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ABSTRACT

Foreign aid has been a signal component of United States foreign policy since the
creation of the Marshall Plan. Since that time, as new requirements emerged, numerous
foreign aid programs and initiatives were created and subsequently piecemealed together
under various U.S. agencies. The confluence of programs, initiatives, and agencies has
created a confusing and overly bureaucratized environment for expending funds in an
effort to support the democratization and modernization of other countries. This study
examines U.S. aid provided to Ukraine and Georgia to determine if they have progressed
toward Westernized defense and military structures, in accordance with their stated

national goals, within the realm of logistics.

The question is whether U.S. security aid in these states has helped to achieve
these goals. Addressing this question, this thesis proposes a hierarchal construct with
differing assessment criteria based on how and where U.S. aid is applied. In the end, this
analysis shows that U.S. aid and assistance programs and funds have assisted both
Ukraine and Georgia with their modernization efforts. However, U.S. policy makers and
policy implementers need to consideration alternative and new methods to accurately

assess how well those funds are spent in-line with U.S. foreign policy goals.
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l. INTRODUCTION

The following experience had by this writer in the midst of research for this thesis
speaks to its core question of the quantitative measure of the value of security assistance.
At a recent logistics modernization conference for the Ukrainian Rear Services held in
February 2012, a certain Ukrainian officer, a major of the Military Cooperation and
International Operations of the Army Command, stood out among the attendees.! He
was a recent military graduate of the United States Marine Corps Command and Staff
College and he was now attending this conference. He was an International Military
Education and Training (IMET) recipient who had also attended language training prior
to attending the Professional Military Education schooling in Quantico, Virginia. The
fact that he successfully completed the language training and the Command and Staff
College course is one indicator to critics that the IMET programs have worth beyond the

dollars spent in aid of allies and partners.

However, there is more to the cost benefit analysis than the officer’s U.S.
certifications. The value he provided at the logistics conference came not only through
his ability to provide translation skills, but also in the greater depth of understanding of
issues of policy and programs than those translation efforts between the U.S. and
Ukrainian delegations. Overall, his contribution allowed for a greater understanding of
complex problems of security and defense among the Ukrainian delegation, which
ultimately will reduce future costs for additional retraining of the subject matter, which

would arise if the delegation did not fully understand these questions during this visit.

Thus, there is no question that the investment of U.S. time and education in this

officer has a positive effect now and in the future. But how can this longer-term effect be

1 During the writing of this thesis, the author had the opportunity to travel to Kyiv for research—in the
former Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, fostered by the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School. | realized that
time and events changed not only a political ideology and a country but its people as well, and by
extension, their military too. | attended a logistics modernization conference for the Ukrainian Rear
Services and even provided a briefing on Marine Corps Aviation Logistics at their Officer’s Club in
downtown Kyiv—an event that, twenty-five years earlier, | would have never thought possible. The
Ukrainian military attendees were very friendly and open about the challenges they faced as they have
gradually progressed from the legacy of a communist system to a more liberal democracy that takes into
account the hard realities of the immense costs of building and sustaining a viable military force.
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articulated, particularly to an audit and accountability community which oversees such
programs often without direct experience of such efforts other than in a general sense and
that prefers quantifiable results that accord with practices of management and public
finance? The value that the Ukrainian officer added to the conference cannot be
measured “objectively,” through common metrics as might apply in some conventional
defense program or weapon procurement; rather it is subjective in nature as it provides
verification of skills within the Ukrainian military hierarchy. The Ukrainian major
provides a perhaps overly simplistic but real-life example of the fundamental issue that
plagues policy makers and those charged with identifying the successful application of
foreign aid and security cooperation funds—how to measure the success of foreign aid in

the public and national interest.

Indeed, since the inception of the Marshall Plan in 1947 and the Mutual
Assistance Program (aid of arms and technical assistance to European forces) in 1949-
1950, the United States has spent more than $587 billion (inflation adjusted calculated
through fiscal year 2009) in foreign assistance2 with the preponderance of aid, almost
$310 billion, provided just since North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO)
Partnership for Peace (PfP) program was instituted less than two decades ago.3 While
$38.5 hillion* has specifically been allocated for PfP member countries, this trend
indicates the growing political nature of providing ever-increasing aid that is specifically

intended for promoting democratic ideals.

