         and in-depth case studies, of how strategic analysis units have successfully achieved
         relevance. This concluding chapter takes a step back and identifies common problems
         to strategic analysts in different realms, and explores recipes for success and lessons
         learned in achieving relevance. It extracts cross-cutting themes from the book’s chapters,
         and explores when, how, and why organizations have succeeded in producing timely,
         high-quality, and relevant products. The book explored three broad themes:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Managing the content of the analysis (the debate between threat and opportunity analysis;
               the tension between demands for current intelligence and the frequent preference of
               analytical units to produce more strategic products; policy makers’ need for comprehensive
               and multidisciplinary analysis; and the importance of deriving concrete and relevant
               implications from major events or trends). 
            

         

         
         	
            Managing the analytical unit (the importance of defining a niche; the role of management;
               the need to identify and seize windows of opportunity; the importance of holding external
               consultations; and the role of strategic analysis as a challenge function). 
            

         

         
         	
            Managing the relationship with the client (the need for strategic analysis to be finely
               attuned to the policy context; the importance of client management; and the importance
               of building trust between producer and client).
            

         

      

      
      Managing the Content of the Analysis

      
      Schematically, the policy process includes the following steps: defining the problem
         or threat; identifying and fleshing out options for what can be done, or possible
         courses of actions, on the basis of available resources; analyzing the costs and benefits
         of these options; choosing one among these courses of action; implementing the policy;
         monitoring the implementation; and modifying the policy as appropriate.[1]   A conventional or traditional, and thus narrower, interpretation of intelligence
         places its focus, or its main point of intervention, at the first stage of this process,
         that of threat analysis. This is of course important and necessary; policy and decision
         making in the international realm need as a rigorous foundation a clear-eyed and sober
         threat analysis. 
      

      
      There are costs for analytical units choosing to restrict their focus solely at the
         level of threat analysis, however. This stage represents only one among many in the
         policy process—and it is far from the most important, in the sense that senior policy
         makers devote the bulk of their energies farther downstream, notably in developing
         and analyzing options, implementing them, and then monitoring their implementation.
         Strategic analysis can and should, as such, intervene at these later stages too, by
         providing opportunity or options analysis, a point emphasized by Jeremy Ghez and Gregory
         Treverton in their chapter. Similarly, Mathew Burrows’s chapter on his experience
         in leading the drafting of the Global Trends document with the National Intelligence Council illustrates the relevance of what
         is arguably the highest level of opportunity analysis possible: identifying very long
         term trends, decades down the road, and assessing how they will shape U.S. options.
         
      

      
      Strategic analysis can potentially intervene at virtually any stage in the policy
         process (except at the decision point, which is the purview of policy makers). To
         be able to do so, first, strategic analysts and their managers must build and maintain
         a fine-grained understanding of the policy process—both in terms of its broad mechanics
         and with regards to the specific issue they work on. Without this, and without close
         working relationships with policy counterparts at multiple levels in the hierarchy,
         they will simply not be able to identify and seize opportunities to produce relevant
         analysis than can have an impact at a specific stage of the process. 
      

      
      Analytical support can be particularly useful at two stages. At the “analyzing options”
         stage, first, strategic analysis can help shed light on the costs and benefits associated
         with options under consideration. How would adversaries react if each of these options
         is adopted? What would allies think, what are they currently doing, and how are they
         likely to react? How would non-traditional partners think and react? What would be
         the impact of specific options on existing, related policies? Strategic analysis can
         also play a meaningful role at the level of monitoring and reviewing the implementation
         of a policy. Are anticipated benefits actually arising? Have costs been underestimated
         or overestimated? Are other players—adversaries, but also non-traditional partners
         and allies—reacting as anticipated? Has the security environment in which the policy
         is focused changed? What additional pressure points or sources of leverage could be
         exploited?
      

      
      Many in the intelligence community are reluctant to engage in opportunity analysis,
         viewing it as breaking the supposed cardinal rule of strictly avoiding any activity
         that could compromise their neutrality. Opportunity or options analysis is different
         from policy prescription, however—though, admittedly, there is a blurry zone with
         shades of grey separating them, and not a clearly demarcated line. Yet though most
         strategic analysis organizations will want to steer clear of advocacy, they can (and
         often, they should) come close to it, and if circumstances allow, very close. Without
         advocating for a specific option, they can provide insight on the potential consequences
         of given options, on how to improve an available option, or they can lay out a sober,
         nonpartisan analysis explaining why a given option is or would be more or less costly
         than previously thought. The bottom line is that policy makers—the clients, those
         whose analytical needs justify the existence of analytical units—need such opportunity
         analysis. Giving it to them is useful, and makes an analytical unit relevant; not
         giving it to them, when they want it, prevents an analytical unit from being useful
         and damages its credibility in the eyes of clients. 
      

