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attitudes, the U.S. military learn from business marketing, for 
example, by keeping in mind that every action and message con-
tributes to a “brand” or image. The military should also prepare 
for bad news by developing messages to use in the event of civil-
ian casualties. It should also build attitude-shaping more explic-
itly into military training and war-gaming (page 12).

Enhanced Portfolio Analysis Methods 
Facilitate Strategic Planning
A 2007 NSRD project enhanced the methods of portfolio 
analysis—an approach to allocating resources across multiple 
objectives while managing risk. The enhancements are particu-
larly applicable to decisions about developing military capabili-
ties. The modified approach tests system alternatives against a 
spanning set of scenarios, supplements narrow military evalua-
tion criteria with softer strategic criteria, and allows decision-
makers to understand and vary assumptions. This approach 
should be helpful in high-level reviews that integrate requirement-
setting, technology assessments, and cost analyses (page 16).

The Multiyear Contract for the  
Remaining F-22As Could Save Several 
Hundred Million Dollars
The U.S. Air Force wanted to save money by buying the remain-
ing three lots of F-22A fighter aircraft in a multiyear contract. 
Congress wanted assurance of the promised savings, so it asked 
for an independent review, which NSRD conducted. NSRD 
researchers found that the savings attributed to the multiyear 
contract appeared to be reasonable. They were consistent with 
independent NSRD estimates and verifiable by reference to spe-
cific proposed actions. The NSRD study allowed the U.S. 
Department of Defense (DoD) to certify the savings to Con-
gress (page 18).

Expanded Sea Base Could Support  
Joint Brigade-Scale Operations
The Navy is planning to expand sea base capabilities, using the 
Maritime Prepositioning Force (Future), or MPF(F), comprising 
large-deck amphibious ships, landing craft, and cargo ships. 
NSRD found that the MPF(F) could sustain both a Marine and 
an Army brigade on land over modest distances. Alternatively, 
the expanded sea base could transport an Army brigade to land 
in the absence of a usable port in a matter of a few days while 
also sustaining a Marine brigade in the same area (page 20).

Deployment Burdens Are Not Raising 
Military Divorce Rates
Media reports have suggested that the sustained high tempo of 
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan has strained military fami-
lies, resulting in more divorces. Preliminary data from the 
Army in 2004 appeared to back that up. An NSRD analysis 
shows, however, that divorce rates have not risen dramatically 

 F
 
or more than 20 years, the RAND National Security 
Research Division (NSRD) has addressed key issues at the 

top of the national and international security policy agenda. 
None is currently more important than the continuing wars in 
Afghanistan and Iraq, which have placed increased stress on 
U.S. military personnel and their families. NSRD research this 
year has helped support their efforts with timely and effective 
analysis of some of the critical problems they face.

Since the start of fiscal year 2007, nine NSRD analysts have 
deployed forward to Iraq or Afghanistan to provide direct ana-
lytic support to U.S. forces on the ground and to gather the 
up-to-date information required by RAND analysts in our U.S. 
offices. They have provided support to efforts to disrupt and detect 
the emplacement of improvised explosive devices (IEDs), to improve 
the handling of detainees, and to help General David Petraeus 
plan for the post-surge environment. RAND and I cannot thank 
deployed RAND staff and their families enough for their service 
to our nation and for the honor they bring to their work.

In 2007, NSRD undertook almost 100 projects spanning 
the entire spectrum of security-related issues, from international 
security and development through intelligence and manpower 
policy to system acquisition and technology development. Here 
are some lessons learned from NSRD’s 2007 research:

U.S. Counterinsurgency Strategy  
Must Shift in Emphasis
Iraq and Afghanistan have revealed shortfalls in the capabilities 
of the United States to defeat Muslim insurgencies. A major 
RAND study on counterinsurgency recommended that in the 
future the United States shift emphasis from occupying coun-
tries militarily to helping threatened states win popular support. 
That requires an improvement in U.S. capabilities to build effec-
tive government, train security forces, and exploit information 
power. This will cost money, though perhaps not as much as 
attempts at military solutions (page 10).

Counterinsurgency Planners Should Take 
Lessons from Business Marketing
In a counterinsurgency campaign, one of the principal tools for 
winning the hearts and minds of the local population is the use 
of information. NSRD recommended that, in seeking to shape 
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the trends toward stability, peace, and prosperity that have pre-
vailed in Asia could be disrupted (page 34).

The preceding projects illustrate NSRD’s commitment to 
publish its results in the open literature whenever possible. This 
practice helps ensure the transparency of the research, informs a 
broad policy debate across venues, and extends the impact of the 
results over the years. A general-circulation RAND publication 
is not always practical, however, and numerous NSRD projects 
make important contributions either without one or well in 
advance of one. For example: 

In 2007 and early 2008, NSRD continued its participation 
in the Operational Analysis Support Team to the Joint IED 
Defeat Organization, both at RAND’s U.S. offices and through 
the assistance of analysts deployed in theater (page 8).
In March 2007, RAND hosted a three-day conference in Doha, 
Qatar, that brought together the creators of progressive Muslim 
media programs to raise their profile among interested Western 
parties and to improve networking and cooperation with and 
among this emerging group of opinion leaders (page 8). 
A senior RAND economist, serving as research director, con-
tributed significantly to the report of the President’s Commission 
on Care for America’s Returning Wounded Warriors (page 23)

Other NSRD work contributed to revision of DoD defense 
planning scenarios, informed new DoD policy concerning the 
development of and qualifications needed by officers who serve 
in joint assignments, contributed to Navy efforts to control ris-
ing ship acquisition costs, and assisted with research and devel-
opment planning in the intelligence community.

The problems that our national security community faces 
are becoming more complex. As the research efforts summarized 
in this annual report illustrate, NSRD has repeatedly demon-
strated the capability to conduct research that informs decisions 
on these critical issues. We will continue to tackle such problems 
in the coming year and those that follow.

 Eugene C. Gritton
 Vice President, RAND Corporation
 Director, National Security Research Division
 Director, National Defense Research Institute

in concert with the recent demands on the military. Changes in 
divorce over time have been associated less with changes in 
demands than with changes in the number of servicemembers 
getting married (page 24).

Assignment Policies for Army Women  
Are Difficult to Understand, and Compliance 
Is Uneven
Concerns have been voiced in Congress over the assignment 
policy for Army women. After a review, NSRD concluded, first, 
that neither the Army nor the DoD assignment policy is clearly 
understandable, and there seems to be little consensus among 
decisionmakers as to the “spirit” of the policy. Second, the Army 
appears to be complying with DoD’s policy but may not be com-
plying with its own. Finally, some aspects of the policies are 
inappropriate for future military operations (page 26).

Many Servicemembers Returning from 
Deployment Have Unmet Needs for Mental 
Health and Cognitive Treatment
A RAND survey revealed that 18.5 percent of U.S. service-
members who have returned from Afghanistan and Iraq have 
post-traumatic stress disorder or depression, and 19 percent 
report experiencing a traumatic brain injury during deployment. 
Roughly half of those who need treatment for these conditions 
seek it, and yet only slightly more than half who receive treatment 
get minimally adequate care. Analysis indicates that improving 
access to high-quality care can be cost-effective. This study was 
the first to take a comprehensive, societal view of these issues 
(page 28).

Intelligence Analysis Faces  
Multiple Challenges 
Responding to a federal government request to examine the 
challenges of analysis in the intelligence community, NSRD 
recommended that the following be established: a research 
agenda and a training curriculum with a community-wide per-
spective, a common reference point for judging the trade-offs 
among stakeholder pressures for various analytic tasks, and a 
strategy to address shortfalls in analytic capabilities, methodolo-
gies, and skills. In some respects, NSRD’s recommendations 
anticipated actions that the intelligence community has now 
taken (page 32).

Militarism and Protectionism Threaten 
Continued Peace and Prosperity in Asia
NSRD helped support the preparation of a book on Asian geo-
politics by a senior RAND economist. Among the conclusions: 
Cold War structures tie the United States increasingly to an other-
wise isolated Japan and obscure the reality of U.S.-China coop-
eration on many issues. Military priorities risk polarizing the 
region, weakening the relationships that engendered American 
preeminence. As a result, U.S. influence in Asia is declining, and 
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The RAND National Defense  
Research Institute
NSRD includes the RAND National Defense Research Insti-
tute (NDRI), established in 1984 as a federally funded research 
and development center (FFRDC) sponsored by the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Joint Staff, the unified com-
batant commands, and the defense agencies. Through OSD, 
NDRI also performs research for the U.S. Navy and the U.S. 
Marine Corps. The multiyear FFRDC contract, coupled with 
NDRI’s broad sponsorship and its sponsors’ appreciation of its 
objectivity and independence, allows the Institute to

conduct a continuous, integrated research and analytic pro-
gram with particular emphasis on enduring issues that cut 
across organizational boundaries
look to the future, maintaining a mid- to long-range focus 
together with a quick-response capability.

In support of these goals, and by virtue of its 23-year rela-
tionship with DoD, NDRI has

accumulated an in-depth understanding of DoD and its needs

T
 
he RAND National Security Research Division (NSRD) 
conducts research on complex national security problems 

with an emphasis on the most pressing and difficult strategy and 
policy concerns of high-level defense policymakers and their 
staffs. NSRD provides independent and objective analytical 
support to decisionmakers in the Department of Defense 
(DoD) and elsewhere in the national security and intelligence 
communities by

developing innovative solutions to complex problems using 
multidisciplinary teams of researchers
providing practical guidance and clear policy choices while 
also addressing barriers to effective implementation
meeting the highest research standards using advanced 
empirical methods and rigorous peer review
maintaining independence and objectivity by scrupulously 
avoiding partisanship and vested interests
serving the public interest by widely disseminating its research 
publications (subject to the constraints of national security) 
and encouraging staff to participate in public forums.

Overview
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The research agenda of NSRD and NDRI emerges from 
relationships with clients that are long-standing, mutually rein-
forcing, and dynamic. NSRD and its FFRDC help their spon-
sors identify and evaluate new policies, frame alternative ways to 
implement current policies, and provide other analytic and tech-
nical assistance. That assistance includes helping decisionmakers 
develop political and technological responses to evolving terror-
ist threats, sustain a robust all-volunteer force, and reform intel-
ligence collection and analysis. At the same time, NDRI acts to 
sustain and invigorate its core investigational, theoretical, and 
methodological capabilities—the institutional foundations that 
will enable it to address pressing national security concerns for 
years to come.

The RAND Environment
The RAND Corporation is a private, nonprofit organization 
providing objective analysis and effective solutions that address 
the challenges facing the public and private sectors around the 
world. Since its founding in 1948, RAND has studied the most 
pressing problems of the day, producing in-depth, objective 
analyses; basic and applied research; and analytic tools used in 
government, academia, and the private sector.

Policymakers rely on RAND for help in analyzing choices 
and developments in many areas, including national defense, 
health care, labor and population, education, civil justice, public 
safety, and the nation’s infrastructure and environment. RAND 
also offers several advanced training programs: the Pardee 
RAND Graduate School’s doctoral program in policy analysis 
and the military fellows programs, which sponsor one-year tours 
at RAND by mid-career officers in the military services and the 
Coast Guard.

Research Centers and Agenda
NSRD’s research is largely conducted in four centers:

International Security and Defense Policy Center (see p. 8)
Acquisition and Technology Policy Center (see p. 14)
Forces and Resources Policy Center (see p. 22)
Intelligence Policy Center (see p. 30).

These centers correspond in scope to the purviews of the four 
under secretaries of defense whom NSRD supports most actively. 
Most of the work conducted by these centers, taken together, is car-
ried out within NDRI. However, the centers also perform research 
for such non-DoD sponsors as the intelligence community, the 
Department of State, allied governments and their ministries of 
defense, and various foundations. NSRD also houses RAND’s 
International Programs (p. 31), which support the development of 
research conducted at the intersection of international policy and 
other issues, such as transnational trade and investment, education, 
health care, information technology, and energy and the environ-
ment. Research carried out within International Programs is funded 
principally by allied governments, foundations, and private con-
tributors. RAND also supports some NSRD research through its 
own discretionary funds, which are derived from fees earned on 
client-funded research, independent research-and-development 
funds provided by DoD, and unrestricted private donations.

NSRD Revenue by Organizational Element, FY 2007
(Total $49 million)

International Programs
(8%)

Intelligence
Policy Center

(16%)

Forces and 
Resources

Policy Center 
(23%)

NDRI

International
Security and

Defense
Policy Center

(30%)

Acquisition and
Technology 

Policy Center 
(22%)

Percentage of staff with degree in

No degree
1%

Social
sciences

7%

Policy analysis
7%

Physical
sciences

4%

Life sciences
7%

Economics
12%

Engineering
10%

Behavioral sciences
11%

Law and 
business

11%

Computer
sciences

3%

Political science
and international 

relations
13%

Math, operations 
research, statistics

9%

Art and 
letters

5%

RAND’s multidisciplinary staff provide breadth  
and depth to research activities.

developed a staff that balances the breadth and depth of tech-
nical expertise needed to address the complex issues faced by 
its sponsors
supported the development and sustained the currency of an 
advanced suite of models and other tools that facilitate the 
analysis of issues across the defense policy spectrum.

It is noteworthy that, to perform research requiring access 
to proprietary and other sensitive information not generally 
accorded commercial contractors, NDRI stays strictly indepen-
dent of proprietary interests.

The NSRD research agenda is balanced across major issue areas.
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NSRD works with other RAND units on topics of mutual 
interest. For instance, RAND Health—the corporation’s larg-
est research unit—brings crucial insight from its civilian 
health research into questions concerned with the provision 
and management of military medical services and with the 
effects of combat duty on mental health. Research on defense 
issues for U.S. allies is done in part through RAND’s indepen-
dently chartered European subsidiary, RAND Europe. This 
work also provides perspective for U.S. national security issues. 
The RAND-Qatar Policy Institute, founded in 2003, serves as 
a source of analysis of the most important and difficult issues 
facing public and private decisionmakers in the Middle East, 
North Africa, and South Asia.