However, as a result of the Sept 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, a rapid increase in

foreign assistance funds were allocated through Department of State (DOS) and

2 United States Agency for International Development, “Detailed Foreign Assistance Data,” accessed
November 8, 2011, http://gbk.eads.usaidallnet.gov/data/detailed.html.

3 The Partnership for Peace program is, in its essence, a mechanism by which non-NATO members
can interact and coordinate with NATO. It grew out of the breakup of the Soviet Union and its Warsaw
Pact, as well as the dissolution of Yugoslavia, as the established western democracies cast about for ways
to engage and integrate democratizing Europe, but it also accommodates Europe's armed neutrals and states
that, for various reasons, do not aspire to full NATO membership.

4 United States Agency for International Development, “Detailed Foreign Assistance Data.”
2



Department of Defense (DoD), by 264 percent,> which focused primarily on transnational
terrorism detection and prevention, and indicated a minor shift away from, albeit
temporarily, democratic promotion to bolstering security. These funds have been
provided to recipient nations under two primary Foreign Assistance programs, the DoD’s
Security Cooperation program® and the DOS’s Security Assistance program,’ with the
goal of promoting U.S. policies and interests® as well as enabling these nation states to
flourish in international organizations as well as share the burden of defense.® Two-odd
decades later, experts and practitioners rightly ask whether the results are repaying the
effort.

Taking up this question, this study examines the instances of Ukraine and

Georgia—both former Soviet nation states that have accepted the membership conditions

5 The 264% increase was calculated based on the USAID FY01 world total of $12.85 billion and the
FY09 world total of $33.95 billion. It should also be noted that between FY01-09, over 21% ($48.3
billion) of total world foreign assistance ($226 billion) was allocated specifically for Irag and Afghanistan.
United States Agency for International Development, “Detailed Foreign Assistance Data.”

6 Security Cooperation is the Department of Defense’s group of programs, authorized by Congress
beginning in 2006 under Title 10 funding, which provides for military training, military exercises, and
fosters military-to-military interoperability to support COCOM theater strategies. Primary Security
Cooperation programs are WIF, Build Capacity of Foreign Military Forces (Section 1206), Cooperative
Threat Reduction (CTR), COCOM Initiative Fund (CCIF), and Developing Country Combined Exercise
Program (DCCEP). United States Department of Defense, Joint Publication 1-02: Department of Defense
Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2010), 296.

7 Security Assistance is the Department of State’s group of programs, authorized by the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 under Title 22 funding, which provide military hardware, education, and defense-
related services to further U.S. national policies and interests. Top Security Assistance programs are
Foreign Military Financing (FMF), Foreign Military Sales (FMS), International Military Education and
Training (IMET), and Peace-Keeping Operations (PKO). United States Department of Defense, Joint
Publication 1-02: Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, (Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office, 2010), 296.

8 For the purposes of this thesis, national security interests and policies are specific objectives
indicated by the Legislative or Executive Branch which promote cooperation with foreign countries with
the strategic goal of protecting U.S. citizens and economic interests. This can be achieved directly by
providing assistance to specific security programs or indirectly by creating stable countries that, in turn,
create stable regions. It should be noted that the specific objectives and interests can be politically
motivated and are subject to wide variability from year-to-year.

9 For the purposes of this research, there are 13 major security assistance and security cooperation
programs under the three agencies/departments that are considered: USAID — DoD Assistance; DOS —
FMS, FMF, IMET, SEED/FSA/AEECA, and NADR; DoD — Section 1206, Section 1207, WIF, Coalition
Readiness Support Program, and the Civic Engagement’s three humanitarian programs.

3



of the NATO PfP10 program without an associated Membership Action Plan (MAP),11
but that both have special NATO commissions established for providing even further
dialogue and consultation on security issues—to determine if they have progressed
toward a modernized and integrated security defense and military structure with the
financial assistance provided from the U.S. government under the various Title 10 DoD
and Title 22 DOS funding programs.12 In this connection, this thesis explores how and
how well defense institution building functions, especially in its dimension of
programmatic and budgetary oversight in the cases of Ukraine and Georgia. These two
nations combined have received almost $5.2 billion through all aid programs between

1996 and 2009, though the types and amounts of aid provided to each country have

10 The Partnership for Peace (PfP) program was major initiative proposed at the January 1994
Brussels Summit Meeting of the North Atlantic Council. The initial aim of the program was to “enhance
stability and security throughout Europe.” North Atlantic Treaty Organization, NATO Handbook,
(Brussels: NATO Office of Information and Press, 2001), 69.