      
      A policy-making example provides specific illustrations of the kinds of questions
         that opportunity analysis can lead to. The United States and its allies were considering
         sanctions against Iran a few years ago. Of course, analytical units can offer a valuable
         service by providing background on the threat posed by Iran: its capabilities and
         intentions, the pressures and incentives impacting its decision making, its allies,
         the regional context, and so on. There is, however, significant scope for analytical
         units to go beyond this, including for intelligence organizations, by looking into
         opportunities or options. At a general level, policy makers could need answers to
         questions such as: do sanctions work? What do we know from past cases about successes
         and failures, lessons learned, their humanitarian impact, the importance of sanctions
         being imposed by a broad coalition, and the difficulties of keeping such a coalition
         united? Zooming in to the case at hand, clients were likely to want to know how the
         target of sanctions was likely to respond. Would it change its behavior, or buckle
         under pressure? Would it succeed in diversifying its economy to lessen the impact
         of sanctions? How would members of the coalition imposing the sanctions respond—were
         they all likely to strictly enforce the sanctions, or would some of them tacitly encourage
         black market trading with Iran, thereby weakening the objective of penalizing it?
         Whatever the details of the case at hand, the objective is, or should be, to give
         policy makers a broad assessment of the state of play, going beyond conventional threat
         analysis. 
      

      
      There is also a permanent tension between client and producer organizations around
         the issue of current versus strategic analysis. Clients often demand actionable answers
         that they can read quickly to inform their day-to-day priorities, while they typically
         struggle to find time to read longer-range, more abstract products. Analytical organizations,
         conversely, are often keen to produce such longer and more strategic pieces. These
         competing perspectives represent a frequent source of tension or misunderstanding
         between producer and client. 
      

      
      It is a common misperception, however, to oppose current and strategic analysis and
         to label them as mutually exclusive. They are not; rather, combining them can be a
         recipe for relevance. This can be done by extracting strategic implications from current
         events; analysis can then be driven by the fast-paced news cycle, responding to the
         immediate needs of decision makers, while explaining the bigger picture drivers and
         consequences of those events. The result in this middle ground consists of short pieces
         reacting to current events but identifying their broader drivers and extracting from
         them longer-term implications. Of course, such shorter but strategic pieces are difficult
         to produce—they simply cannot be written without the triple combination of subject-matter
         expertise, sound tradecraft, and an extensive understanding of the client’s needs.
         This can only come with the combination of experience at the level of the analyst
         and a strong culture fostering the development of these three skills at the organizational
         level. Kamran Bokhari’s chapter on the experience of Stratfor, a leading private intelligence
         analysis firm, shows how apparently competing priorities pulling analysts in different
         directions—between producing current and strategic analysis—can successfully be reconciled.
         
      

      
      To illustrate this middle ground, one may contrast different approaches to explaining
         an incident in a given country. A less strategic approach would explain the event
         through its proximate causes (e.g., a struggle between two insurgent groups to seize
         the leadership of a broader opposition movement, leading them to outbid each other)
         and its short-term implications (for example, whether a fledgling peace process is
         likely to be damaged or not). A more strategic interpretation would—still in only
         a few paragraphs—identify the deeper political, social, cultural, or historical drivers
         behind this event. It would then focus on its longer-term implications. The analysis,
         in this second option, goes much farther back in its upstream explanation—the deeper
         causes, as opposed to the proximate ones—and then, after zooming in on the event,
         zooms back out farther downstream, putting the event in a broader context. 
      

      
      In addition to their needs for strategic or tactical analysis, clients often want
         comprehensive products encompassing multiple fields of analysis and multiple perspectives.
         There are of course instances where analysis can and should be narrow in its scope,
         focusing solely—in the classic example—on the military capabilities and intentions
         of a specific hostile actor. Yet this represents only a subset of possible requirements.
         The analytical community’s frequent failure to recognize this is a common shortcoming
         in its relationship with its clients. At the same time, there are instances of the
         successful production of comprehensive and multidisciplinary analysis, as illustrated
         in Mathew Burrows’s chapter on the preparation of the National Intelligence Council’s
         Global Trends document. Similarly, Robert Ayson’s chapter illustrates the importance—to have an
         impact, and to reach out to broader audiences—of extending analysis beyond the military
         realm. 
      