Leading the Way in Defense Research  
and Analysis
RAND is an international leader in defense analysis. No other 
organization has been so uniquely influential. Government offi-
cials, academics, and business leaders in the United States, 
Europe, Asia, and the Middle East rely on RAND’s advice. They 
turn to RAND for assistance with the complex problems they 
must confront. RAND has demonstrated the ability to analyze 
a problem, place it in the appropriate context, and identify 
options to help leaders make the best-informed decisions. 
NSRD’s programs are a major component of RAND’s overall 
success and reputation in national security research.

In addition to NDRI, RAND houses two other FFRDCs 
offering additional analytic resources to DoD:

RAND Project AIR FORCE—RAND’s oldest studies and 
analysis organization—focuses on issues of enduring concern 
to U.S. Air Force leaders, such as the role of air and space 
power in the future security environment, force moderniza-
tion to meet changing operational demands, workforce char-
acteristics and management, and acquisition and logistics 
cost control.
The RAND Arroyo Center, as the U.S. Army’s only studies 
and analysis FFRDC, also emphasizes mid- and long-range 
policy questions while helping the Army improve effective-
ness and efficiency, providing short-term assistance on urgent 
problems, and serving as a catalyst for needed change.

RAND has a matrix-type organization. Research units 
such as NSRD administer the research programs; the corpora-
tion, through its Staff Development and Management Office, 
recruits, develops, and evaluates the staff, in consultation with 
the units. Totaling approximately 1,700 full- and part-time 
employees, RAND’s staff is diverse in work experience; in race, 
ethnicity, and gender; and in academic training. Eighty-seven 
percent of the research staff hold advanced degrees, with two-
thirds of those being doctorates.

NSRD draws on analytical talent in five RAND offices in 
the United States and several abroad and in a wide array of dis-
ciplines. For instance, experts in the social sciences—econo-
mists, psychologists, sociologists, and demographers—contribute 
to studies of personnel and intelligence issues. Work on the 
effectiveness of evolving military technologies draws on staff 
skilled in engineering, information systems, computer modeling 
and simulations, and scenario design and testing. Political scien-
tists and experts in military operations conduct research on the 
uses and limitations of the application of U.S. military power 
and alternative forms of leverage in addressing threats to peace 
and freedom.

Offices in Europe and the Middle East provide international reach and perspective.

Santa Monica
Headquarters

Pittsburgh Washington

Cambridge

Jackson

New Orleans
Doha

Brussels
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 U.S.
 
national security decisionmakers must meet the challenge of supporting the governments of Iraq and Afghan-
istan even as they continue to address the broader threats of terrorism and the proliferation of weapons 

of mass destruction (WMDs). Other challenges include the spread of terrorism to Saudi Arabia and Western Europe 
and the changing security situation in Northeast Asia. Because the United States cannot handle these challenges alone, 
U.S. policymakers will need to continue efforts to maintain and enhance current coalitions and create new ones. 

NDRI’s International Security and Defense Policy Center (ISDPC) explores the implications of political, strategic, 
economic, and technological challenges for U.S. and international security. It assists U.S. national security decision-
makers in developing strategies and policies to manage and adapt to such challenges and to protect American and 
allied interests at home and abroad. 

Some Recent and Ongoing Projects

International Security and Defense Policy Center

Organization (JIEDDO), both at RAND’s U.S. offices and in 
theater. Efforts to gain a better understanding of the interaction 
between friendly and enemy forces continued. Fiscal year 2008 
(FY08) work focuses on the use of archived data to infer friendly 
exposure to enemy missions. This is then correlated with enemy 
IED activity to assess enemy response to friendly activity. Based 
on NDRI’s positive evaluation of the 2007 program to deploy 
retired U.S. law enforcement officers to Iraq and Afghanistan, a 
decision was made to continue the program through FY08 and 
to increase the number of personnel sent from 90 to 240. This 
was driven by the realization that a counterinsurgency campaign 
is designed, in large part, to suppress criminal activity. NDRI 
was asked to advise on how the Army might be provided with a 
permanent law enforcement capability. Starting in FY08, 
JIEDDO asked NDRI to examine the operational environment 
in Iraq, that is, the factors (demographics, terrain, economy, etc.) 
contributing to IED use and effectiveness. This takes the 
friendly-enemy interaction study one step further by examining 
the motivations behind enemy IED emplacements. Finally, 
NDRI was asked to develop a simulation environment that 
enables the exploration of platoon-level operations against IED 
threats. This required the development of scenarios, tools, and 
post-processing techniques flexible enough to span all relevant 
stages of the IED event chain. 
Sponsor: Joint IED Defeat Organization
Project Leader: Walter Perry

Creative Use of the Media  
for Understanding and Tolerance
Groundbreaking media initiatives with a moderate perspective 
and important social content have sprung up in the Muslim 
world. These initiatives, while influential in their respective 
countries and regions, remain largely unknown to Western policy-
makers and publics, who are thereby in danger of overlooking 
important trends in the debate within the Islamic world. In 
March 2007, RAND hosted a three-day conference in Doha, 
Qatar, with several goals: to learn about progressive media pro-

Joint Urban Operations:  
Learning from Experience
Today’s strategic environment implies an obligation to preserve 
innocent life when possible and to rebuild that which war 
destroys. NDRI undertook a study aimed at revealing tools that 
will better enable the military and civilians alike to meet national 
policy objectives by more effectively conducting urban combat 
and restoration. To do so, NDRI drew heavily on written mate-
rial and interviews pertaining to Operations Enduring Freedom 
and Iraqi Freedom. Researchers reviewed thousands of pages of 
hard-copy and electronic material, much of it from military per-
sonnel still serving in-theater at the time of its writing. Those 
interviewed included members of the American, British, and 
Australian armed forces and civilians working to reconstruct 
Iraq. Among the findings were that U.S. forces will increasingly 
be pursuing their operations on urban terrain, that they might 
find themselves required to provide civil support on one block 
while engaging a violent foe on the next, and that the talents of 
non-DoD agencies need to be brought to bear in providing civil 
support. This work was part of an ongoing research agenda on 
urban operations. A previous study in the series developed a 
multiyear joint training strategy for conducting military opera-
tions in urban territory.1

Sponsor: U.S. Joint Forces Command
Project Leader: Russell W. Glenn 

Operational Analysis to Defeat IED Systems
In 2007 and early 2008, NDRI continued its participation in 
the Operational Analysis Support Team to the Joint IED Defeat 

1 For more information, see “People Make the City,” Executive Summary: Joint Urban 
Operations Observations and Insights from Afghanistan and Iraq, Russell W. Glenn, Chris-
topher Paul, Todd C. Helmus, and Paul Steinberg, MG-428/2-JFCOM, 2007. Online at 
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG428.2/. Also see Preparing for the Proven 
Inevitable: An Urban Operations Training Strategy for America’s Joint Force, Russell W. 
Glenn, Jody Jacobs, Brian Nichiporuk, Christopher Paul, Barbara Raymond, Randall 
Steeb, and Harry J. Thie, MG-439-OSD/JFCOM, 2006. Online at http://www.rand.
org/pubs/monographs/MG439/ 

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG428.2/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG439/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG439/
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official circles, but that could over time influence 
official thinking and, ultimately, policy. But such 
assumptions about the power of track two diplomacy 
have rarely been systematically assessed through 
empirical analysis. In an attempt to do so, an NSRD 
researcher explored the question of how unofficial 
regional security dialogues affect security percep-
tions and policy in regions defined by conflict. Do 
such dialogues affect adversarial relationships and, if 
so, how? What are the limits and dangers of such 
dialogues? Through an examination of track two 
efforts in the Middle East and South Asia, the 
researcher considered the roles as well as the limits of 
these processes and offered ways in which project 

organizers and funders might assess various efforts. Such assess-
ments can provide not only a better understanding of what track 
two dialogues have and have not accomplished in the past, but 
also a framework for understanding and improving these efforts 
in the future.3 
Sponsor: Smith Richardson Foundation
Project Leader: Dalia Dassa Kaye

Trade and Foreign Direct Investment  
in Ukraine
Two ostensible economic policy priorities in Ukraine are to lib-
eralize trade and improve the climate for foreign direct invest-
ment (FDI), which have helped raise standards of living in other 
countries in the region. However, successive Ukrainian govern-
ments have found it singularly difficult to pass legislation and 
implement policies to address these priorities. NSRD undertook 
a study to analyze Ukraine’s current environment for foreign 
trade and FDI and to develop policy proposals that would foster 
Ukraine’s foreign trade and attract more FDI, especially with 
respect to the United States. The researchers identified existing 
barriers to trade and FDI, chief among which is corruption, and 
they recommend a two-pronged strategy for removing the worst 
of these barriers—one prong focused on a few highly visible 
policy changes that would bring results within 100 days, the 
other on setting in motion changes in Ukrainian institutions 
that would reduce corruption and other impediments over a lon-
ger period.4 
Sponsor: Institute of European and International Studies,  

Kyiv, Ukraine
Project Leaders:  Keith Crane and F. Stephen Larrabee

grams in the greater Middle East and the courageous, creative 
individuals who produce them; to understand the context in 
which these individuals operate and discuss the impact and 
potential of their efforts; and to generate ideas on how to improve 
networking and cooperation with and among this emerging 
group of opinion leaders. RAND brought together 15 speakers 
and a diverse group of participants from the media, policy, for-
eign aid, and research communities. The event was well received 
by the regional press. In the Qatari English-language news-
papers alone, 14 articles reported on the conference and its 
speakers. Despite the diversity of their origins and media, the 
presenters quickly found common ground. Grassroots demo-
cratic principles, such as freedom of the press and of expression, 
were a uniting theme. The participant-driven format of the con-
ference guaranteed authenticity and allowed new content to 
emerge. For example, the participants reworked “understanding 
and tolerance” from its original East-West meaning to a Sunni-
Shi’a context. In addition to exchanging of views and experi-
ences, participants also traded know-how and resources. The 
conference breaks became a lively marketplace for sharing data 
and research reports, curriculum plans and educational materi-
als, and sources and video clips. Clips from the conference are 
available as a DVD.2

Sponsor: Office of the Secretary of Defense
Project Leaders:  Cheryl Benard and Edward O’Connell

Talking to the Enemy
The growing importance of regional contexts and nonstate actors 
in addressing a multitude of conflicts has created a greater 
demand for unofficial “track two” security dialogues as a critical 
foreign policy tool. The appeal of unofficial dialogues is their 
ability to raise ideas and solutions that might not be possible in 

Cheryl Benard, co-founder of RAND’s Alternative Strategy Initiative, reviews 
film with a participant in the initiative’s ongoing Creative Use of the Media 
Project, director Najdat Anzour, at his studio in Damascus, Syria. 

2 RAND Alternative Strategy Initiative: A Conference on Creative Use of the Media for 
Understanding and Tolerance, CF-242-OSD, 2008. 

3 For more information, see Talking to the Enemy: Track Two Diplomacy in the Middle East 
and South Asia, Dalia Dassa Kaye, MG-592-NSRD, 2007. Online at http://www.rand.
org/pubs/monographs/MG592/. This work was sponsored principally by a foundation grant 
awarded to Kaye before she came to RAND. NSRD discretionary funds supported finish-
ing, reviewing, and publishing the work.

4 For more information, see Encouraging Trade and Foreign Direct Investment in Ukraine, 
Keith Crane and F. Stephen Larrabee, MG-673-CEIS, 2007. Online at http://www.rand.
org/pubs/monographs/MG673/

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG592/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG673/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG592/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG673/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/conf_proceedings/CF242/
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International Security and Defense Policy Center

Iraq and Afghanistan have revealed serious  
shortfalls in the capabilities of the United States  
to counter insurgency in the Muslim world.  
The United States must 

 shift emphasis from military occupation to 
bolstering the ability of threatened states  
to win the contest for the support of their 
people

 improve its capabilities to build effective  
local government, train local security forces,  
and exploit information power

 seek multilateral collaboration and a shift  
in U.S. investment priorities.

Countering Insurgency  
in the Muslim World
The Case for New U.S.  
Priorities and Capabilities

are less than even. Transforming weak, illegitimate local govern-
ments—the ground out of which insurgencies erupt—takes 
years and requires capabilities other than foreign combat forces. 

Responding to Shortfalls in Counterinsur-
gency Capabilities
The NDRI project team found that the United States would be 
more effective at countering insurgency in the Muslim world by 
correcting deficiencies in three capabilities: 

Civil Competence and Effective, Legitimate Local 
Government. To be effective against insurgents, a local govern-
ment must be able to provide for job training and placement of 
ex-combatants, efficient and fair justice systems, and accessible 
mass lower education. U.S. abilities to support such functions 
are alarmingly weak. Core capabilities should be formed in 
relevant federal agencies and deployed via the U.S. Agency for 
International Development (USAID). A review of successful 
past efforts of this type suggests that mounting large-scale pro-
grams in two mid-sized countries while conducting smaller pre-
ventive efforts in several others would require tripling the total 
number of currently deployed USAID staff (of about 1,500) and 
doubling the U.S. foreign development aid budget (of about $25 
billion). These requirements might be roughly halved if the 
United States had a reliable means of knowing where to target 
resources preventively and if allies and international organiza-
tions matched U.S. efforts. 

Local Security Forces. A government cannot earn or keep 
the allegiance of its population if it cannot ensure their security. 
Reliance on U.S. forces for local security should be limited and 
temporary. Yet Iraq and Afghanistan reveal that the United 
States is unable to prepare local forces of sufficient quality and 
quantity quickly enough to perform the bulk of security opera-
tions. The U.S. Army, Marine Corps, and special operations 

G
 
iven the enmity of violent Islamist extremists toward the 
United States, the insurgencies they influence represent a 

grave U.S. national security problem—and the current conflicts 
in Iraq and Afghanistan are unlikely to be the last such insur-
gencies. Motivated by this threat and by the challenges the 
United States has faced in the current conflicts, OSD asked that 
NDRI undertake a major study to determine the most effective 
investments the federal government might make to strengthen its 
counterinsurgency capabilities. The study’s findings are as follows. 