The PfP program has undoubtedly been successful in its application as it has allowed for member
countries to work with NATO on their individual terms and not through a parochial set of goals.
Additionally, PfP has enabled, though not all inclusive) greater interoperability, regional cooperation,
opportunities for exercises and training, as well as the ability to enhance future operations through the
experiences of others (lessons learned). David Yost, NATO Transformed: The Alliance's New Roles in
International Security, (Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace Press, 1998), 98.

11 The Membership Action Plan (MAP), launched in 1999, is a grouping of programs designed to
facilitate aspirant countries’ focused movement toward NATO with a desire for eventual membership. The
MAP programs cover five areas: political and economic issues, defense and military issues, resources,
security, and legal issues. NATO does make it clear that all five areas should not be considered a checklist
for NATO accession and any offers of accession remain wholly at the geopolitical level. North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, NATO Handbook, 65-67.

12 The primary DoD and DOS foreign aid and assistance program considered in this paper are: DoD:
Section 1206, Section 1207, Civic Engagement (includes Humanitarian Assistance-Other, Humanitarian
and Civic Assistance, and Humanitarian Assistance Program Excess Property), Coalition Readiness
Support Program (CRSP), and the Warsaw Initiative Fund (WIF); DOS: IMET, Foreign Military Financing
(FMF), Foreign Military Sales (FMS), Assistance for Europe, Eurasia, and Central Asia (AEECA), and the
Nonproliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining, and Related programs (NADR). The AEECA funding
account, established in 2009, combines two formerly separate accounts into one. The two accounts were:
the Assistance for Eastern Europe and the Baltic States (commonly known as the Support for East
European Democracy or SEED, established in 1989) and the Assistance for the Independent States of the
former Soviet Union (commonly known as the FREEDOM Support Act (FSA) established in 1992).
United States Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service, Foreign Aid Reform: Agency
Coordination by Marian Leonardo Lawson and Susan B. Epstein, CRS Report R40756, (Washington, DC:
Office of Congressional Information and Publishing, August 7, 2009), 13.

These five DOS programs do not constitute the totality of Program Areas provided under the Peace and
Security DOS objective, nor does it include all of the accounts supported under the Peace and Security
objective. This will be explained in greater detail with the Foreign Assistance Framework sheet.

4



varied widely.13 Ukraine and Georgia have been selected case studies based on their
strategic as well as energy-security relevance to the European Union (EU) and ultimately
to NATO countries, as well as the United States. Ensuring continued energy commerce
to the EU will require stable and growing economies within each country. The question,

then, is whether U.S. security aid in these states is helping achieve these goals.

A. THESIS OVERVIEW

This thesis comprises five chapters. Chapter I introduces the assessment pyramid
which will be the basis for discuss through this paper as well as examining some of the
issues that currently plague U.S. security assistance and security cooperation programs.
Chapter 11 will provide a background of the U.S. foreign aid, which establishes the
foundation for why U.S. aid and assistance continues to be given throughout the world
today. This chapter will also present the DOS security assistance program and the DoD
security cooperation program along a section on the background of the PfP. Chapters Il
and 1V undertake a comprehensive examination of Ukraine and Georgia, respectively.
While the modernization experiences of both countries diverge on some key points, their
combined story shows that U.S. aspirations of security assistance and security
cooperation have not yet been fully realized. Preceding each chapter’s detailed reform
sections is a review of foreign aid along with a background of the significant political

evolutions from Communism to acceptance in the NATO PfP structure.

Chapter V provides the conclusion and offers recommendations for policy
makers, and those charged with the implementation of providing aid, to create a
successful aid story that: funding provided equals U.S. foreign policy goals but without
being restricted under a hard metric paradigm. In the end, this analysis shows that U.S.
aid and assistance programs and funds have assisted both Ukraine and Georgia with their
modernization efforts. However, U.S. policy makers and policy implementers need to
consideration alternative and new methods to accurately assess how well those funds are

spent in-line with U.S. foreign policy goals.