      
      This need for comprehensive and multidisciplinary analysis is, broadly, the result
         of the convergence of two trends. It first reflects the fluidity of the international
         security environment. The range of actors of concern is broad—and, therefore, so is
         the range of targets of analysis. These include, obviously, both state and nonstate
         actors. There are few clear enemies, and these do not present existential threats
         as the USSR did in the past. Western countries have rivals, including great powers
         (Russia and China), but there is a significant degree of cooperation on many issues
         with these states. Many regional powers, like Pakistan, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia, or
         India, as well as lesser powers, such as Jordan, are both partners and sources of
         concern, and, therefore, they can only be properly understood through the two prisms
         of threat and opportunity. Fragile or failed states are also major sources of concern,
         forcing analysts to look deeply into the local politics of complex societies. In those
         cases, some objects of analysis, such as terrorist or insurgent movements, pose clear
         threats, but many other objects of analysis—such as warlords, local politicians, and
         tribal or militia chiefs—are often both potential enemies and partners. 
      

      
      Second, and not unrelatedly, policy making on international issues has also evolved.
         Western states often work as much with traditional friends and allies as with nontraditional
         partners, meaning states with which relations are not as close and formalized—and
         with which there may be significant concerns, but whose cooperation is needed on specific
         issues. Senior clients therefore require nuanced analysis, explaining those concerns
         and how to mitigate them, while also identifying potential opportunities to exert
         leverage on these states. Policy makers, in addition, also often think more in terms
         of whole-of-government activity, another incentive to provide them with comprehensive
         analysis. Thus, when senior military or civilian officials think about the challenges
         posed by the Islamic State, for example, the military dimension is but one element
         in a complex equation. They also want to know about diplomatic and development efforts,
         if or how economic and trade interests are affected, how to better support regional
         capacity-building efforts, what is the role of allies and of nontraditional partners,
         how the humanitarian situation impacts political and security outcomes, and so on.
         
      

      
      This has important implications for the content of senior clients’ analytical requirements.
         It means, first, that clients, as has been discussed throughout this book, expect
         analytical support to incorporate elements beyond traditional rival and enemy forces.
         To be optimal, analytical support should look as much at allies and partners—blue
         forces, in military terms—as at red or hostile forces: what are allies thinking and
         planning, what capabilities do they potentially or actually bring to bear, and what
         would be the consequences on bilateral relations of various courses of action? This
         bears emphasizing, because a common frustration of policy makers with intelligence
         is the latter’s frequent refusal to deal with blue forces—despite the glaring need
         for analytical support of this kind. 
      

      
      Similarly, policy makers want and need analysis on nontraditional partners—combining
         insights on the threats they pose and on opportunities to work with them. Relations
         with Jordan in the context of the struggle to counter the Islamic State are illustrative.
         The stability of Jordan is a major concern for Western states; threat analysis is
         therefore a central element of analytical requirements on the country. Jordan is also
         a partner, albeit a fragile and vulnerable one. Analysis should, therefore, go beyond
         threat analysis. What are its specific needs? There are many security agencies in
         Jordan, for example, some of which have more experience in dealing with the United
         States and its allies. Which ones are less corrupt and brutal, and have more absorptive
         capacity? What are the gaps in their capabilities that would be relevant to address?
         More broadly, what are the specific criteria or factors that Jordan takes into consideration
         when thinking about working with the West? Clients may want to know, for example,
         that assistance to Jordan may need to remain discreet and may be constrained by its
         vulnerability; as a neighbour of Syria, the Kingdom is often careful not to take decisions
         that would raise the risk of retaliation or spillover. Jordan’s example, in sum, illustrates
         the distinction between threat and option analysis—answering these questions does
         not directly correspond to policy prescription, but rather helps steer decisions on
         engagement. 
      

      
      Identifying the potential implications of a given situation is another indispensable
         aspect of the production of relevant and high-quality strategic analysis. Of course,
         it is necessary to analyze the main actors and their capabilities and intentions and
         to understand the context in which their interactions occur. But as has been discussed
         throughout this book, it is also essential to study the possible consequences of these
         outcomes; this is the “so what” question which, if not answered, could lead to a failure
         to grasp the clients’ attention. It is, therefore, worthwhile to focus on what deriving
         potential implications of a given event or trend means and how, specifically, it can
         be achieved. It can imply answering the following questions: 
      

      
      
         	
            
            How do recent events change the baseline of actors’ capabilities and intentions?

         

         
         	
            What are plausible scenarios looking ahead?

         

         
         	
            How do recent events change the balance of probabilities among these scenarios? 

         

         
         	
            What are the likely trajectories of important trends affecting the national interest,
               have they changed, and why?
            

         

         
         	
            From the client’s perspective, what are the costs and benefits associated with the
               main possible outcomes? 
            