The Formula: Balanced Capabilities  
+ Early Involvement
It is essential to recognize that the current pattern of violence in 
the Muslim world is a type of insurgency and, therefore, essen-
tially an effort to win the allegiance of local populations. Conse-
quently, to counter it, foreign military forces are no substitute 
for effective and legitimate local governance, including the pro-
vision of critical public services and indigenous security forces. 
Indeed, data from 89 insurgencies since World War II reveal 
that insurgencies nearly always fail against governments that are 
representative, competent, and honest in the eyes of their citi-
zens. Also, if success is to be found in winning the local popu-
lace over, the use of military force by the United States creates an 
additional problem: It allows jihadist insurgents to appeal to 
popular revulsion for foreign “infidel” armies. 

Recent progress in Iraq can be traced to the U.S. military’s 
decision to shift from conventional military operations to a 
counterinsurgency approach. But the large-scale use of U.S. 
military force in the Muslim world is not a sustainable prescrip-
tion for success. What is needed is more complete and balanced 
U.S. counterinsurgency capabilities.

The sooner the potential for insurgency is recognized, the 
less likely that U.S. military intervention will have to be consid-
ered. It takes time for a local insurgency to gather strength and 
become infected with jihad. Historically, the chances of defus-
ing a localized “proto-insurgency” are better than 9 in 
10—whereas the chances of defeating a full-blown insurgency 
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For more information see  War by Other Means—Building Complete and Balanced Capabilities for Counterinsurgency:  
RAND Counterinsurgency Study—Final Report, David C. Gompert and John Gordon IV, MG-595/2-OSD, 2008. Online at 
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG595.2/

U.S. Army Major Kevin Speilman, of Headquarters 
Company, 4th Brigade Combat Team, 1st Cavalry 
Division, listens to a translation while speaking  
with village leadership during operations on the 
outskirts of Mosul, Iraq, September 2007.

bined with those of allies and international organizations, many 
deficiencies shrink, especially in building local government and 
security forces. To deploy non-U.S. capabilities, intensified plan-
ning is needed both within NATO and among NATO, the 
European Union, and UN agencies. 

If multilateral potential is tapped, the additional annual 
cost of acquiring, maintaining, and using adequate U.S. coun-
terinsurgency capabilities would be roughly

$11–17 billion for adequate civilian personnel and foreign 
assistance funds
$2–3 billion for improved capability to train and equip local 
security services
$4–6 billion for ICON and associated information systems
$3–4 billion for specific military-force enhancements.

How much of the $20–30 billion total would require addi-
tional federal spending? While the NDRI researchers did not 
attempt to answer that question, they pointed out that many 
military capabilities now justified as needed to counter Islamist 
insurgency are less effective in that mission than the capabilities 
recommended above. 

forces need to enhance their capabilities to organize, train, and 
support indigenous military forces. (Local police, however, 
should be trained by civilian professionals.) For its own mis-
sions, the U.S. military should focus on capabilities that local 
forces are unlikely to have: border surveillance, technical intel-
ligence collection, air mobility and strike, and special operations 
against high-value enemies. To facilitate the success of U.S. 
ground forces where their use is absolutely necessary, invest-
ments are needed in weapons whose effects are nonlethal and 
scalable to the situation and in fast yet rugged land vehicles. 

Information. Cyber-savvy Islamist insurgents are excelling 
at what ought to be a U.S. advantage: information. To counter 
the insurgents, the United States must, among other things, 
make sharing information among friendly parties a priority. In 
Iraq and Afghanistan, information moves too slowly among the 
elements of the coalition. A fixation on information security 
denies access to local forces and excludes the most valuable 
source of all, the local population. The NDRI team prescribed a 
new information architecture—an Integrated Counterinsurgency 
Operating Network (ICON)—based on principles of inclusion, 
integration, and user primacy. To increase the population’s shar-
ing of information, ICON would foster universal cell phone use, 
“wikis,” and video monitoring. The requisite technologies for 
ICON exist and their cost is declining, but rigid government 
procurement practices retard their adoption. 

Implementing Fixes
To acquire the needed capabilities just described, the United 
States must expand collaboration with its partners and reset its 
own investment priorities. If current U.S. capabilities are com-

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG595.2/
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In seeking to shape the attitudes of local  
populations, the military can learn lessons from 
business marketing and its own experience:

 Keep in mind that every action, decision, and 
message contributes to a “brand” or image.

 Attend to the needs of the local populace  
the way that businesses seek to understand  
and satisfy their customers.

 Pursue anticipatory shaping activities. In  
particular, prepare messages to shape attitudes 
in the wake of civilian casualties.

 Build attitude-shaping more explicitly into 
military training and war-gaming. 

Marketing a  
Counterinsurgency 
Campaign

International Security and Defense Policy Center

A
 
s emphasized in RAND’s counterinsurgency project 
(see p. 10), it is essential to win the battle for the hearts 

and minds of the local population, and one of the principal tools 
for doing so is the use of information. To secure the peace in Iraq 
and Afghanistan and ultimately prevail against Islamist terror-
ism, the United States must conduct more-effective and better-
coordinated campaigns to shape local attitudes and behavior. 

In a new study, sponsored by the U.S. Joint Forces Com-
mand, RAND considered how the United States and its coalition 
partners can improve attitude- and behavior-shaping campaigns 
during counterinsurgency and stability operations. RAND’s 
study examined successes from the commercial marketing 
industry and how those lessons might assist the U.S. military. 
The study team also presented recommendations based on 
observations and insights from operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, 
and elsewhere and what they reveal about the challenges to 
developing effective shaping campaigns.

Challenges to Attitude- and  
Behavior-Shaping 
Many challenges confront policymakers and the U.S. military in 
their efforts to shape indigenous populations during stability 
operations. Some of these challenges are largely beyond the mil-
itary’s control. These include the international rise in anti-Amer-
ican attitudes, adversaries’ aggressive measures to shape public 
opinion against the United States, and a global media environ-
ment that enables messages to spread to an array of audiences 
broader than those originally intended. 

There are additional challenges to shaping that are specific 
to the U.S. military: 

a relative lack of U.S. force training in shaping noncombatant 
attitudes 
the military’s predominant warfighting focus, which can 
jeopardize otherwise successful shaping efforts if there are 
unintended civilian casualties
the cycle of unit rotations, which frequently disrupts the 
valuable relationships formed between U.S. personnel and 
their indigenous counterparts
failure to synchronize messages across agencies or functional 
groups

U.S. follow-up to operational mistakes (e.g., violation of the 
rules of engagement, prisoner abuse) that sometimes exacer-
bates the damage to public opinion caused by the mistakes 
themselves.

Applying Marketing Principles 
The RAND team identified a number of business marketing 
practices that could provide a useful framework for improving 
U.S. attitude-shaping efforts. First, the U.S. military should 
consider adopting the marketing strategies of segmentation and 
targeting to better understand the indigenous population and 
identify audiences based on their level of anticipated support for 
coalition presence and objectives. 

Branding concepts may also hold great value for the U.S. 
military. Brands are the associations that people make with a 
product name. Properly managed brands have a unique and 
clear identity that is developed through each and every interac-
tion people have with a product line and its representatives. Like 
any organization or product, the military has a brand identity. 
Branding principles suggest that every action, decision, and 
message of a military force shapes the local population. There-
fore, achieving a unified message, in both word and deed, is 
fundamental to success. To achieve this unity, the military 
should create a clear brand identity and seek to inculcate this 
identity through operations, soldier-civilian interactions, and 
communications.

If the military is trying to shape the attitudes of the local 
populace, then the latter are in some sense the military’s 
“customers.” The fundamental principle of commercial market-
ing is that businesses must first learn the wants and needs of 
their customers. Only then can they deliver products or services 
that satisfy their customers. The military, in its conduct of day-
to-day operations, civil-affairs activities, and communications, 
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NDRI identified Madison Avenue branding 
and customer satisfaction strategies 
potentially applicable to earning popular 
support in theaters of operation.

For more information, see  Enlisting Madison Avenue: The Marketing Approach to Earning Popular Support in Theaters  
of Operation, by Todd C. Helmus, Christopher Paul, and Russell W. Glenn, MG-607-JFCOM, 2007. Online at http://www.
rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG607/

Crises, however, will emerge. Even with the best intentions 
and training, mistakes—including violations of the rules of 
engagement and resultant civilian casualties—will occur. The 
military should be prepared ahead of time with follow-up infor-
mation dissemination plans. The United States should be pre-
pared to admit mistakes as early and as completely as possible. A 
caveat: While shaping efforts will of course try to place U.S. 
actions in a favorable light, it must be kept in mind that outright 
deception poses a credibility threat. 

In higher-level planning and policymaking, greater 
emphasis and resources should be devoted to shaping efforts 
during all phases of military operations. Training exercises 
should regularly integrate maneuver, psychological-operations, 
and civil-affairs units, to ensure that shaping concerns become 
an elemental part of operations for all organizations. Public-
affairs and psychological-operations personnel should be 
involved in military planning and war-gaming to identify 
potential positive and negative shaping opportunities and to 
develop effective strategies to help mitigate adversaries’ shap-
ing efforts against the United States. 

can err when it makes decisions based on assumptions. The mil-
itary should first seek to understand the preferences and needs 
of the local population. These local perspectives will ideally be 
incorporated into the decisionmaking processes that influence 
indigenous welfare. Proper management of civilian “satisfac-
tion” with U.S. force presence also requires that the military 
carefully manage expectations, as unfulfilled promises will 
breed resentment. In addition, the military should carefully 
monitor local satisfaction with U.S. force presence and activities 
so that problems can be identified and corrected early. 

Limited credibility of U.S. forces among many indigenous 
populations demands that the military rely partly on local influ-
encers. Businesses credibly enlist fans and employees to share 
their opinions online. The U.S. military should likewise empower 
indigenous government employees and soldiers with blogging 
tools so that they can advocate on behalf of coalition objectives. 

Lessons from Recent Operational  
Experiences
In addition to applying private-sector marketing principles, the 
study recommends that the United States improve attitude-
shaping efforts by learning from recent operational experiences. 
First among these, U.S. forces should pursue anticipatory shap-
ing activities that positively influence local attitudes and behav-
ior before a crisis emerges. These activities include training 
indigenous security forces, engaging in civil-affairs activities, 
and providing humanitarian assistance. The U.S. military also 
should ensure that there is effective publicity for successful civil-
affairs and civil-military initiatives. 

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG607/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG607/
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Statutory and Regulatory Compliance 
Effects on DoD Program Management
Managers of weapon system acquisition programs and their staffs 
have often voiced concerns about the burden of complying with 
federal statutes or regulations requiring certain business and 
oversight processes. The essence of the concerns is that the regula-
tory burden translates into cost increases and schedule delays and 
has adverse effects on system performance. While many studies 
have addressed this topic, few have succeeded in generating the 
empirical evidence needed to inform the policy debate. To fill 
this gap, NDRI developed a Web-based data collection tool to 
capture program staff’s estimates of hours spent on compliance 
efforts. The study found that, while statutes and regulations do 
place constraints on program execution, program office staffs do 
not appear to spend a significant amount of their time complying 
with those statutes and regulations. This study did not, however, 
examine other possible time-consuming activities, such as time 
spent outside program offices (by contractors or service support 
organizations) to comply with statutes and regulations.6

Sponsor:  Director, Acquisition Resources and Analysis,  
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense  
for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics

Project Leaders:  Jeffrey A. Drezner and Irv Blickstein

Littoral Combat Ships: Relating Performance 
to Logistic Considerations
The Navy’s littoral combat ship (LCS) is a new class of relatively 
small, fast, agile, and networked warships designed to overcome 
threats in shallow waters posed by mines, diesel-electric subma-
rines, and fast-attack craft. This versatility is enabled by a dis-
tinctive feature of LCS design—modularity. Any LCS can be 
rapidly reconfigured from one mission to another by replacing 
the mission package currently installed. This flexibility raises a 
number of challenging logistic, operational, and cost issues: 
How many mission packages of each type should be procured? 
How many of each type should be installed on LCS seaframes, 
and how many should be stored at homeports or at other instal-
lation sites? What are the costs involved in acquiring mission 
packages and land-based facilities? The LCS Program Office 
asked RAND to help it gain a clearer understanding of these 
issues. Working from scenarios provided by the Navy, the 
NDRI research team developed analytical tools that yielded an 
acquisition plan, costs, and performance metrics for 2014, 2019, 
and 2024.5

Sponsor: LCS Program Office, U.S. Navy
Project Leader: Brien Alkire

T
 
he United States has achieved undisputed superiority in traditional military force-on-force conflicts. It has dem-
onstrated the ability to

 project power rapidly from the air, sea, ground, and space to remote areas of the world
 wage war from afar with fewer casualties than its adversaries suffer
 moderate collateral damage to reduce its effect on broader U.S. goals.

This technological advantage, however, does not provide America and its allies with an unchallenged or risk-free 
environment, as Iraqi insurgents wielding IEDs have shown. Indeed, technology that has made its way into the hands 
of adversaries exposes U.S. and coalition military and civilian interests to novel challenges, threats, and dangers. In 
response, U.S. defense policymakers have expanded their areas of concern beyond traditional, symmetric threats. As 
DoD fills increasingly diverse and nontraditional roles, U.S. forces are exposed to new vulnerabilities and face the 
challenges of acquiring and employing a wide range of capabilities in a flexible, adaptive, responsive, and creative 
manner. They will need to accomplish this against a backdrop of 

 the Iraq war and the resulting degradation of systems and equipment
 growing system costs and overruns on major new system acquisitions
 increasing requirements for the interoperability of U.S. and allied weapon systems and forces
 a technology and industrial base that is increasingly pressured by sporadic acquisitions and governed more by   

 global commercial drivers than by military markets.
NSRD’s Acquisition and Technology Policy Center helps the defense and intelligence communities achieve and 

sustain an affordable technological advantage over the diverse array of current and future threats while examining 
trade-offs and coping with management and fiscal challenges.