13 Since acceptance in the PfP program, and through FYQ9, the amount of aid distributed has
surpassed $5.2 billion — broken out as: Georgia has exceeded $2.3 billion and Ukraine has exceeded $2.9
billion. United States Agency for International Development, “Detailed Foreign Assistance Data.”

5



B. THE QUEST FOR METRICS

The January 1994 creation of NATO’s PfP program opened a new venue for new
democracies of Central and Eastern Europe to develop yet closer ties with NATO and its
member nations from the advent of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council in November
1991. (While initial funding for the PfP program came from the United States under
PfP’s Warsaw Initiative Fund [WIF], the DoD and DOS have provided additional funds
on an annual basis under programs and initiatives that predate PfP from the origins of
security assistance in the Cold War and the creation of NATO in 1949-50.) For those
central European states that departed from the collapsed Warsaw Pact and opted to seek
out PfP and eventually NATO membership, after 1995, the closer relationship also came
with security assistance and often funding from the United States and other allies for
efforts at democratization,* westernization,”> security sector reform, and the
modernization® of defense and military organizations to what the central European saw
as a “western standard.” In reality, of course, such a “western standard” was partially an
illusion, since the allies had poorly conceived of a process to enable new allies to join the
alliance. This western standard, however, took on a life of its own in the second half of
the 1990s, as these processes of enlargement consolidated in a give and take among
central Europeans and the NATO allies, especially the United States. Of considerable

importance in this process, of course, was the question of the costs and benefits of such

14 For the purposes of this thesis, democratization is defined here as the process of a country
transforming their previous regime to a multi-party political system which embraces open and fair
elections. Despite the various types of democracies and levels of democratic rule, democratization in this
paper indicates the movement away from the Soviet system of total rule. Guillermo O'Donnell, and
Philippe Schmitter, Transitions from Authoritarian Rule: Tentative Conclusions About Uncertain
Democracies, (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989), 8.

15 For the purposes of this thesis, westernization refers to the gradual process of a country that
assimilates the values associated with Western Europe and the United States into their own culture and
ethos. These non-inclusive values would include open and honest journalism, minimal corruption in law
and government offices, and a strong legal system that advocates for the people. Samuel P. Huntington,
The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order, (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1997), 57.

16 For the purposes of this thesis, modernization is the process by which a country expands or
improves policy-determined capabilities through the purchase of new equipment, creation and institution of
new policies, and/or the restructuring of personnel and organizations with the intent to have an analogous
end-state which is compatible with NATO and leading NATO member countries’ armed forces.
Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order, 68.
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an effort, especially to those in the legislative and executive branch of the U.S.

government.

In the ensuing decade and a half, however, neither academic scholarship nor
government oversight have completely analyzed the need for PfP member states to
modernize, in order to provide for territorial integrity along with NATO interoperability,
with clear U.S. funding initiatives that are in concert with U.S. foreign policy goals.
Although mandated through Congressional statutes, to date, specific metrics, standards,
and measurements of success have only been subjective in nature at the DOS foreign
policy level with more objective evaluative measurements at the tactical level. This
circumstance has led to the advent of an event-based success model as opposed to an
outcome-based model that takes into account actual modernization improvements within
recipient countries. (In other words, service providers report the number of certificates
that the Ukrainian officer in the introduction collected, as well as the number of U.S.
sponsored events he attends, but neither the statutes nor the standard accounting

conventions capture the broader effects of all this activity.)

Obijective assessments by means of modern management techniques of how well
these funds have been spent to the ends of policy and strategy and whether they have
resulted in benefits for the target country, the United States, and NATO have proven
elusive because of the lack of generalized understanding—either in the target country or
in the U.S. government—of the character, evolution, dynamics and even short falls of
defense reform. None can agree with any fluency on the political and programmatic
point of departure in defense and security structures of partner nations who recently have
become allies. Figures in the U.S. Congress, the U.S. State Department, the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, as well as think tanks with an interest in this issue, continue to
press for an agreed basis of such security, defense and military reform as well as metrics
and measures of effectiveness for invested dollars, which poses an acute challenge for
Combatant Commanders (COCOMSs) who have for decades been the masters, more or

less, of such programs in practice.