         

         
         	
            What are the most plausible responses for the main actors involved, whether allies,
               nontraditional partners, rivals, or enemies? 
            

         

         
         	
            What are the costs and benefits associated with these options? 

         

         
         	
            How do recent events change potential points of leverage for policy makers? Do they
               open up new opportunities or make existing opportunities more attractive, or do they
               increase the costs associated with previously available ones?
            

         

         
         	
            What would be the answers to these questions for other relevant actors?

         

      

      
      Helping decision makers identify the right lessons of history can be another related—and
         crucial—contribution of strategic analysis. What can be learned from comparable past
         instances? If policy makers are weighing the pros and cons of various scenarios of
         military intervention in a given region, for example, what lessons from previous cases
         can be transposed to the present? What has worked, and what hasn’t? How did allies,
         rivals, and enemies react in comparable instances? Lessons of history can be difficult
         to use, however, and must be handled with caution. History is so vast and complex
         that one can plausibly select multiple examples that can suit one’s needs. Studying
         the lessons of history can, therefore, be a valuable element of strategic analysis,
         but it must be performed carefully by recognizing the limits of the exercise.[2]   
      

      
      Managing the Analytical Unit

      
      It seems self-evident to argue that analytical units must clearly define a unique
         and relevant niche, the corporate identity defining who they are, what they write
         and for whom, what kind of people they hire and how they train and nurture them, what
         kind of management practices they favor, and the nature of their relationships with
         stakeholders. In practice, however, defining a niche is much easier said than done.
         It is, moreover, a permanent challenge: as illustrated in Michael Roi and Paul Dickson’s
         chapter on the history of strategic analysis in Canada’s Department of National Defence,
         over the very long term any analytical organization must constantly adapt and adjust
         its orientation. 
      

      
      Quality—defined as analysis built on solid expertise and sound tradecraft—is obviously
         a prerequisite for relevance. But defining a clear and useful niche is also crucial,
         especially given that policy and decision makers typically receive analysis from multiple
         and usually uncoordinated sources. Private sector risk analysis and open source products
         available on the Internet, for example, can easily compete with internal government
         analysis in the in-boxes of policy makers looking for quick insights on the day’s
         events; think tank analysis, similarly, can challenge academic analysis for those
         seeking external strategic analysis. Such a multiplicity of products on offer is not
         a negative development: the availability of competing assessments imposes pressure
         on analytical organizations to constantly perform and adapt to changing needs. It
         also gives clients the option of choosing optimal products according to specific requirements.
         There are, of course, potential drawbacks, including the possibility that scarce resources
         could be wasted if multiple units in the same government produce similar analysis
         or that clients could become confused or frustrated if they receive contradictory
         views. 
      

      
      Analytical units must, therefore, spend significant time and energy at their birth,
         and continuously afterwards, defining and refining who they are, what their niche
         is, and what is their specific value-added, as illustrated by the chapter on the NATO
         Defense College by Trine Villumsen Berling and Brooke Smith-Windsor. Analytical organizations
         must, in particular, constantly adapt to changing internal and external circumstances.
         Internally, analytical units cannot ignore bureaucratic or corporate developments
         in their surroundings, or they risk falling by the wayside: changes in the policy-making
         process, new policy priorities, the evolution of other policy or analytical units,
         changes in allocations of resources—all of these factors should push analytical units
         to adapt. Externally, changes in the threat environment, new alliances or partnerships,
         technological innovation, and even changes in the domestic political context should
         equally drive organizational innovation. Tim Walton’s chapter aptly illustrates how
         his organization—an undergraduate programme in intelligence analysis at James Madison
         University—has been able to refine its niche and improve its performance in training
         future analysts by constantly adapting to its clients’ many needs.
      

      
      Another important common thread throughout this book has been the essential role of
         strong management. Good analysts are of course crucial—the production of relevant
         analysis is impossible without strong subject matter experts who rigorously master
         their tradecraft. Having good analysts is a necessary but not sufficient condition,
         however: to support the work of analysts, management must define the broad parameters
         in which the organization operates. If these parameters are poorly defined, analysts
         will not have the clear guidance that is essential for their work to be optimal. Similarly,
         if these parameters are misguided, they will push the organization in a direction
         that prevents it from achieving relevance, however skilled its analysts are. 
      

      
      Analysts, for example, can learn about the policy process on their own, an essential
         prerequisite to achieve relevance. But it is management that must foster the bureaucratic
         culture in which analysts are encouraged to spend time and effort doing so. It is
         only management that can develop more systematic relations with client organizations,
         especially at senior levels; analysts do not have the power to build more than informal
         ties with clients. It is also management that creates and funds opportunities for
         skill development, actively builds and funds the networks necessary for fruitful external
         consultation, and defines and constantly refines the unit’s niche. 
      