Some Recent and Ongoing Projects

6 For more information, see Measuring the Statutory and Regulatory Constraints on Department 
of Defense Acquisition: An Empirical Analysis, Jeffrey A. Drezner, Irv Blickstein, Raj Raman, 
Megan McKernan, Monica Hertzman, Melissa A. Bradley, Dikla Gavrieli, and Brent East-
wood, MG-569-OSD, 2007. Online at http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG569/

5 For more information, see Littoral Combat Ships: Relating Performance to Mission Package 
Inventories, Homeports, and Installation Sites, Brien Alkire, John Birkler, Lisa Dolan, James 
Dryden, Bryce Mason, Gordon T. Lee, John F. Schank, and Michael Hayes, MG-528-
NAVY, 2007. Online at http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG528/

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG569/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG528/
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Networked Forces in Stability Operations
The Stryker brigade, one of the Army’s newest units, has a full 
complement of Army digital networked communications and 
battle command systems. But will those networking capabilities 
translate into greater mission effectiveness in stability operations? 
To answer that question, an NDRI research project compared 
three units that operated in the same area in Iraq’s northern 
provinces between 2003 and 2005: the 101st Airborne Division, 
which had only limited digital communications capabilities, and 
two more fully networked Stryker brigade combat teams. Of 
the three, one of the Stryker teams and the 101st Airborne 
performed better in the stability phase in northern Iraq. They 
were particularly effective in social networking with the local 
populace and civilian leaders. The other Stryker team did not 
perform as well, even though it was equipped with some of the 
same digital networking capabilities. Some of the tactics it 
employed, such as indiscriminate sweeps, widened the gulf 
between coalition forces and the local populace. Although net-
working technologies confer obvious benefits, NDRI concluded 
that command leadership, training, and the processes employed 
in stability operations are just as important for improving mission 
effectiveness in such operations.8

Sponsor: Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Forces 
Transformation and Resources 

Project Leader: Daniel Gonzales

Technology Vendor Base for Counter-IED 
Electronic Warfare
The U.S. Navy is responsible for developing electronic warfare 
against radio-controlled IEDs. In 2007, the program office that 
manages this development turned to NDRI for help in several 
respects. The office had developed a modular reference architec-
ture intended to promote innovation in its “plug-and-play” com-
ponents. The objective of this architecture was to allow a more 
flexible response as the IED threat changes. The office wanted a 
better understanding of the technology innovator vendor base 
that might be qualified to develop the components of the archi-
tecture. The office was particularly interested in the quality and 
quantity of small and mid-sized vendors that might participate. 
In addition, NDRI was asked to identify reasons for potential 
weak vendor-base involvement in the program. The final task was 
to suggest ways to enhance vendor participation in the program. 
NDRI addressed this task through interviews of firms that have 
participated in the Navy’s “Industry Days” and firms that NDRI 
identified as part of the technology innovator vendor base.
Sponsor: Littoral and Mine Warfare Program Office, U.S. Navy
Project Leaders:  Richard Silberglitt and Frank Camm 

Buffering Installation Encroachment
Over the past few decades, suburban sprawl has diminished 
open space near military installations. Such encroachment lim-
its the military’s ability to conduct mission-essential testing and 
training. It can also push threatened and endangered species 
onto the installation, which can further restrict operations. In 
2003, DoD responded with the Readiness and Environmental 
Protection Initiative (REPI) to help installations collaborate 
with state and local governments and nongovernmental orga-
nizations to protect land adjacent to installations. In 2006, 
OSD wanted to know how effective the program had been so it 
could set future directions for it. NDRI was asked to conduct an 
assessment, which included six on-site installation case studies; 
numerous telephone interviews with other installations, stake-
holders, and experts; and review of maps, easements, and rele-
vant literature. NDRI researchers identified the main causes of 
encroachment; detailed the benefits, both to the military and 
local communities, of buffering areas near installations; and 
provided recommendations on how to improve REPI’s effec-
tiveness. The study team concluded that REPI has gotten off 
to a promising start toward achieving its goals but that it has 
been underfunded. The National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2008 cited the NDRI study, and the act’s provi-
sions related to installation buffering reflect the NDRI team’s 
recommendations.7

Sponsor: Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Installations  
and Environment

Project Leader: Beth E. Lachman

Habitats near Eglin Air Force Base in Florida are being restored to help preserve 
species of concern and provide a buffer to base operations with support of a 
DoD program evaluated by NDRI.

8 For more information, see Networked Forces in Stability Operations: 101st Airborne 
Division, 3/2 and 1/25 Stryker Brigades in Northern Iraq, Daniel Gonzales, John Hollywood, 
Jerry M. Sollinger, James McFadden, John DeJarnette, Sarah Harting, and Donald Temple, 
MG-593-OSD, 2007. Online at http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG593/

7 For more information, see The Thin Green Line: An Assessment of DoD's Readiness and 
Environmental Protection Initiative to Buffer Installation Encroachment, Beth E. Lachman, 
Anny Wong, and Susan A. Resetar, MG-612-OSD, 2007. Online at http://www.rand.
org/pubs/monographs/MG612/

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG593/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG612/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG612/
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contingencies, even though they are different from test-set 
cases. The key is having a test set that stresses the options in 
all of the critical dimensions, making it possible to quickly 
see what a given option can and cannot do well. Historically, 
DoD’s defense planning scenarios have not had this goal. 
Diverse Evaluation Factors. A broad set of evaluation fac-
tors is used. For example, in evaluating options for prompt 
global strike, it is not sufficient to worry only about the likeli-
hood of destroying targets on a timely basis. Options should 
also be evaluated for side effects and for their strategic, opera-
tional, and developmental risks.
Effective Communication with Senior Leaders. In this 
approach, top-level summaries use familiar stoplight charts, 
color-coded to indicate the relative merit of an option by a 
given criterion. These are cognitively very effective, but 
unsatisfying to discerning decisionmakers unless the basis of 
the scorecard evaluations is clear and key assumptions can be 
readily identified and challenged. A tool that accompanies 
the enhanced approach allows senior leaders reviewing analy-
ses to “drill down”—to ask, for example, “Why does Option 
B get only an orange rating? It was supposed to be great.” The 
drill-down brings up a second-level scorecard showing the 
factors contributing to the top-level evaluation (see the fig-
ure). Option B is shown to get a red (poor) rating on test case 
1b. The decisionmaker, upon understanding the issue, may 
ponder and conclude, “We need to be more realistic about 
that case; let’s reduce the objective to a more reasonable 
level.” Further drill-downs are also possible and sometimes 
very useful.

T
 
he Department of Defense works continually to improve 
its strategic planning for future forces, their capabilities, 

and their readiness. An important objective of this planning is 
confronting and managing diverse risks. Considerable RAND 
research has been devoted to these topics, including in-depth 
work on what has come to be called capabilities-based planning. 
In the view of RAND analysts, good capabilities-based plan-
ning encourages a strategy assuring capabilities that are flexible 
(suitable for different strategic or military purposes), adaptive 
(modifiable for different circumstances), and robust (resistant or 
resilient to negative events). 

Capabilities-based planning is facilitated by portfolio anal-
ysis, the goal of which is to invest in a mix (a portfolio) of capa-
bilities that, while perhaps not the best for any single objective, 
is effective for as broad a range of possibilities as is feasible under 
the budget. Such a portfolio is consistent with a strategy empha-
sizing flexibility, adaptability, and robustness.

Contributions of the New Research
RAND’s latest research on portfolio-analysis methods empha-
sized helping inform senior DoD decisionmakers about the 
acquisition of capabilities such as conventional global strike, 
ballistic-missile defense, and long-endurance surveillance, with 
choices made within a budget that may be flexible but is always 
limited. The work was stimulated by senior-leader requests to 
RAND for an analytic framework that would systematize how 
analysis is presented to them and how they are able to interact.

Superficially, the process suggested was familiar: Define a 
capability area and a set of test cases, define concepts of opera-
tions, generate and evaluate options, characterize shortfalls, iter-
ate to improve both options and appreciation of objectives, 
evaluate again, and inform decisions. The specifics, however, 
represented a significant advance: 

The Right Test Cases. The test cases of the approach described 
in the new study are chosen analytically to constitute a span-
ning set. If an option tests well against all of the options in 
this test set, it will quite likely be appropriate for real-world 

A 2007 NDRI project enhanced the methods  
of portfolio analysis—an approach to allocating 
resources across multiple objectives while managing 
risk. The enhancements are particularly applicable 
to decisions made regarding the development  
of military capabilities. The modified approach 
recognizes the need to 

 test system alternatives against a spanning set 
of scenarios

 supplement narrow military evaluation criteria 
with softer strategic criteria

 allows decisionmakers to understand and vary 
assumptions. 

The enhanced approach should be particularly 
helpful in high-level reviews seeking to integrate 
requirement-setting, technology assessment,  
and cost analysis.

Improving  
Strategic Planning  
at the Department  
of Defense

Acquisition and Technology Policy Center
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For more information, see  Portfolio-Analysis Methods for Assessing Capability Options, Paul K. Davis, Russell D. Shaver,  
and Justin Beck, MG-662-OSD, 2008. Online at http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG662/

Applications and Next Steps
Although the analytical methods NDRI developed are applica-
ble across a range of organizational structures, they should be 
particularly useful in the new DoD concept decision reviews. 
These high-level reviews are intended to get beyond the tendency 
of acquisition processes to separate requirement-setting, assess-
ment of technology options, and economic considerations. The 
enhanced approach described in the new NDRI work is well 
suited to an early integrative process that considers all three fac-
tors at once. The options considered can thus be better informed 
technically, the requirements can be established with a full 
appreciation of what can be accomplished affordably, and pro-
gramming and budgeting can allow for long-lead-time activities, 
such as making room for a new program.

Finally, the study indicated future directions for this line of 
analysis. Among the most important is developing the capability 
for analysis across capability areas. This is necessary for big-ticket 
items, such as bombers and space-based radars, that contribute 
to multiple capability areas. Another possibility is the applica-
tion of portfolio analysis to higher-level strategic decisionmak-
ing in DoD. For example, in deciding whether to recapitalize, 
modernize, or restructure for low-intensity conflict, force plan-
ners will have to balance concerns about regional instabilities 
with those about the long-term competition in East Asia. 

Some such challenges will reveal that results depend on 
assumptions or judgments that are inherently in the realm of 
decisionmakers, such as degree of concern about certain stra-
tegic or operational risks. Senior reviewers should be able to 
see the effect of changing the assumptions in real time. The 
result is then true communication, not just reporting of nom-
inal results. 
Highlighting Important Alternative Perspectives. The 
relative merit of options will typically depend critically on 
“perspective,” such as the relative importance of particular 
missions, scenario classes, or risks. These are, again, in the 
province of senior leaders. In the new approach, analysis 
shows how results vary with the more important perspectives. 
This material should be front and center, not relegated to 
backup status.
Assuring Rigor of Staff Work. Structuring analysis and its 
presentation to permit such interactive drill-down and itera-
tion is important for assuring rigor and quality of staff work. 
If senior leaders require such reporting and do enough spot-
checking with drill-downs to reinforce the point in some 
meetings, analysis processes will respond accordingly, and 
the quality of analysis and its presentation will improve. 

Option A

Option B

Drill down

Scenarios

1 Net32

Option B

Cases

Change
assumption

1a Net1c1b

Cases

1a Net1c1b

Level 1

Level 2

NOTE: Colors indicate effectiveness or some other measure, running from red (poor)  
through orange and yellow to green (excellent).

Evaluations should be subject 
to challenge by drilling down 
to lower levels and challenging 
assumptions.

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG662/
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that the improvement from lot 5 to lot 6 would be more 
indicative of what would occur in the next three 
that the cost of the last lot would be more representative of 
that of the next three. 

They then compared their estimated costs for single-year 
contracts with the cost of the multiyear contract negotiated 
between the contractors and the U.S. Air Force. For the second 
assumption—the one the research team believed would yield the 
most reasonable estimate—the total difference across lots 7, 8, 
and 9 was $411 million, or 4.5 percent of the combined single-
year estimates. The results for the other two assumptions are 
shown in the table.

Substantiating Contractor Cost Savings 
Estimates
The contractors had developed cost-saving initiatives that would 
be permitted by, and could be implemented as part of, the multi-
year contract; they also estimated the amounts to be saved. To 
substantiate the reasonableness of these estimates, NDRI 
researchers reviewed the methodology that the contractors used 

 B
 
uying defense weapon systems under a multiyear contract 
rather than a series of single-year contracts can save costs 

because contractors can buy materials in more economic quanti-
ties, schedule workers and facilities more efficiently, and reduce 
the effort spent in preparing proposals. 
Having acquired all six prior production 
lots of the F-22A fighter aircraft under 
single-year contracts, the U.S. Air Force 
was in the process of awarding a multi-
year contract for three more lots of 20 
aircraft each. Congress wanted assur-
ance that the proposed contract would 
yield the promised savings, so it asked 
for an independent review. For that, the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense turned 
to NDRI.

To conduct the review, NDRI 
researchers undertook three tasks:

Estimated the costs of buying 60 aircraft and associated 
engines (including spares) under single-year contracts at the 
rate of 20 aircraft per year. 
Substantiated contractor-proposed savings and compared 
them with the difference between multiyear negotiated prices 
and single-year estimates.
Reported the cost savings resulting from historical and ongo-
ing aviation-related (aircraft and aircraft engines) multiyear 
procurement contracts back to FY 1982. 

Estimate of Multiyear Procurement (MYP) 
Cost Savings 
Typically, the cost of building an aircraft goes down over time as 
production line workers become more efficient and manufactur-
ers find more effective and efficient ways to run production lines. 
NDRI researchers estimated the cost of single-year contracts 
under three different cost-improvement assumptions: 

that the cost improvement seen in building the first six lots 
would continue through the next three 

 A multiyear procurement of three lots of  
F-22A fighter aircraft would save an estimated 
$411 million—about 4.5 percent of the total  
cost of procuring the three lots one at a time.