In particular, in the recent past and the present as the center of gravity of U.S.

defense has shifted to other theaters and the budget rigors have taken hold in the financial
7



crisis, the European Command (EUCOM) Commander, where the predecessors of PfP
began some around twenty years ago under the aegis of the late General George
Shalikashvili, must respond to such imperatives of policy scrutiny, particularly because
the command enjoys the preponderance of WIF dollars granted by the Congress and the
Secretary of Defense. Although the EUCOM Plans Directorate (J-5), responsible for the
implementation and tracking of WIF and other DoD funding initiatives within the
European Area of Responsibility (AOR), has created its own table of metrics, these
numbers are based more on the quantitative actualization of completed calendar events in
support of wider security assistance and cooperation initiatives. Plainly stated,
EUCOM’s metrics track dollars-to-events rather than dollars-to-outputs in policy and
programs, even though this latter qualitative measurement has been the goal of the

Congressional committees that oversee the funds and their results.

Part of the problem arises in the very quest for simple, quantitative measures amid
defense management practices, whereas in reality, state building and the consolidation of
security and armed forces in political flux embodies a diffuse process with imponderables
that are poorly apprehended by routines of program analysis and evaluation on the model
of Programming, Planning and Budgeting, which Robert S. McNamara introduced a half
century ago into the U.S. Department of Defense. Although U.S. constitutional desires
dictate the judicious use of the tax payer’s treasure, as well as commercial experience,
suggest that “good metric results equal funding spent well,” the reality is actually more
troubling, though familiar not only in the defense sector but in many forms of public
policy. In practice, the budgetary and bureaucratic motto runs more like: “Money not
spent this year will mean less money next year,” and “It doesn’t matter if this program or
weapon makes any sense, we have to buy (or spend on) it.” The interconnection between
these two mantras becomes problematic as government fiscal officers and those in charge
of executing those funds must attempt to evaluate the end-state of the “bang for the
buck.” As a result, Congressional policymakers have tended to require the DoD and
DOS to provide metrics in order to demonstrate that such treasure has not been wasted in
the normal process of checks and balances connected with the power of the purse and

arms in the state.



This imperative of policy ensures actual value for taxpayer dollars spent, in
contrast to the Soviet system especially in its late phase of the 1980s, where the lack of
parliamentary and civil society oversight and checks and balances bankrupted the Soviet
Union and Warsaw Pact in a way that was painfully apparent to those at hand in the
1990s in central Europe. It also speaks to the Tayloritel” “metrics culture” of defense
management that is rampant throughout the federal government and especially within the
DoD since the reign of Robert McNamara, but well before in the twentieth century with
the bond between Wall Street and new forms of defense management in the era of total
war that began in 1917 and reached its high point of managerial optimism in the 1960s.
However, in the year 1990, almost no one in the U.S. government had a clear idea of how
modernization and democratization of defense institutions in countries of the former
Eastern bloc would operate in practice and how such a process would be joined with the
routine of defense management. Rather, the central and eastern Europeans, who emerged
from the rubble of the Warsaw Pact, set the agenda with their desire for partnership and
full status as allies. The regulatory structure was even less well developed. The start of
the collapse of the eastern bloc came as a huge surprise in the fall of 1989, and the
response of policy in the U.S. and the leading NATO allies as well as the alliance
leadership itself was an improvisation that evolved into a series of programs, in which the
western defense bureaucracies employed certain existing entities as well as new ones
(security assistance being an old one and PfP being a new one) to the needs of Poles
Czechs, Hungarians, and Slovaks in the first years of enlargement. For instance, no

regulation on the democratization of a former Soviet general staff or defense ministry

17 The term Taylorite is derived from Frederick Winslow Taylor’s 1911 book “The Principles of
Scientific Management.” Taylor proffered that the most scientific man will certainly rise to the top much
more rapidly than those who are not. He promoted his theory by illustrating the inefficiencies of the
everyday citizen in the United States as they conducted their daily business. And in order to thwart these
inefficiencies, scientific management must be applied. He believed that detailed planning and metrics of
the scientific method could be applied to all aspects of human activity. Frederick Winslow Taylor, The
Principles of Scientific Management, (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1911), 6-7.