      
      Rex Brynen’s chapter illustrates this crucial role of management. His chapter shows
         how forecasting can be very useful, if applied well, for the production of relevant
         strategic analysis. Individual analysts can decide on their own to use forecasting
         in their work. But it is the organization’s leadership that must first make the decision
         that analysts can and should use forecasting. It is then management’s responsibility
         to ensure that its employees have the appropriate training to develop the necessary
         skills and enough time to apply them, and to foster a corporate culture where the
         risks associated with the use of such an approach is not only tolerated but encouraged.
         
      

      
      The best analysis (in terms of its analytical sharpness, methodological rigor, the
         originality of its insight, the quality of its prose, and its relevance for policy)
         that arrives to its intended customer after he or she would have needed it is useless.
         This highlights the importance for analytical organizations of developing and maintaining
         a keen awareness of their clients’ timelines—that is, of identifying and exploiting
         windows of opportunity. Senior clients will rarely read analysis for the sake of it.
         Instead, analytical pieces must, to maximize their impact, fit into a specific context,
         for example, by feeding into the development of a policy at a specific stage or by
         being included in the preparation material for the visit of a foreign official. For
         analysis to merely aim to support a specific event, such as a high-level meeting,
         is not precise enough, however. It must arrive at the right time in the process—neither
         too early nor too late—and in the right format, asking and answering the right questions.
         Illustrating the importance of identifying and seizing windows of opportunity, Tom
         King shows in his chapter how the Bureau of Intelligence and Research (INR) within
         the U.S. Department of State has been able to capitalize on sending the right products
         at the right time. 
      

      
      Analysts and their managers should, therefore, remain up to date on senior-level meetings
         (including testimonies) touching on their work, as well as the travel plans of their
         clients and expected visits of foreign officials to the home country. They should
         also be fully informed about the timelines for larger initiatives, such as the development
         of a policy or the planning and execution of a military campaign. In the process of
         preparing for such instances, analytical units must identify at which specific points—sometimes
         measured in hours, not days—their contributions are likely to be most required and
         useful. Analysts should be keenly aware that high-quality products that are not timely
         are not only useless, but can also damage the credibility of their organizations,
         hurting their ability to have an impact with future products. This window of opportunity
         for analysis to be relevant is often very small; the policy world is fast moving and
         potentially excellent products can quickly become useless. Analysts should therefore
         reckon that a product of which they are only 80 percent satisfied but that arrives
         right on time is better than a product of which they are 95 percent satisfied but
         that arrives after the window of opportunity during which it could have been useful
         to clients has closed.
      

      
      Analytical organizations are also increasingly asked to engage with external experts
         and to seek to benefit from expertise outside their usual circles of contacts. Such
         cross-pollination between government analysts and their peers in other sectors brings
         many benefits, as highlighted in chapters by Mathew Burrows and Jean-Louis Tiernan,
         but it does raise some challenges. Indeed, analysis is too often conducted in silos;
         it is not because an analyst has a wealth of knowledge on a topic that he or she should
         not be looking for additional perspectives. The potential benefits are many, including
         the possibility that external points of view can provide a challenge function. External
         consultation can also lead to an improvement in the ability to produce comprehensive
         and multidisciplinary analysis, since individual analysts, and in many cases analytical
         units as a whole, usually focus on one core area, be it military affairs or economics,
         while they also typically exploit only a limited number of databases and master only
         certain methodologies.
      

      
      Many intelligence analysts raise the issue of protecting classified information as
         a major impediment to any kind of collaboration with nonintelligence analysts. This
         can be a valid concern, but it is also one that is easily exaggerated when thinking
         about how to benefit from external expertise in preparing analysis for senior policy
         and decision makers. As a rough rule of thumb, tactical decision making—whether in
         financial, military, or national security circles—is more dependent on protected information,
         limiting (but not eliminating) the potential for cross-pollination. On the other hand,
         the more strategic is an analytical question, the less useful classified intelligence
         is. There is then a far greater opening for competing sources of analysis to come
         together and shape decision making. 
      