 Seventy percent of the $411 million can  
be traced to substantiated savings estimates  
identified by the contractors. 

 NDRI’s estimated savings are lower than  
the 5.5–17.7 percent savings in total contract 
value estimated in other multiyear aircraft 
procurements.

 The F-22A program has fewer opportunities  
for multiyear savings than do most historical 
programs.

Does Buying the  
F-22A Under a  
Multiyear Contract  
Save Money?

Estimated Multiyear Savings, by Cost Improvement Assumption

Basis for Estimates  
of Future Single-Lot 
Costs

MYP Savings Relative to Three-Year Cost  
of Single-Year Procurement

Amount Percentage

Lots 1 to 6 $274M 3.1%

Lots 5 and 6 $411M 4.5%

Lot 6 only $643M 6.9%

NOTE: All amounts are in then-year dollars.
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For more information, see  F-22A Multi-Year Procurement Program: An Assessment of Cost Savings, Obaid Younossi,  
Mark V. Arena, Kevin Brancato, John C. Graser, Benjamin W. Goldsmith, Mark A. Lorell, Fred Timson, Jerry M. Sollinger, 
MG-664-OSD, 2007.  Online at http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG664/

craft. This can be partially explained by the higher unit cost of 
the F-22A compared with other fighters.

Virtually all claimed savings of historical programs have been 
initial pre-award multiyear procurement estimates compared with 
single-year procurement estimates; after-the-fact validation of 
savings is extremely rare. A qualitative examination of these pro-
grams and many of the pre-1995 programs suggested that achieving 
subcontractor and vendor quantity discounts has been a key factor 
in obtaining savings on multiyear procurement programs.

Conclusion 
NDRI researchers found that the savings attributed to the multi-
year contract by the contractors appear to be reasonable. They are 
consistent with independently derived NDRI estimates, verifiable 
by reference to specific proposed actions, and conservative with 
respect to historical aircraft MYP savings.

This project exemplifies NDRI’s value to DoD as a source 
of independent, objective analysis of sensitive issues where pro-
prietary contractor data must be protected. It is noteworthy that 
the NDRI assessment was conducted under considerable time 
pressure because the contract could not be awarded until the 
study was finished. The NDRI report was provided in just six 
and a half months to OSD and the Air Force, which fully 
accepted it as the definitive answer to the congressional request. 
It was delivered to Congress by RAND and was used as the basis 
for the required DoD certification of savings. A month later the 
multiyear contract was awarded by the Air Force. 

for computing savings, evaluated its feasibility, and ensured that 
the savings were incorporated into the negotiated contract values 
for the multiyear contract by tracing each initiative into the final 
contract price. The contractors proposed savings totaling $311 
million in then-year dollars; NDRI researchers substantiated 
$296 million, almost three-fourths of which came from either 
the buy-out of materials and parts or support labor savings. 
Thus, about 70 percent of NDRI’s most realistic estimate of 
$411 million could be traced to substantiated savings estimates 
identified by the contractors. 

Historical MYP Cost Savings Comparisons
NDRI researchers analyzing historical programs found that 
proposed MYP program savings estimates from 1982 through 
2007 varied from 5.5 percent to 17.7 percent of what would 
have been the cost had procurement been done year by year. 
Estimated savings for fighter and attack aircraft during this 
period ranged from 5.7 percent to 11.9 percent. The figure 
compares these two sets of numbers with the NDRI estimates 
under the three cost-improvement assumptions listed above. 
NDRI-estimated savings are low compared with estimated 
historical values for both the all-aircraft programs mix and for 
just fighter and attack aircraft. 

Another way to evaluate savings is by the dollars saved per 
aircraft. In those terms, NDRI’s median savings estimate was 
similar to the median savings for all aircraft with multiyear con-
tracts since 1982 and higher than that for fighter and attack air-
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Reduce distances from the sea base to supported ground 
elements or seaports of debarkation. Reducing sustain-
ment distances from the planned distance of 110 nautical 
miles is the most effective means of increasing sustainment 
capacity. Threat conditions can limit this option, necessi-
tating others.
Add LCAC surface connectors to CH-53K helicopters and 
MV-22 tilt-rotor aircraft in sustainment. Adding LCACs 
could more than double sustainment throughput. 
Increase the ratio of CH-53K to MV-22 aircraft. Benefits 
of increasing the ratio of CH-53K to MV-22 aircraft can be 
similar to those from adding LCACs as sustainment assets. 
Reduce sustainment requirements. Reducing demand for 
external sustainment, such as demand for bulk water, can sig-
nificantly improve the ability to sustain ground elements. 

The RAND team identified the following approaches to 
reducing Army ground element movement time from the sea 
base ashore:

Increase the ratio of CH-53K to MV-22 aircraft. A 
modest reduction in movement time for Army forces can 
be achieved by increasing the ratio of CH-53K to MV-22 
aircraft. Put another way, such a change would enhance 
sustainment performance significantly without increasing 
movement time. 
Add Joint High-Speed Vessels (JHSVs) to augment LCACs 
as surface connectors. Adding a single JHSV to augment 
LCACs roughly halves the movement time of Army brigade 
combat teams. 

T
 
he overall intent of sea basing is to use the flexibility and 
protection provided by the sea while minimizing the pres-

ence of forces ashore. Sea basing will help joint force command-
ers accelerate deployment and employment of naval power and 
enhance seaborne positioning of joint assets. It will minimize 
logistics stockpiles ashore, reduce operational demand for sealift 
and airlift, and permit forward positioning of joint forces for 
immediate employment.

The Maritime Pre-positioning Force (Future), or MPF(F), 
is the cornerstone of sea-based logistics on the brigade scale. 
Current plans call for an MPF(F) squadron composed of three 
large-deck amphibious ships, three new-design vessels carrying 
Landing Craft Air Cushion (LCAC) connectors,9 and eight 
cargo ships.

The Navy asked RAND to examine how still-evolving con-
cepts for sea basing could be applied to joint operations. In par-
ticular, it asked how an MPF(F) sea base might support Army 
operations while also supporting Marine Corps operations.

Analysis and Scenarios
RAND researchers examined three operational scenarios, in 
addition to support of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) 
alone, to explore potential joint operations using the sea base to 
(1) support an Army light or airborne brigade, (2) support an 
Army medium (Stryker) or heavy brigade through a seaport of 
debarkation, and (3) move ashore an Army medium or heavy 
brigade that deploys through the sea base to the area of opera-
tions. These three scenarios were judged most likely to represent 
logistic support to Marine Corps and Army ground elements. 
The researchers then developed a simulation to quantify the 
capabilities of the sea base in these three scenarios. Analysis 
using this simulation indicated several ways to increase sustain-
ment capacity:

Support of  
Joint Forces  
from the  
Joint Sea Base

 The Navy’s expanded sea base, as currently 
planned, could sustain both a Marine and an 
Army brigade on land over modest distances—
and, with some variation in equipment and 
operations, over greater distances. 

 Alternatively, the expanded sea base could 
transport an Army brigade to land in the 
absence of a usable port in a matter of a few 
days while sustaining a previously deployed 
Marine brigade in the same area. 

9 The LCAC resembles a large hovercraft.
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An expanded sea base  
would allow transloading 
brigade-size forces from 
sealift ships (right) to 
landing-craft carriers 
(center) and/or JHSV (left).

Moving an Army Stryker or Heavy Brigade
An Army Stryker or heavy brigade can be transloaded at sea11 
and moved ashore from the sea base in three to six days (depend-
ing on the distance off shore), using MPF(F) assets also sustain-
ing a MEB. The ability to move an Army brigade ashore in a few 
days represents a new capability for the Army. 

If a single JHSV can augment the LCACs, it will roughly 
halve the time required to transport an Army brigade ashore. 
JHSV operability is an issue here along with the need for a small 
port where the vessel can offload. 

Assumptions
The results of the NDRI study are based on a number of assump-
tions, among the most important of which are the following:

Army ships arrive at the sea base “combat-loaded” for selec-
tive offload, as opposed to “dense-packed.” Combat-loaded 
ships are filled to only 60 to 70 percent of capacity to provide 
room to move vehicles and equipment below decks so that a 
specific item can be offloaded when needed.
When landing craft are used to move supplies ashore, enough 
trucks are available to move those supplies inland, and those 
trucks are adequately protected. This issue was not addressed 
in the RAND simulation.

For more information, see  Warfighting and Logistic Support of Joint Forces from the Joint Sea Base, Robert W. Button,  
John Gordon IV, Jessie Riposo, Irv Blickstein, and Peter A. Wilson, MG-649-NAVY, 2007. Online at http://www.rand.org/
pubs/monographs/MG649/

Sustaining Army and Marine Corps  
Brigades
The RAND analysis indicates that a Sea Base Maneuver Element 
(SBME)10 can be sustained with some difficulty at a range of up 
to 110 nautical miles from the sea base, using only CH-53K and 
MV-22 aircraft. Simultaneously sustaining both an SBME and 
an Army airborne brigade using only these aircraft would require 
significantly reducing the distance from the sea base to these 
forces. 

Using LCACs to augment sea base aircraft in sustainment 
has substantial benefits, particularly when LCACs contribute to 
both Marine Corps and Army ground element sustainment. The 
use of a mix of sea base aircraft more rich in CH-53K aircraft 
than currently planned could enable joint sustainment at greater 
distances. 

Reducing sustainment demand (by, for example, eliminat-
ing demand for bulk water from the sea base) is particularly 
helpful when sustainment capacity is marginal. 

The MPF(F) squadron will be able to provide deck space to 
only a few Army helicopters on a temporary basis without affect-
ing throughput.

10 The SBME is that portion of a MEB projected ashore for operations. The SBME will 
comprise 4989 persons, 30 main battle tanks, and numerous other vehicles. Sizes of other 
units mentioned in this highlight: Army airborne brigade: 3,600 soldiers and almost 600 
vehicles; Army Stryker brigade: 3,900 soldiers and 1,551 vehicles; Army heavy brigade: 
3,800 soldiers and 1,770 vehicles, including 58 main battle tanks. 11 Transloading entails ship-to-ship movement by ramp.

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG649/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG649/
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T
 
o maintain a highly effective volunteer force, DoD must employ policies that ensure a sufficient quantity and 
quality of volunteers, encourage personnel to take on particular duties or assignments, and entice some person-

nel to make the military their career and become leaders. In this context, does DoD offer the kinds of careers, com-
pensation, and benefits that will allow it to attract and keep the personnel it requires? Has the prospect of being 
deployed to a dangerous area for a long period hurt active and reserve recruiting, and have deployments reduced 
reenlistment and, among those leaving active duty, reduced willingness to join the reserves? 

The question about the reserves is of particular relevance today. Over the past few years, the reserves have been 
redefined as an operational reserve, with units scheduled to deploy concurrently with active-duty units. However, 
reservists have not been called up uniformly across reserve units and occupations; combat and civil affairs, for 
instance, have been heavily tapped. Has this differentially affected recruiting and retention? 

Health care is an area of DoD focus. In particular, how can the military health care system meet the physical and 
mental health needs of servicemembers returning from Iraq and Afghanistan? More generally, how can the depart-
ment evolve to meet the changing demands for health care among the beneficiary population that is expanding to 
include more reservists and retirees while at the same time meeting requirements to downsize the medical force and 
unify the medical command? 

NSRD’s Forces and Resources Policy Center has been actively involved for over three decades in helping the 
United States create and sustain the all-volunteer force. The Center continues a varied program of research intended 
to help DoD adapt its organizations, policies, and processes to current and evolving manpower and other resource 
challenges.

Some Recent and Ongoing Projects

Supporting Reserve Component Forces
The uniquely long and intense involvement of the reserves in the 
global war on terrorism has raised issues about reserve opera-
tions, roles, and size, as well as about the active-reserve-civilian 
mix and the cross-service mix of reserves. While studies and 
initiatives have been undertaken regarding these issues indi-
vidually, there has been a need for an integrative examination in 
support of total-force design. Over the past year, NDRI has 
been undertaking such a study. The project team has inter-
viewed key DoD and service planners about prevailing prac-
tices, the considerations that led to them, and ongoing initiatives. 
Researchers combined several large data files to create a data-
base of total-force personnel and their use in the war on terror-
ism. The research team built models to estimate the long-term 
personnel cost of current active and reserve forces and possible 
future reserve force structures. The team also extended a previ-
ously constructed RAND model that simulates conflicts and 
the assignment of forces to them for different force structure 
paradigms and then computes costs and stresses on the force. 
The research team is using the databases and models to explore 
the utility, cost, and possible compensation structures of various 
new reserve concepts, along with options for active versus 
reserve “sourcing” of ongoing operations within the global war 
on terrorism. 
Sponsor: Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense  

for Reserve Affairs
Project Leader: Jacob Alex Klerman

The Cost of a Military Person-Year
DoD strives to restrict the use of military personnel to military-
essential tasks and has recommended the civilianization of more 
and more military functions and positions. Often, a discussion 
of the potential conversion of a military position will turn on the 
relative cost of a civilian versus a military billet. The presump-
tion has long been that civilians cost less. An NDRI researcher 
challenged this presumption, offering an analytical foundation 
for the costing of military personnel that differs from the one 
now in use. The difference is in the way that future retirement 
costs are considered in determining the cost of a military person-
year. The new method results in lower costs (relative to those for 
a civilian) in the junior grades and among those with at least 20 
years of service, but higher costs for those in between. A major 
implication of the alternative calculus is that truly effective force 
management—using strategic human-resources principles to 
identify the proper age-experience mix in the personnel inven-
tory—requires an increased focus on personnel costs.12

Sponsor: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel 
and Readiness

Project Leader: Carl J. Dahlman

12 For more information, see The Cost of a Military Person-Year: A Method for Computing 
Savings from Force Reductions, Carl J. Dahlman, MG-598-OSD, 2007. Online at http://
www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG598/