Contrary to Taylor, Henry Mintzberg, in his book “Mintzberg on Management,” argues that “an
obsession with efficiency can force the trading off of social benefits for economic ones that can drive an
organization beyond economic morality to a social immorality.” Mintzberg offers that “efficiency is
associated with a particular system of values” where “efficiency emerges as one pillar of an ideology that
worships economic goals, sometimes with immoral consequences.” Henry Mintzberg, Mintzberg on
Management: Inside Our Strange World of Organizations, (New York: Free Press, 1989), 334.
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existed in DoD praxis in 1994, a fact that underscores plainly that certain programs
within the security assistance and security cooperation sectors do not lend themselves to

any meaningful quantification of outcomes in policy and strategy.

A prime example would the DOS’s IMET program, which provides funds to
recipient countries to educate their military and defense civilians at U.S. schools and
academies, as well as funding mobile training and education teams to respond to the
needs of the host country. The collapse of the Warsaw Pact in 1991 added enormous
policy importance to IMET in the early 1990s. Although IMET reaches back half a
century, neither DOS nor DoD has been able to devise long-term assessments of the
training and education provided under this program at the departmental or upper
echeloned bureaucratic levels.18  The Government Accountability Office (GAO)
constructed a tiered evaluation system for the IMET program, with the top tier (Level V)
asking about the return on investment.'* The wording of the question itself implies that
the answer is a number derived by some conventional calculation and amenable to
expression in some quantitative metric that is accepted by all concerned parties.
Specifically, GAO asked: “How does the monetary value of results of the program
compare with the related costs?”? The GAO then reported that neither DOS nor DoD
collect any data at this top-level of evaluation.?* The problem is not that either agency
resists the Congressional mandate to provide metrics and assessments; rather, the trouble

18 United States Government Accountability Office, International Military Education and Training:
Agencies Should Emphasize Human Rights Training and Improve Evaluations by Charles Michael Johnson,
Jr., GAO Report 12-123, (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2011), 16.

United States Government Accountability Office, Security Assistance: Observations on the
International Military Education and Training Program, Document number GAO/NSIAD-90-215BR,
(Washington, DC: GAO, 1990), 1.

United States Government Accountability Office, International Affairs Budget: Framework for
Assessing Relevance, Priority, and Efficiency, Document number GAO/TNSIAD-98-18, (Washington, DC:
GAOQ, 1997), 1.

19 United States Government Accountability Office, International Military Education and Training,
26.

20 United States Government Accountability Office, International Military Education and Training,
26.

21 United States Government Accountability Office, International Military Education and Training,
26.
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is fixing dollar values to such processes and institutions as “democratic civilian control of
the military” or “accountability.” Such problems are further manifest; one hardly need
note, in the cases of the reform of Iragi and Afghan security and military forces,
enterprises which have been vastly more costly than any project undertaken in the past

two decades in Central and Eastern Europe.

But how can the DOS and DoD assess such functions with a realistic measure that
serves the interest of the taxpayer and the defense manager as well as the legislature
while also offering insights into the actual process of defense institution building with its
own dynamics and imponderables that makers of policy themselves cannot generalize
about in practice? And what determines the “return on investment” when the answer is
truly subjective in the realms of policy and strategy in a process that exists at the

intersection of state building, democratization, and security sector reform?

Although managerial and technocratic elites and their overseers exert great
pressure to quantify all functions and processes within the government—and for good
reasons since most projects need benchmarks in order to justify future expenditures—not
every funding program can produce measurable results of policy and programs within a
budgeting cycle or even within a five-year plan. For instance, to state the obvious which
is nonetheless lost on some interested in the question, the production of a new fighter
aircraft has different traits than the foundation of a new general staff and high command
structure in a young democracy escaping the political and institutional legacy of war and
totalitarianism. Under current processes of the measurement of means and ends, how
someone measures the success of foreign assistance and aid then becomes a matter of
subjectivity borne from budgetary imperatives that require objective results. This already
squishy analytical footing is made more perilous by the disciplinary prejudice of the
metrics’ author, based on their particular area of expertise to the exclusion of others.
This issue is further evidenced through the process of multi-layered checks and balances
in the working of a democratic government with its own political forces that are anything
other than open to quantification as shown by events in politics, society and economy of

the last decade.