      
      Finally, clients frequently request analysis providing a challenge function. This
         can imply a variety of goals: to challenge conventional wisdom, to raise problems
         with existing policies or approaches which may have been overlooked (for example,
         because of groupthink or bureaucratic inertia), to challenge an emerging consensus
         as a new policy is being developed, or to offer novel approaches to understand and
         tackle problems. These goals are valid, and can represent a very useful niche for
         analytical units, as explained in Frédéric Charillon’s chapter on the French Defence
         Ministry’s strategic studies institute. The problem, however, is that achieving any
         one of these goals is much easier said than done. What is the scope of what can and
         should be challenged? What are the tolerable parameters for criticism? One frequent
         hurdle for analytical units is that the rules of the game for performing a challenge
         function are rarely defined and will usually vary from one client or issue to another.
         What one policy maker, perhaps more open-minded or with less at stake, will consider
         a useful assistance for a necessary course correction will be, for another, a personal
         insult or a bureaucratic declaration of war. An unintended consequence, in those cases,
         could thus be a breakdown in the relationship with this client. 
      

      
      Put differently, an analytical product which aims too big in performing its challenge
         function runs many risks, such as making enemies (e.g., other bureaucratic units with
         a stake in the status quo) or simply slipping into irrelevance if the suggested changes
         are too large to be realistic. Conversely, a challenge that is too narrow and specific
         risks having a negligible impact or having its voice drowned out in the everyday noise
         of bureaucratic life. None of these problems should deter analytical units from engaging
         in a challenge function—provided of course that the context makes performing such
         a task appropriate. These are, however, problems that most likely need to be addressed.
         
      

      
      Managing the Relationship with the Client

      
      Client management, broadly speaking, encompasses a range of activities through which
         analytical organizations ensure that their products achieve maximal relevance. Upstream,
         client management involves efforts to understand the client’s needs; downstream, it
         involves efforts to follow up with clients to understand whether analytical support
         was adequate and, if not, what can be done to improve it. Client management can be
         more formal, for example, by posting liaison officers in client organizations and
         charging them with the daily management of the relationship and by regularly organizing
         planned consultations. The Academic Outreach program at the Canadian Security Intelligence
         Service does the latter on a systematic basis, as explained in Tiernan’s chapter.
         
      

      
      Client management can also be more informal, as many chapters in this book have discussed.
         This includes a wide range of actions on a day-to-day basis by which analysts and
         their managers stay in touch with client organizations and become and remain up to
         date on their interests and needs. Analytical organizations, it cannot be emphasized
         enough, simply cannot achieve success without a dynamic program of informal client
         management: it is absolutely essential for them to remain constantly ahead of the
         curve and positioned to provide their clients with what they need. This must be done
         on a daily basis: policy priorities can evolve quickly, while senior officials often
         rotate, meaning that new ones may have different needs if, for example, they come
         with more or less experience on a given file compared to their predecessor. Dickson’s
         chapter in this volume notably shows how his strategic analysis team was able to successfully
         integrate itself into decision-making processes within the International Security
         Assistance Force (ISAF) headquarters in Kabul by very closely monitoring the needs
         of senior generals and then successfully adapting its work to fulfill those requirements.
         
      

      
      As many chapters in this book have shown, the onus is—again—on analytical units to
         devise and implement formal and informal client management processes. This is paradoxical,
         since client organizations would, in theory at least, benefit from actively supporting
         formal client management initiatives as this would lead to more optimal analytical
         support. Yet the reality is that time and resource constraints and, quite often, a
         bureaucratic culture of neglect toward analysis and limited traditions of providing
         feedback imply that policy organizations are rarely willing to invest time in formal
         client management initiatives and thus improve the service they obtain. 
      

      
      It is a common misperception to assume that the two main prerequisites for the production
         of strong analysis are advanced subject-matter expertise and rigorous tradecraft.
         These two skillsets are certainly necessary, but are far from sufficient for the production
         of relevant analysis. For analysts to be able to ask the right questions and provide
         the right answers, both in terms of substance and format, they must understand the
         broader policy context in which they are operating. Too often, however, this is unfortunately
         not the case; there is a tendency among analytical circles to prioritize subject-matter
         expertise and tradecraft at the expense of an understanding of the policy context.
         Yet as Sherman Kent, one of the founding fathers of modern strategic intelligence
         analysis in the United States, argued, “There is no phase of the intelligence business
         that is more important than the proper relationship between intelligence itself and
         the people who use its product . . . it is established as a result of a great deal
         of persistent conscious effort, and it is likely to disappear when the effort is relaxed”
         (1949, 180).
      

      
      Strategic analysts must be willing to invest a portion of their time—and management
         must encourage and support this—to understand the processes, priorities, and people
         dealing with relevant issues. They must understand, first, how the policy and decision-making
         processes work: what are the organizations involved and what are their mandates, and
         what are the formal and informal rules of engagement, that is, the written and unwritten
         conventions, norms, and regulations which steer the process. Second, strategic analysts
         must be intimately familiar with the mandates and policy priorities of their clients.
         Simply put, a senior diplomat and a military commander will likely not be interested
         in the same form of analysis. Analysis thus needs to be carefully targeted to ensure
         that the client can usefully benefit from it in his or her daily work. Analysts must
         understand the macro policy context—the broad objectives of the country’s foreign
         policy—as much as the more specific priorities of their clients’ particular unit.
         