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG598/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG598/
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support often disintegrated after hospital discharge. An array of 
case managers confused patients and their families, and a dys-
functional disability compensation system, operated by both 
DoD and the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA), delayed 
recovery and return home, often by a year or more. Further, the 
diagnosis and treatment of such common war-related conditions 
as post-traumatic stress syndrome (PTSD) and traumatic brain 
injury (TBI) fell short. Finally, information systems did not sup-
port the process. The commission recommended a new approach 
focused on recovery and rehabilitation, overseen by one recovery 
coordinator per patient, and a simplified disability determina-
tion and compensation system. The specific recommendations 
shown in the box were broken down into 37 action steps, 31 of 
which did not require changes in legislation. Those were all 
implemented immediately by the administration, which also 
drafted the legislation needed to implement the others.
Sponsor: Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Program 

Integration, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
for Personnel and Readiness

Project Leader: Susan D. Hosek

Planning for Diversity at DoD
Increasing the racial/ethnic and gender diversity of the senior 
leadership of the armed forces has become a priority for DoD. 
To help in achieving this goal, the Secretary of Defense called 
for a departmental strategic plan to integrate the strategies and 
programs of the armed services. DoD’s Office of Diversity Man-
agement and Equal Opportunity selected RAND to assist in 
facilitating this plan. On behalf of that office, NDRI convened 
the DoD Diversity Summit in February 2007. Representatives 
from DoD components, other government agencies, universi-
ties, and the private sector gathered to share research findings, 
best practices, and on-the-ground updates on diversity efforts. 
Drawing from these discussions and the literature, NDRI 
researchers outlined a strategic plan for DoD that would incor-
porate a vision, mission and goals, strategies, and evaluation. 
NDRI also detailed the steps required to execute the strategic 
plan, including defining diversity; specifying who would do 
what and according to what priorities; defining process strategies 
related to operational elements such as accessions and develop-
ment, as well as more far-reaching enabling strategies such as 
engaging the leadership and ensuring accountability; and estab-
lishing metrics to guide progress. 
Sponsor: Office of Diversity Management and Equal  

Opportunity, Office of the Secretary of Defense
Project Leader: Nelson Lim

Supporting the Dole-Shalala Commission
The President’s Commission on Care for America’s Returning 
Wounded Warriors was established in March 2007 to find ways 
to increase returning servicemembers’ access to benefits, ensure 
high-quality services for them, and facilitate the transition to 
further service or civilian life. NDRI provided a senior RAND 
economist as the commission’s research director. The commis-
sion’s report, to which she contributed significantly, concluded 
that, while the injured benefited from dramatic advances in field 
medicine, evacuation, and acute care, the system of care and 

Army Specialist Jason Ehrhart, 21, who was wounded by a roadside bomb  
in Iraq resulting in multiple injuries, including a brain injury that left him  
in a coma for four months, arrives for testimony before the Dole-Shalala 
Commission, June 2007.

Recommendations of the Dole-Shalala Commission

  Establish recovery plans and recovery coordinators.

  Restructure disability evaluation and compensation.

  Aggressively prevent and treat PTSD and TBI.

  Extend respite care and family medical leave benefits 
     to help families.

  Make patient information transfer between DoD  
     and the VA a reality.
     —Create an individualized “My eBenefits” Web site.

  Ensure that Walter Reed Army Medical Center  
     has the staff it needs.
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Divorce Rates Have Not Risen Dramatically 
in Concert with the Recent Demands  
on the Military
Data from 1996 to 2005 show that rates of divorce have been 
rising since 2001, but only enough to offset a decline during the 
previous five years. As a result, divorce rates in 2005 resembled 
the rates from 1996 in all the services, despite the greatly 
increased demands on military families in recent years. The 
chart illustrates these trends for active-duty Army personnel. 
Detailed analyses of these data suggest that the elevated rates in 
FY2004 were an anomaly and possibly the result of errors in the 
data set. 

Throughout the past decade and for all services, divorce 
rates are markedly higher for female servicemembers than for 
males. This difference warrants further exploration.

 M
 
ost men and women in the services are married, and 
their marriages affect their performance and commit-

ment to a service career. The military therefore believes that it is 
in the best interests of national security to support the marriages 
of servicemembers, and military budgets include substantial 
funding for programs that help servicemembers manage the 
demands of military and family life.

These programs have received particular attention since the 
onset of the military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. Media 
reports have suggested that the sustained high tempo of these 
operations has strained military families to the extent that many 
marriages are ending in divorce. Indeed, preliminary data from 
the Army in 2004 showed drastic increases in divorce among 
Army officers (see the figure).

To inform discussions about how to meet the needs of 
today’s military families, the Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Personnel and Readiness sponsored RAND research 
examining trends in marriage and divorce within the military. 
In particular, the research tested the “stress hypothesis”—the 
popular belief that military stress, and deployments in particu-
lar, lead to increased risk of divorce among military couples.

 Divorce rates have not risen dramatically  
in concert with the recent demands on  
the military.

 Being deployed appears to reduce  
the subsequent risk for divorce.

 Changes in divorce over time have been  
associated less with changes in demands  
than with changes in the number of  
servicemembers getting married.

 The military should continue and refine  
family support programs.

The Unexpected  
Facts About Military  
Divorce
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For more information, see  Families Under Stress: An Analysis of Data, Theory, and Research on Marriage and Divorce  
in the Military, Benjamin R. Karney and John S. Crown, MG-599-OSD, 2007. Online at http://www.rand.org/pubs/ 
monographs/MG599/

Look at what is happening within intact marriages; the focus 
on divorce may mask significant impacts on the quality of 
marriages and outcomes for children.
Follow families over time and after separation from the 
service. 

Continue Family Support Programs
Many observers focus on the direct effects of stress on couples, 
overlooking the important effects of policies and programs that 
buffer the effects of stress and support servicemembers as they 
make decisions about marriage and divorce. Though the RAND 
study did not evaluate the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of 
family support programs, the researchers believe that the mili-
tary should continue support for such programs. They also sug-
gested that military leaders consider developing policies and 
programs that

provide support tailored to the unique needs of male and 
female servicemembers and their families
support military families without unduly benefiting married 
couples over unmarried ones
help young servicemembers who are considering marriage 
evaluate the potential costs and benefits of their decision.

Being Deployed Appears to Reduce  
the Subsequent Risk for Divorce
Deployment may have some positive effects on families. Except 
for members of the Air Force, deployment appears to reduce the 
risk of subsequent divorce. The longer the deployment, the 
greater the reduction in risk. The concrete benefits of deploy-
ment, such as career fulfillment and higher pay, may compensate 
for the emotional costs.

Stress Does Not Cause Divorce;  
Marriage Does
Changes in divorce rates from 1996 to 2005 did not correspond 
with changes in demands on the military, but they did map 
closely onto changes in rates of marriage. Marriage and divorce 
both fell to low points in FY2000 and have been climbing grad-
ually since then. These findings are compatible with a “selection 
hypothesis”—the idea that, in the face of impending deploy-
ments, some servicemembers may enter marriages that they 
might not have entered otherwise, and these marriages are at 
greater risk of breaking up. Those who enlist in the services tend 
to belong to civilian population groups statistically vulnerable to 
divorce because of their age, ethnicity, and limited potential in 
the civilian labor market. 

Filling in the Missing Pieces
RAND’s analysis was able to answer many questions about how 
military marriages respond to stress, for two reasons. First, it 
included the entire population of military personnel—active 
and reserve—from FY1996 through FY2006. Second, the 
researchers chose an existing theoretical model for under-
standing how marriages function, expanded it to accommo-
date the complexities of a military marriage, and organized 
the analysis around filling in missing data and understand-
ing complicated relationships. However, many important 
variables have yet to be studied. The military should pursue 
the following:

Examine the marriages of female servicemembers and others 
whose marriages are at an elevated risk for divorce.
Consider the intersection of selection and stress on divorce 
rates. For example, when young soldiers marry who would 
otherwise not have gotten married, and then are subjected to 
the stress of military life, what are the outcomes and what is 
the role of selection versus stress?

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG599/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG599/


26 RAND National Security Research Division

The researchers also assessed whether there was a shared 
interpretation of the “spirit” of the policy. They presented inter-
viewees with some potential objectives of the policy derived 
from the academic literature and current debate and asked them 
whether such objectives should be reflected in an ideal policy 
and whether they were reflected in the current policy. The table 
shows that, although senior defense policymakers fairly consis-
tently portrayed the objectives of an ideal assignment policy, 
there was no consensus about the objectives of the current pol-
icy. Interviews with, and public statements by, congressional 
members and staff (not shown) did not reflect consensus in 
either case.

Is the Army Complying with the Policy?
Answering this question requires determining whether women 
are assigned to maneuver units, whether support units have 
gained a direct combat mission, and whether support units are 
either collocated with direct combat units, i.e., in proximity to 
and interdependent with them, or colocated with direct combat 
units, i.e., only in proximity to them. The RAND team found 
that the Army is complying with DoD policy but may not be 
complying with its own policy.

More specifically, women are not assigned to maneuver 
units, but they are assigned to forward support companies 
(FSCs). The FSCs are attached to maneuver units, and their 
identity and loyalty appear to be tied to those units as well. The 
FSC chain of command runs through the brigade support bat-
talion, which is often very distant. 

Whether the support units have gained a direct combat 
mission depends on the interpretation of the phrase “repelling 
the enemy’s assault” in the Army’s policy. If individual and small 
group self-defense equates to repelling the enemy’s assault, then 
support units are conducting direct combat. This would not vio-
late DoD policy, which does not contain the phrase, but it would 
not comply with Army policy.

S
 
ince 1994, the military has undergone significant techno-
logical and organizational transformation, including the 

Army’s transformation to modular brigades and the shift to 
fighting on nonlinear battlefields. These changes prompted con-
cern about the role of Army women in Iraq and a request that 
DoD report on the implementation of its policy for assigning 
military women.

DoD’s assignment policy for women excludes them “from 
assignment to units below the brigade level whose primary mis-
sion is to engage in direct combat on the ground.” The policy 
defines “direct combat on the ground” as “engaging the enemy 
on the ground with individual or crew served weapons, while 
being exposed to hostile fire and to a high probability of direct 
physical contact with the hostile force’s personnel.” 

The U.S. Army’s policy for assigning women and its defini-
tion of direct combat, while similar to the DoD policy, differ in 
important ways. The Army policy restricts assigning women to 
units with a “routine” (versus “primary”) mission of direct com-
bat, or to units that collocate with direct combat units. Also, 
Army and DoD policies define direct combat differently; the 
Army describes direct combat as involving a risk of capture and 
as occurring while (among other possibilities) “repelling the 
enemy’s assault.”

As input to the DoD report, RAND researchers assessed 
how much the current assignment policy governing military 
women is reflected in, and appropriate for, Army doctrine, trans-
formation, and operations in Iraq. The study relied on a number 
of approaches, including interviews with senior officials from the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, and the Army, 
as well as with members of Congress; data analysis of the roles 
women have filled in Iraq and of those who have received the 
Combat Action Badge; focus groups of personnel returned from 
Iraq; and an assessment of unit doctrine.

Is There a Shared Interpretation  
of the Policy?
Based on interviews, the RAND team found that neither the 
Army nor DoD assignment policies for military women are 
clearly understandable. There is no shared interpretation of 
many of the words in the policy, e.g., enemy, forward, well for-
ward, and collocation.

 Neither the Army nor the DoD policy for  
assigning women is clearly understandable,  
and there is no consensus on the “spirit”  
of the policy across national security decision-
makers interviewed for this study.

 The Army is complying with DoD policy but  
may not be complying with its own policy.

 Some of the language in the policies is  
inappropriate for future military operations;  
the appropriateness of some aspects of the 
policies depends on the policymakers’ intent. 

Is the Army  
Complying with  
the Assignment Policy  
for Women?

Forces and Resources Policy Center
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For more information, see  Assessing the Assignment Policy for Army Women, Margaret C. Harrell, Laura Werber Castaneda, 
Peter Schirmer, Bryan W. Hallmark, Jennifer Kavanagh, Daniel Gershwin, and Paul Steinberg, MG-590-1-OSD, 2007. 
Online at http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG590-1/

Recommendations
Given these findings, if DoD decides to continue with an assign-
ment policy for women, the study recommends that it do the 
following:

Ensure that the policy is broad enough to reflect current and 
foreseeable operations and plan to review it periodically.
Make its objectives and intent clear.
Clarify how much it should constrain military effectiveness 
and determine to what extent military efficiency and expedi-
ency can overrule it.
Consider whether it should exclude women from positions in 
which they have performed successfully in Iraq.
Consider how much the services’ policies should differ from 
overall DoD policy.
Determine whether it should restrict women from occupa-
tions or from both occupations and units.
Determine whether colocation and/or collocation are objec-
tionable and clearly define the terms.
Consider whether the policy should remain focused on 
assignment rather than employment. 

Finally, support units are clearly colocated with direct 
combat units, but it is unclear whether they are collocated with 
them. Neither colocation nor collocation violates DoD policy, 
but either or both may not comply with Army policy, depending 
on how the Army defines the terms.

Is the Policy Appropriate for Future  
Military Operations?
The researchers’ assessment of the policy reveals that some 
aspects are clearly inappropriate for future military operations: 
its focus on a defined enemy on a linear battlefield and its restric-
tion against repelling the enemy’s assault, if that is taken to 
include self-defense. The appropriateness of other aspects of the 
policy depends on policymakers’ intent. These aspects include 
the restrictions on assigning women to and collocation with 
direct combat units, whether women should be excluded from 
both occupations and units, and the focus on assignment rather 
than employment.