11



C. PFP PROCESS AND PROGRESS IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN
EUROPE

While the PfP program opened the door for reforms, it was not until 1995, at
which time the effort began its regularization after the initial burst of activity, that the PfP
Planning and Review Process (PARP)? was instituted to “provide a structured basis for
identifying partner forces and capabilities that could be available to the Alliance for
multinational training, exercises and operations” while “also serves[ing] as a planning
tool to guide and measure progress in defence [sic] and military transformation efforts.”*®
The countries participating in the PARP, work with NATO allies to “assess their defense
capabilities, identify potential contributions to NATO exercises and operations, and select
specific goals for developing their defense capabilities and building interoperability.
NATO has made modifications to the Planning and Review Process over time. For
instance, in 2004, NATO modified the Planning and Review Process’ goals to further

support defense reform, defense institution building, and the fight against terrorism.”*

Since inception, thirty-four countries have signed the PfP framework document
signifying their commitment to the bi-lateral cooperation between the Euro-Atlantic
partner nations and NATO. So far, twelve countries have progressed from PfP program

membership to full NATO membership with all of the new member states coming from

22 The PfP framework establishes an a la carte-style partnership program where the member country
can choose from over 150 partnership goals. The PARP framework allows member countries the ability to
have NATO assess specific goals, defense capabilities, and/or interoperability opportunities through joint
planning and exercises. Additionally, the PARP framework constitutes a commitment from the political
leadership, to their domestic constituency, that defense reforms are conducted reasonably and in a
measured fashion, with the assistance from outside donors, namely the United States. The burden-shifting
of security sector reforms, through PfP, fosters intellectual interoperability while lessening the appearance
of allocating scarce domestic resources for guns vice butter. The desired result of the rhetoric is to create a
strong security posture that reinforces political rewards with minimal domestic costs. Wallace J. Thies,
Friendly Rivals: Bargaining and Burden-Shifting in NATO, (Armonk, N.Y: M.E. Sharpe, 2003), 14-15.

23 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, “Partnership for Peace Planning and Review Process,”
November 3, 2011, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_68277.htm (accessed January 22, 2012).

24 United States Government Accountability Office, NATO Partnerships: DOD Needs to Assess U.S.
Assistance in Response to Changes to the Partnership for Peace Program by Joseph A. Christoff, GAO
Report 10-1015, (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2010), 15.
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the Baltics, the Balkans, and Central Europe.” In contrast, for a variety of reasons, there
has been a noticeable reluctance from NATO to offer full membership among the
Eurasian PfP countries, including Russia and states on Russia’s immediate borders.
Meanwhile, seven Eastern European countries26 have remained PfP program members,

although with disparate reasons for eschewing Article X membership.2?

Whatever their formal relationship to NATO, these seven PfP nation states remain
significant strategic partners to the United States, especially since the campaign of
counter terror after 11 September 2001. Considering such factors as geography and
policy, their fate influences on the stability of Europe and, hence, to be sure, that of the
United States; these nation states are also closely linked with the region’s relations and
fortunes of present day Russia. For example, the Transcaucasus and the greater Black
Sea regions provide a strategic element for European energy security. The production
and transport of fossil fuels from Central Asia through the Caspian and Black Seas create
secondary and tertiary energy routes that bypass Russian pipelines and potential
restrictions of those lines. Of particular concern are the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan pipeline
that transits Georgia, in addition to transiting Azerbaijan and Turkey, and the Gazprom

Druzhba and Soyuz pipelines that transit Ukraine.

While the United States, NATO, the EU, and individual European countries have
committed resources to ensure the region maintains its overall stability through aid

25 The 12 Partnership for Peace members who were offered and accepted NATO membership:
Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania,
Slovakia, and Slovenia.

26 The seven PfP Eastern European countries, as defined for this thesis as the former Soviet republics,
remaining outside of NATO membership are: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Russia,
and Ukraine.