      

      
      Third, strategic analysts must have fine-grained knowledge of the people dimension.
         They must of course know the identity of their top clients, but also some of their
         particularities such as prior knowledge on an issue (to avoid providing them with
         analysis that they won’t learn from, for example) and their preferred briefing format
         (oral or written). King’s chapter on the State Department’s Bureau of Intelligence
         and Research and Dickson’s chapter on a strategic analysis cell within ISAF headquarters
         in Kabul both provide apt illustrations of how analytical units can succeed by being
         finely attuned to the particular needs and activities of specific clients and thus
         be able to position themselves as indispensable. 
      

      
      But analysts must not be content with being aware of who their strategic clients are;
         they must also be actively in touch with their subordinate staff. By doing so, strategic
         analysts achieve multiple objectives. They can gain insights on senior decision makers,
         especially their personalities, priorities, upcoming needs for analysis (such as a
         visit abroad or a congressional testimony), and knowledge gaps. They can also informally
         obtain feedback on previous products, thereby receiving insights on what to improve
         and what to follow up on. In many cases, moreover, strategic analysis will not be
         read by senior clients, simply for lack of time. Their staff, however, may be more
         willing and able to read analytical products; if the product is good, they can then
         incorporate some elements in their own briefing products for senior decision makers.
         In fact, this indirect channel is one of the most important but understudied methods
         for analysis to reach senior clients. In addition, by targeting desk officers and
         mid-level management, analytical units can develop ties to a clientele that will remain
         interested in their products as it moves up the management chain. 
      

      
      Gaining and maintaining a fine-grained understanding of its clients’ priorities allows
         an analytical unit to respond to its requests in a reactive way, but also to anticipate
         them. This is one of the best ways to gain the client’s trust: to provide it with
         relevant analytical products without a formal request, simply because the analytical
         unit anticipated a specific need and did preparatory work. Senior policy makers are
         busy and pulled in multiple directions by multiple priorities; they also often do
         not have time to ask specific questions to their analytical providers. Understanding
         the client’s priorities thus positions the analytical unit to better interpret vaguely
         articulated requests while also guiding clients as they formulate analytical requests
         and then consume products. 
      

      
      It is mostly the responsibility of individual strategic analysts and, more broadly,
         of their organizations to gain this knowledge of their clients by staying in constant
         touch with them. The reality of government is that in a vast majority of cases, policies
         will be developed and implemented and decisions will be taken with or without optimal
         analytical support. Senior clients receive analysis and, more broadly, inputs from
         multiple sources; if one analytical input is unsatisfying or absent, the bureaucratic
         process will move on; the analytic unit will also move on, but its contribution will
         have been pointless. Unfortunately for them, many in the analysis business—in intelligence,
         and also frequently in academia—dismiss this reality and tend to view it as beyond
         their responsibility if their work is ignored. As Gregory Treverton, currently the
         chair of the National Intelligence Council in the United States and coauthor of a
         chapter in this book, has written elsewhere, “Intelligence analysts thought of their
         calling as one apart, with whiffs of superiority and condescension . . . [there is
         a tendency to say that] we’re in the business of speaking truth and if those policy
         types downtown don’t listen, the hell with them” (2003, xiii–xiv). This, of course,
         may be convenient, but in the end such an attitude condemns the analyst to irrelevance.[3]   Conversely, Tiernan’s chapter in this book provides a powerful example of how dynamic
         and permanent efforts to reach out to clients, to understand them, and to anticipate
         their needs are essential for an organization to achieve success. 
      

      
      Gaining the trust of clients, finally, is an abstract but absolutely essential element
         for strategic analysis units to produce relevant products able to have an impact on
         policy making. As many chapters in this book have demonstrated, trust is fundamental:
         great analysis can make its way to a senior client but if the latter mistrusts the
         source, whether because of a personal bias against analysis or of past disappointments,
         he or she may decide not to read it, or to read it but not take it into consideration.
         Clients who do not have sufficient trust in analysts will also be reluctant to share
         information concerning their agenda and priorities, making the production of relevant
         analysis that much more difficult. 
      

      
      Clients will only come to trust analysts—both individuals and organizations—with time,
         through the accumulation of demonstrations that their work can be relevant and concretely
         help them. On the other hand, trust can collapse much faster with only one or a few
         underwhelming performances: policy makers have access to multiple sources of analysis,
         implying that they can swiftly decide to neglect or replace an under-performing one.
      