Consensus Among Senior Policymakers on What Objectives Are Important Versus What Objectives  
Are Reflected in Current Policy

Objective Consensus That Objective  
Is or Is Not Important

Consensus That Objective  
Is or Is Not in Current Policy

Maximize operational effectiveness is is

Maximize flexibility of assigning women is —

Maintain current career opportunities for women is NA

Open new career opportunities for women is NA

Provide career opportunities to make women  
competitive with male peers

is —

Protect women is not is not

Protect men — is not

Simplify unit leadership is not is not

Exclude women from ground combat is is

Exclude women from occupations requiring  
considerable physical strength

— is not

Reflect consensus; gain buy-in — is not

Note: Based on interviews with 11 senior DoD and Army leaders and policymakers. Blanks indicate a neutral or mixed response. NA = not applicable.

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG590-1/


28 RAND National Security Research Division

Treatment Is Available, but the Care  
System Has Gaps

Access Gaps. Despite efforts by the federal government to 
increase health services capacity within DoD and the VA, there 
is a large gap between the current need for mental health services 
and their use. Only 53 percent of returning troops that met cri-
teria for current PTSD or major depression sought help for their 
condition in the past year. Even fewer—43 percent—of those 
reporting a probable TBI had been evaluated by a physician for 
a brain injury. 

Some of this gap stems from personal and cultural factors. 
For example, servicemembers report fearing that their career pros-
pects might suffer or their coworkers’ trust decline if they are 
known to have used mental health services. However, structural 
factors, such as the availability of providers, also play a role. Return-
ing servicemembers may face long wait times for appointments. 
Better projections of current need and demand are needed to ensure 
that the DoD and VA have appropriate resources to meet it. 

Quality Gaps. There are also gaps in the ability to provide 
and monitor quality care. Only slightly over half of returning 
servicemembers who sought care for their PTSD or depression 
received minimally adequate treatment. Fewer received high-
quality care (treatment supported by scientific evidence). DoD 
and the VA have begun training providers in evidence-based 
practices, and significant improvements in the quality of care 
the VA provides for depression have been documented. Efforts to 
evaluate PTSD care within the VA, however, remain under way. 
At the same time, DoD and VA efforts to increase training have 
not yet been integrated into a larger system redesign that pro-
vides incentives for quality of care. 

Improving Access to High-Quality  
Care Can Save Money 
Unless treated, PTSD, depression, and TBI can have far-reach-
ing and damaging consequences for those afflicted, including 

S
 
ince 2001, over 1.6 million U.S. troops have deployed to 
Afghanistan and Iraq. Many have been exposed for pro-

longed periods to combat-related stress or traumatic events. 
Safeguarding the mental health of these servicemembers and 
veterans is an important part of ensuring future readiness and 
compensating and honoring those who have served our nation. 
But fundamental gaps remain in our understanding of

the prevalence of mental health and cognitive conditions in 
troops returning from deployment 
the services available to returning troops with these condi-
tions, compared with the need for treatment 
the societal costs of the conditions and the costs of delivering 
high-quality care to all who need it.

To begin closing these knowledge gaps, RAND undertook 
a study with funding support from the California Community 
Foundation focusing on three major conditions: post-traumatic 
stress disorder (PTSD), major depression, and traumatic brain 
injury (TBI). A RAND team reviewed scientific research, sur-
veyed servicemembers and veterans, assessed systems of care, 
and developed an economic model to estimate costs. The study 
is the first of its kind to take a comprehensive view from a soci-
etal perspective.

Many Returning Servicemembers Have 
PTSD or Depression or Report TBI
RAND’s survey of recently returned servicemembers found that 

18.5 percent of all returning servicemembers, or about 
300,000, meet criteria for PTSD or depression or both. 
About 19 percent, or 320,000, reported experiencing a prob-
able TBI during deployment. 
About 7 percent meet criteria for a mental health problem 
and also report a possible TBI.

Thus, about 30 percent of all servicemembers deployed to 
Afghanistan or Iraq have experienced at least one of the three 
conditions. 

 18.5 percent of U.S. servicemembers who have 
returned from Afghanistan and Iraq currently 
have post-traumatic stress disorder or  
depression; 19 percent report experiencing  
a traumatic brain injury.

 Roughly half of those who need treatment  
for these conditions seek it, but only slightly 
more than half who receive treatment get 
minimally adequate care.

 Improving access to high-quality care can be 
cost-effective and improve recovery rates.

Forces and Resources Policy Center

Healing  
Invisible Wounds
The Mental Health  
and Cognitive Needs  
of America’s  
Returning Veterans
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For more information, see Invisible Wounds of War: Mental and Cognitive Injuries, Their Consequences, and Services  
to Assist Recovery, Terri Tanielian and Lisa H. Jaycox, eds., MG-720-CCF, 2008. Online at http://www.rand.org/pubs/
monographs/MG720/

care received evidence-based treatment, the total cost of depres-
sion could be reduced by as much as $1.7 billion. At that rate, 
treatment would pay for itself within two years.

Recommendations and Conclusions
The RAND research team offered four main recommendations: 

Increase and improve the capacity of the mental health 
care system to deliver evidence-based care. This applies to 
DoD, the VA, and providers in the civilian sector. 
Change policies to encourage more servicemembers and 
veterans to seek needed care. They need ways to obtain 
confidential services without fear of adverse consequences. 
Deliver evidence-based care in all settings. Providers should 
be trained and required to deliver proven treatments. This 
change will require implementing systems to ensure sustained 
quality and coordination of care across settings. 
Invest in research to close knowledge gaps and plan effec-
tively. Medical science would benefit from a deeper under-
standing of the course of these conditions among veterans as 
well as the impact of treatment and rehabilitation. 

These issues reach beyond DoD and the VA. Many veter-
ans seek care through private employer-sponsored health plans 
and in the public sector. The broader health care system must 
adapt to the needs of this population if the United States is to 
meet its obligations to military veterans. 

higher risks of other psychological problems and of attempting 
suicide, higher rates of unhealthy behaviors and of physical 
health problems and mortality, and lower productivity. Such 
damaging consequences suggest the need for early and effective 
intervention. The RAND study measured the costs of produc-
tivity losses and suicide and set those against treatment costs. 

RAND’s estimates of the cost associated with PTSD and 
major depression for two years after deployment ranged from 
$5,904 to $25,757 per case. Applying these per case costs to the 
estimates of need in the population, the researchers estimate that 
the total societal costs of these conditions range between $4.0 
and $6.2 billion. 

The cost associated with TBI is substantially higher—any-
where from $27,259 to $408,519 per year per diagnosed case, 
depending on factors such as the severity of the case. Uncer-
tainty is high because data are lacking, but total annual cost 
associated with the diagnosed cases of TBI (2,776 through the 
middle of 2007) appears to range between $591 million and 
$910 million.

Fortunately, effective evidence-based treatments are avail-
able, particularly for PTSD and depression, though not yet in all 
settings. The RAND team’s model calculated the costs associ-
ated with PTSD and major depression if 50 percent of those 
needing care for PTSD or depression received evidence-based 
treatment and if 100 percent of those needing care did so (see the 
figure). The researchers found that evidence-based treatment 
would result in cost savings. For instance, if everyone needing 

50% get
evidence-based care

100% get
evidence-based care

PTSD DepressionPTSD and depression
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Investing more in evidence-based 
care would result in a net savings 
to society.

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG720/
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addressed the fit of the bilateral relationship into the regional 
and global interests of each country, along with their economic ties 
and differing perceptions of trade, in particular the arms trade. 
Project Leader: Olga Oliker 

Enhancing Strategic Planning with  
Massive Scenario Generation
NSRD has been extending research on using scenarios for stra-
tegic planning. In 2007, researchers reported experiments in 
what they called massive scenario generation (MSG), a compu-
tationally intensive technique that seeks to combine the virtues 
of human- and model-based exploration of “the possibility 
space.” They measured approaches to MSG against several met-
rics and experimented with a variety of methods and tools for 
interpreting and making sense of the “data” arising from MSG. 
On the basis of this preliminary work, the research team con-
cluded that MSG has the potential to expand the scope of recog-
nized possible developments and help identify aspects of the 
world that should be studied more carefully. It should assist 
planners by enriching their mental library of the patterns used to 
guide reasoning and action during crises and should help them 
identify anomalous situations requiring unusual actions. Finally, 
it should identify crucial issues worthy of testing, e.g., in games. 
It should also suggest better ways to design mission rehearsals. If 
MSG could be built into training, research, and socialization 
exercises, it should leave participants with a wider and better 
sense of the possible, while developing skill at problem-solving 
in situations other than those of the “best estimate.” Much 
development is needed, but prospects are encouraging.14

Project Leader: Paul K. Davis

Trends in Sino-Russian Relations
The developing relationship between Russia and China, both 
major players in the international arena, has attracted significant 
attention. Each has aligned at times with the other against the 
United States, and at times with the United States against the 
other. NDRI conducted a comprehensive assessment of the 
Sino-Russian relationship and its prospects. The assessment 
drew on source materials in Chinese and Russian, discussions 
with Western observers, and interviews with experts in each 
country. The researchers identified issues over which Russian 
and Chinese interests and views converged and diverged. They 

 M
 
anaging and harnessing change amid military operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and around the globe pose a 
number of formidable challenges to the leadership of the intelligence community and the thousands of pro-

fessionals serving in it. On the collection side, for example, agencies are working to transform human intelligence 
capabilities, expand relationships with other organizations, and enhance the fusion of human intelligence with sig-
nals and imagery intelligence on difficult targets. With regard to analysis, the intelligence community is striving to 
improve the way it identifies, trains, and nurtures analysts and to enhance its ability to mine large sets of data.

NSRD’s Intelligence Policy Center (IPC) helps decisionmakers understand the nature of emerging threats, such as 
insurgencies and the proliferation of WMDs, as well as the changing role of intelligence in countering them. For this 
purpose, the IPC not only conducts research based in the various RAND offices but also has people on the ground in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. In helping senior intelligence community leaders assess the impact of future global develop-
ments on resource allocation, collection requirements, and human capital needs, the IPC has become a center of 
strategic analysis, a place to turn for innovative concepts and unconventional solutions.

Some Recent and Ongoing Projects13

Intelligence Policy Center

14 For more information, see Enhancing Strategic Planning with Massive Scenario 
Generation: Theory and Experiments, Paul K. Davis, Steven C. Bankes, and Michael Egner, 
TR-392, 2007. Online at http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/TR392/ 

13 Much of the work NSRD does for the intelligence community is classified and cannot 
be described in this volume.

Russian Federation Council Chairman Sergei Mironov, left, meets with  
Chinese President Hu Jintao at the Great Hall of the People in Beijing in 
September 2007.

http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/TR392/
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Center for Global Risk and Security
In 2007, responding to the need for a focal point for cross-
cutting, multidisciplinary research and analysis on the increas-
ingly complex issue of global security, RAND established a 
new center within International Programs. Led by an advisory 
board of distinguished individuals with varied perspectives on 
security and risk, the center will develop a better understand-
ing of the variety of security threats. It will then undertake 
deeper research investigations where RAND’s special range of 
relevant competences—from strategy to health to technology 
and criminal justice—can make a difference in framing cate-
gories of possible response. The center will draw on RAND’s 
long history of excellence in informing security policy by 
exploring innovative new areas of inquiry that cut across tradi-
tional perspectives. An example of such exploration is a collo-
quium that the center held in January 2008 with the Paul H. 
Nitze School of Advanced International Studies on the strate-
gic, legal, and practical issues associated with terrorism trials. 
At its inaugural advisory board meeting, also in January, the 
center began a process of ranking security threats. On a scale 
running from nuisances to genuine threats to the continued 
existence of the United States, a dramatic reduction in world 
oil supplies, for example, would be intermediate in seriousness. 
In a world of multiplying threats, an importance ranking helps 
direct attention to the most consequential. 

Women and Nation-Building
One of a series of RAND studies on nation-building, this proj-
ect analyzed the roles of women in the process and considers 
what might occur if current practices were modified. The recent 
nation-building activities in Afghanistan are used as a case study, 
because gender issues have been overtly on the table from the 
beginning of U.S. post-conflict involvement in Afghanistan, 
and women’s inclusion is an official part of Afghanistan’s 
development agenda. Thus, the active agents in the nation-
building enterprise have made conscious choices that can be 
reviewed and their underlying logic evaluated. The researchers 
inferred from their analyses a broad set of analytic and policy 
recommendations. In particular, three shifts in emphasis were 
recommended that could strengthen the prospects for stability 
and contribute to the success of nation-building programs: a 
more genuine emphasis on the broader concept of human secu-
rity from the earliest phases of the effort, a focus on establishing 
governance based on principles of equity and consistent rule of 
law, and economic inclusion of women in the earliest stages of 
reconstruction activities.15

Sponsors: Donors to the RAND Center for Middle East  
Public Policy

Project Leader: Cheryl Benard

 I
 
n addition to the four policy research centers described above, NSRD houses RAND’s International Programs, 
which facilitate the growth of RAND’s internationally focused research and administer studies that address 

international affairs but that are funded by sponsors outside DoD and the intelligence community (and typically 
outside the U.S. government). This research lies at the intersection of international policy with other issues, such 
as transnational trade and investment, education, health care, information technology, and energy and environ-
ment. These issues often have important implications for U.S. national and international security. International 
Programs include five centers:

 The RAND Center for Middle East Public Policy, which analyzes political, social, economic, and technological   
 developments in and around the Middle East. Projects have included a plan for building moderate Muslim   
 networks and, in collaboration with RAND Health, a landmark study on building a successful Palestinian state.

 The RAND Center for Asia Pacific Policy, which has addressed issues such as China’s economic transformation,  
 modernizing the North Korean system, science and technology planning in South Korea, and terrorist networks  
 in Southeast Asia.

 The RAND Center for Russia and Eurasia, which assists political and economic change within those countries,  
 particularly through the RAND Business Leaders Forum, an organization of leading corporate executives from  
 Russia, the United States, and Western Europe.

 The RAND Frederick S. Pardee Center for Longer Range Global Policy and the Future Human Condition, whose  
 goals are to improve our ability to think about the future from 35 years on out and to develop new methods   
 for analyzing potential long-range, global effects of today’s policy options.

 The RAND Center for Global Risk and Security (see below).

 

Some Recent and Ongoing Projects

International Programs

15 For more information, see Women and Nation-Building, Cheryl Benard, Seth G. Jones, 
Olga Oliker, Cathryn Quantic Thurston, Brooke K. Stearns, Kristen Cordell, MG-579-
CMEPP, 2008. Online at http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG579/ 

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG579/
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in time to help warriors on the battlefield. In the interviews con-
ducted by the RAND researchers, that tyranny was sometimes 
applauded—as providing policymakers what they wanted—but 
more often bemoaned. However, it was always noted.

There is no shortage of analytic tools, but there are con-
cerns about the connection between those tools and the needs of 
analysts. Too often, analysts regard the tool-builders as in a 
world of their own, building tools that analysts could not quickly 
master. As one analyst put it, analysts are imprisoned not by 
organizations or sources but by tools.

At the same time, the analytic community faces both 
opportunities and challenges in dealing with a large cohort of 
new, young analysts who are computer-savvy and networked. 
They take for granted an ease of access to information that has 
been the opposite of the intelligence community’s compartmen-
talization and “need to know.” They could become the drivers of 
a sea change in how the community thinks about analysis and 
sharing. Or they could be lost to the community.

It was plain in the RAND team’s informal survey of the 
intelligence community that every agency has a separate set of 
research priorities and product lines. These serve a range of cus-
tomers, from the President and his immediate advisors, to mil-
itary leaders charged with day-to-day actions to secure the lives 
of Americans worldwide, to state and local law enforcement 
officials engaged in the war on terrorism. This broad constitu-
ency drives needs for a wide range of activities in research and 
development, training, and education that are a challenge to 
coordinate across the nation’s entire intelligence enterprise. Yet 
none of the agencies knows a great deal about what its colleagues 
do, much less works with them consistently in testing and vali-
dating analytic techniques or in training analysts. 

 H
 
istorically, most public discussions of intelligence have 
been about operations—the work of spymasters and 

covert operators. Recently, though, in the wake of 9/11 and the 
intelligence failure in the run-up to the war on Iraq, intelligence 
analysis has become the subject. The Commission on Weapons 
of Mass Destruction was direct, and damning, about intelli-
gence analysis before the Iraq war: “This failure was in large part 
the result of analytical shortcomings; intelligence analysts were 
too wedded to their assumptions about Saddam’s intentions.” To 
be sure, the focus of post-mortems on pre-9/11 intelligence was 
mainly on relations between the Central Intelligence Agency 
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation and on the way the FBI 
did its work. But analysis was also central. How do the various 
agencies perform the tradecraft of intelligence analysis, not just 
that of spying or operations? How is that task different now, in 
the world of terrorism, especially Islamic jihadist terrorism, than 
in the older world of the Cold War and the Soviet Union?

The difference is dramatic, and that difference was the 
theme of a RAND study done in 2004–2005 but only recently 
released. The U.S. government had asked RAND to interview 
analysts at the intelligence agencies and ask about the current 
state of analysis. The government wanted to know how those 
agencies thought about their tasks. In particular, what initiatives 
were they taking to build capacity, and what were the implicit 
challenges on which those initiatives were based? The study’s 
final report, updated before its release, remains a useful baseline 
for assessing progress as the intelligence community confronts 
the enormous challenges it faces.

Issues and Challenges
In the intelligence community, analysis encompasses a variety of 
styles, levels, and customers. It ranges from solving puzzles (such 
as whether Iraq had WMDs) to framing mysteries (such as what 
might happen in the future). But the vast majority of what analysts 
do is current and tactical, oriented more toward answering ques-
tions than producing deep understanding of critical issues. This 
tyranny of the immediate has become more entrenched for a vari-
ety of reasons, not the least of which is that technology now per-
mits the data from big national collection systems to be retrieved 

Intelligence Policy Center

Responding to a federal government request  
to examine the challenges of analysis in the intel-
ligence community, along with responses to those 
challenges, NSRD recommended that the following 
be established:

a research agenda and a training and education 
curriculum with a community-wide perspective

 a common reference point for judging the 
trade-offs among stakeholder pressures  
for various analytic tasks

 a strategy to address current and future  
shortfalls in analytic capabilities, methodologies, 
and skills.

In some areas, NSRD’s recommendations anticipated 
actions the intelligence community has taken.

Assessing the  
Tradecraft  
of Intelligence  
Analysis
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NSRD suggested ways to improve intelligence analysis tradecraft following  
the release of the Senate Select Intelligence Committee’s report in 2004.

For more information, see  Assessing the Tradecraft of Intelligence Analysis, Gregory F. Treverton and C. Bryan Gabbard, 
TR-293, 2008. Online at http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/TR293/

Over the past few years, several initiatives have taken the 
community in directions RAND had recommended. Among 
those are the following:

Instituting the DDNI(A) position itself, which has the poten-
tial to become a hub for a community-wide perspective on 
goals, training, and tradecraft in analysis. 
Creating the National Counterterrorism Center, along with 
other centers, to shift intelligence, including analysis, toward 
an organization based on problems or issues, not agencies or 
sources.
Building a Long-Term Analysis Unit at the National Intelli-
gence Council, which can lead away from the prevailing 
dominance of the day-to-day.
Forming an Open Source Center, a possible seedbed for mak-
ing more creative use of open-source materials, as well as, 
perhaps, developing a model for other initiatives in analytic 
tradecraft.

These are promising actions, but they are works in progress. 
Still, perhaps they can begin to change attitudes in some quar-
ters of the community, where, despite all the admonitions and 
exhortations about analysis, the price of doing better is seen as 
too high for the likely results.

Ways Forward 
Accordingly, the RAND team concluded that it is critical to 
establish the following: 

A research agenda and a training and education curriculum 
with a community-wide perspective. The establishment of a 
National Intelligence University was an important first step. 
A common reference points for judging the trade-offs among 
stakeholder pressures for the various analytic tasks.
A strategy to address current and future shortfalls in analytic 
capabilities, methodologies, and skills.

As a step toward the last of those, RAND recommended a 
set of actions (summarized in the table) for the Deputy Director 
of National Intelligence for Analysis, or DDNI(A), as well as for 
the Chancellor of the National Intelligence University. The aim 
is to move the analytic elements within the intelligence com-
munity toward an enhanced, more agile tradecraft that will be 
essential in addressing a fundamentally different and uncertain 
era of global challenges over the long term.

Actions Recommended to the Deputy Director of National 
Intelligence for Analysis by the RAND Corporation

Make the DDNI(A) the focal point to evaluate opportunity 
costs and assess the “right balance” of analysis, e.g., between 
reporting for current priorities and the longer term.

Foster better integration of analytic methods and tools, 
e.g., through the establishment of a focal point to connect 
research and development elements and tool-builders  
with analysts.

Institute community-wide tradecraft training and education 
components, and institutionalize lesson-learning as a  
process of performance improvement, not assessing blame.

Recruit and keep the next generation of analysts, e.g., by 
building partnerships with academia and tracking promo-
tion and retention of new hires.

Innovate in analytic methods and data-sharing through  
experiments and field tests “inside the security fence,” 
while recognizing that the nature of secrecy is changing.

Evaluate the boundaries of all-source versus single-source-
type analysis, ending the distinction at mid and high levels 
of analysis and developing simulations to nurture transitions.

Rethink new kinds of intelligence, especially law enforce-
ment, focusing on the utility of the “domestic/foreign” 
divide and using gaming to explore gray areas.

http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/TR293/
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T
 
he institutions and doctrines that develop in one foreign 
policy era often persist into a new era, long after they have 

lost their usefulness. This pattern is now being exhibited in Asia 
and in Asia’s relations with the United States, according to a new 
book, Asia, America, and the Transformation of Geopolitics, whose 
preparation was partly funded through NSRD. The book’s main 
argument may be summarized as follows. 

The Cold War Victory and  
the Asian Economic Miracle 
After World War II, the United States sought to create strong 
polities and economies in Western Europe, Japan, Southeast 
Asia, and elsewhere. Among other things, U.S. leaders encour-
aged the economic revitalization of Japan, contributed to the 
development of other nations, and with their European allies 
created major global institutions such as the World Bank and the 
International Monetary Fund to stabilize the free world. The 
military protected the allies while this nation-building strategy 
gradually proceeded. Without the military, nation-building 
would never have had time to succeed; without nation-building, 
military defense would have been unsustainable. 

U.S. nation-building helped spawn the Asian economic 
miracle, which contributed to U.S. victory in the Cold War in 
two ways. First, it gave populations a stake in their nations’ sta-
bility and furnished the resources necessary for developing 
national administration, infrastructure, and effective security 
forces. Second, it gave countries a path to wealth and power 
other than the traditional one of territorial aggrandizement, i.e., 
defeating other nations on the battlefield, then seizing their 
assets and taxing their people. 

After the Cold War, Asian development went through a 
period of proliferation and consolidation. In the 1990s, although 
the Japanese economic model faltered, other economies took 
off. Breaking from the Japanese approach, Taiwan, Hong Kong, 
some of the Southeast Asian countries, and increasingly China 
itself adopted a more entrepreneurial, foreign investment–
friendly model of economic development and became more 
successful. 

The emphasis on stability over conflict continued. Even 
China, which had tried to subvert most of its neighbors before 
1979, became a leading promoter of regional stability and by 
2006 had resolved all but 2 of its 14 border conflicts to the satis-

faction of the other parties. Vietnam, once the region’s most 
aggressive power, imitated this change of behavior. Indian and 
Pakistani leaders started speaking more about the imperative of 
economic priorities and peace with neighbors. 

As for the United States, by 2000, its principal global 
adversary had collapsed and its principal Asian economic com-
petitor had stagnated. Two of its previous political antagonists 
in Asia—China and Vietnam—were responding positively to 
incentives to join the U.S.-nurtured global economic system. 
The trend in Asia appeared to be toward reduced polarization, 
heightened U.S. dominance, and peaceful economic coopera-
tion. But that is not what happened. What did happen was a 
series of strategic changes that are shaping post–post–Cold War 
Asia.

 Obsolete Cold War structures tie the  
United States increasingly to an otherwise 
isolated Japan and obscure the reality  
of U.S.-China cooperation on many issues.

 Military priorities risk polarizing the region 
unnecessarily, weakening the relationships  
that engendered American preeminence  
and ironically enhancing Chinese influence.

 As a result, despite America’s victory in the  
Cold War, U.S. influence in Asia is declining,  
and the trends toward stability, peace,  
and prosperity that have prevailed in Asia  
could be disrupted. 

Asia, America, and  
the Transformation  
of Geopolitics

International Programs
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Reversal of alliances, in which resolution of the Taiwan prob-
lem leads to U.S.-China détente and nationalism in Japan 
causes a rift with the United States.
Partial withdrawal of the United States, resulting from post-
Iraq isolationism among Americans and risking a more dan-
gerous Japanese-Chinese competition.
Collapse of globalization, with protectionism leading to a 
global economic slowdown and reversal of the mutually rein-
forcing cycles of prosperity and peace.
Peaceful, competitive, economic dynamism based on contin-
ued domestic economic reform as the source of respect and 
prosperity.

The last of these presumes a number of positive develop-
ments. It has already been threatened by political trends in all 
three big powers. None of the fears driving those trends had a 
basis in reality, and all were aborted by cooler heads, but the risk 
that provincial politicians will drive their polities toward nation-
alism, protectionism, conflict, and impoverishment is real and 
frightening. Pains in Cold War institutions such as the U.S.-
Japan alliance and military/economic teamwork also threaten 
the success achieved to date. The other powers face political 
challenges as well but, like the United States, have the potential 
to choose enlightened policies that will continue the Asian eco-
nomic miracle and its incentives for peaceful geopolitics. 

For more information, see Asia, America, and the Transformation of Geopolitics, William H. Overholt, Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge University Press, 2008. Information on this title is online at http://www.cambridge.org/9780521895873

Asia in the New Century 
First off, China’s emergence challenged Japanese aspirations for 
regional leadership. Frustrated by stagnation, Japanese leaders 
abandoned their vision of regional primacy through economic 
diplomacy, sought to build nationalistic pride in their historical 
military dominance, and adopted a defensive posture toward 
China’s success. 

China’s emergence also evoked theories in the United States 
that rising powers are inherently destabilizing and undemocratic 
regimes inherently aggressive. American military planners came 
to believe they should focus on China as the only power that 
could conceivably challenge the United States. The United States 
found a receptive Japanese audience as it sought to consolidate 
the military alliance with Japan, pressed for a revival of Japan’s 
military, and overtly targeted China as the object of the alliance. 
The Taiwan conflict was even brought formally under the alli-
ance’s purview. All of this has magnified Chinese antagonism 
toward Japan and the United States. 

Meanwhile, the United States’ abandonment of its former 
emphasis on economy-building changed America’s image and 
role. South Korea and the Southeast Asian countries began dis-
tancing themselves from U.S. policy. U.S. hostility to China 
seemed gratuitous to them, and the ideological connection 
between democracy and development was at odds with their 
experience. Deprived of previously strong U.S. support, forums 
such as Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) went into 
decline, their place taken by the East Asian Summit and others 
that exclude the United States, contributing to the erosion of 
U.S. influence in the region.

Notwithstanding these trends, the United States and 
China have been cooperating on the war on terror and on North 
Korea. Economic ties between the United States and China 
have been getting stronger, and the two nations have taken the 
lead in supporting regional free trade and freedom of invest-
ment. The tension between military-ideological alignments and 
political-economic interests is increasingly severe and probably 
presages profound geopolitical change in the near future.

The trends at work are too complex, however, to support 
prediction of a single future with confidence. Rather, there is a 
spectrum of possible scenarios for Asia’s future, including these:

Business as usual, with Cold War institutions surviving and 
an uneasy balance between mutual economic progress and 
geopolitical competition.
Renewed Cold War, with regional relations dominated by 
U.S.-China military tensions, which find their expression in 
an arms race over Taiwan. 

http://www.cambridge.org/9780521895873
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