      
      Virtually every chapter in this collective book demonstrated the centrality of trust
         in provider-client relations. Donald Abelson’s chapter illustrates how the quest for
         trust can be a double-edged sword, however, as his study of the evolution of American
         think tanks over the decades shows that in some cases, the quest for maximum access
         to policy makers can come at the expense of their independence and of their ability
         to produce rigorous analysis. 
      

      
      Concluding Thoughts: Looking Ahead

      
      This collective book has sought to advance the debate on the complex relationship
         between strategic analysis and policy and decision making. It proposes three main
         contributions to the literature on this issue. We have, first, broadened the debate:
         though much of the existing literature focuses on the nexus between intelligence and
         policy, we have looked into how strategic analysis—which incorporates, but is not
         restricted to, intelligence—can support policy. Second, this book has proposed a collection
         of innovative case studies by looking into important but often poorly studied organizations
         and how these have sought to generate the capacity to produce high-quality, relevant
         strategic analysis. Third, the book analyzes success stories, in contrast with the
         majority of much of the intelligence studies literature, which tends to focus on cases
         of intelligence failures. 
      

      
      That said, much remains to be done to improve our understanding of how strategic analysis
         can better support policy and decision making. There is, first, a need for a far greater
         database of case studies of both successes and failures. It would be useful, in particular,
         to crack open the workings of many relevant but poorly understood organizations and
         to analyze how they support policy. Valuable candidates could include, of course,
         more intelligence analysis units, but also think tanks (both of the prominent, “Beltway”
         type as well as the more specialized sort), academics (notably through their growing
         efforts to participate in public policy debates through blogs, social media, and websites
         such as the Washington Post’s Monkey Cage), as well as government analytical units other than intelligence. Building
         on this latter point, it would be beneficial to further broaden the debate by bringing
         into the conversation how, for example, analytical units in central banks or in finance
         departments shape policy making in their sector. The scope could be broadened even
         more to look at how, for example, financial and market analysis shape decision making
         in banks or investment firms. It would also be useful to conduct more research—both
         case studies and synthetic work—on the role of management in analytical units. 
      

      
      To see progress, there is also a need to give clients a greater say in the debate.
         There are some valuable examples of career policy makers writing about their experience
         with intelligence support, but these are too rare and anecdotal.[4]   The benefits of pursuing this avenue for future research would be many: it would
         broaden the conversation—thereby avoiding having analysts talking among themselves—while
         it would serve a much-needed educational role by contributing to both sides developing
         a better understanding of the other’s needs, interests, and frustrations. 
      

      
      Specifically, a research agenda focused on client requirements would seek to better
         understand senior policy makers’ needs and interests; it would study the inputs that
         they use in their day-to-day work, and would try to frame how various sources of strategic
         analysis weigh against other inputs into the decision-making process. It would ask
         about their frustrations with what they have received and, conversely, would also
         explore what has worked for them. This research agenda would look, first, at individual
         instances. It would ask specific clients (e.g., a given policy unit) how they communicate
         their needs to analytical providers, how they use strategic analysis, how it shapes
         their work, whether their experiences have been positive or negative, and what could
         be done to improve the analytical support they receive. These case studies would help
         to build more generalizable knowledge: Which policy organizations are optimally equipped
         to manage their relationships with analytical units, and why? Concretely, what are
         the measurable benefits—if any—for policy organizations to integrate more formally
         strategic analysis as a key input into their governance process? 
      

      
      The objective, in sum, would be that the accumulation of more granular case studies
         of both sides of the relationship would, ultimately, lead to better synthetical work
         on the analysis-policy nexus. This would also, incidentally, lead to greater awareness
         on both sides since, as some chapters in this book have highlighted, misunderstanding
         of the other and miscommunication remain important obstacles to optimal analysis-policy
         relations. 
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            1. This, of course, is schematic. In practice, the policy process is not linear, but
                  dynamic, and it does not have a clearly demarcated beginning and end. 
               

            

         

         
            2. On this, see MacMillan 2009, and May and Neustadt 2003.

            

         

         
            3. To illustrate this dynamic, it is useful to draw a parallel with another producer-consumer
                  relationship, in the private sector. Potential clients will of course seek products—they
                  will inquire about price, quality, and so on. But the onus is on the producer to study
                  its market, identify a niche, tailor its products accordingly, invest in marketing,
                  and follow up on levels of client satisfaction. 
               

            

         

         
            4. See, in particular, Blackwill and Davis 2015. 
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