27 There are currently 18 PfP member states that are satisfied with solely a bilateral relationship with
NATO and do not aspire for full NATO membership: Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Finland,
Ireland, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Malta, Moldova, Russia, Serbia, Sweden, Switzerland, Tajikistan,
Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan. As such, there are only 4 PfP member states that are actively
seeking NATO membership with the use of the Membership Action Plan (MAP): Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Macedonia, Georgia, and Montenegro. It should be noted that Georgia has not yet been formally offered a
MAP, although a formal invitation for NATO membership has been extended. Consequently, there are
several European countries that have no NATO or PfP ties or participation: Andorra, Cyprus, Liechtenstein,
Monaco, San Marino, and the Holy See. North Atlantic Treaty Organization, “Partners,” February 21,
2012, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/51288.htm (accessed March 21, 2012).
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programs, the PfP program specifically targets military modernization, interoperability,
and reform—though not to the exclusion of civil stability, economic growth, and political
will. But, regional stability, even though the PfP, cannot be bought on the cheap or
forced against the will of the people of a particular country. It must originate from the
political leadership but supported through the civil will of the people and the legislative
process of ensuring adequate funding for PfP goals.

The challenge that Ukraine and Georgia’s political administrations face is being
able to convince their voters, especially during hard economic times, that additional
funding for military modernization is valued-added for their country’s domestic defense
when supporting NATO missions abroad. Their international desires, no matter where
they currently lay, have very real local impacts. Since Ukraine and Georgia,
economically have only mid-range gross domestic products (GDP), the consumer on the
street becomes more interested in finding employment and feeding their families as
opposed to providing security and food to other countries. While this definitely becomes
a political concern, it illustrates the value that the PfP program can provide, by
minimizing the recipient country’s financial requirements, when accompanied with

funding and other types of gratis support from donor countries.

D. ASSESSMENT: A PROPOSAL AND A PYRAMID

The difficulty in measuring success for security assistance programs is that there
is not a single or consensual management measurement to assess the public activity of
security. Success must be measured, if it can even be categorized as an area that be
adequately assessed, on a whole of government approach based on the overarching
foreign policy goals of the United States in their complexity. What lacks in the
measurement/assessment/success mantra is a clear dictum of a security assistance and
security cooperation grand strategy concept that echo of the Economic Recovery Plan
(ERP) of the 1940s, a circumstance that poorly allows comparisons to the multiform
challenges as have unfolded with security assistance and cooperation since 1989. The
world is vastly different environment than it was twenty-five years ago and the United

States, in the lack of a grand foreign policy strategy, has piecemealed foreign aid on
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market principles and outsourcing to a thousand points of light as it has become needed.
The confluence of the multitude of programs, initiatives, and agencies has created a
confusing and overly bureaucratized environment among branches of government and
non-government for expending funds in an effort to support the democratization of other

countries.

Correcting these problems will not necessarily create an ideal mechanism of
management and control that directly links every U.S. dollar with concrete results in
policy and strategy from recipient countries. This fact derives from the lack of consensus
in the U.S. government as to what constitutes in reality effective defense institution
building and because the process of the last twenty years took existing security assistance
structure oriented to materiel and grafted them onto the ad hoc strategic requirement to
rebuild central and eastern European defense establishments. Meeting the need for
verifications and assessments, this author proposes a hierarchal construct with differing
assessment criteria based on where, on the bureaucratic scale, the U.S. aid actions take

place.

Understanding how NATO, and the United States in particular, have handled,
supported, and provided financial aid for partner countries’ goals of modernizing their
military structure through a comprehensive defense institution building process is
essential in determining how we judge progress for these efforts. The cornerstone of this
understanding must take into account, from the outset, that progress can only be
measured based on where a country starts from and where they want to go based on gross
military outcomes. One of the primary difficulties in evaluating success is that the funds,
programs, and assessments are considered in isolation as compared to the total defense
reform process or more comprehensively under the whole of government approach.
Understanding how to overcome the disparate programs and initiatives from the various
funding venues of the U.S. government, within a single methodological concept, can be
accomplished by using the proposed assessment pyramid in Figure 1.

The proposed assessment pyramid was crafted on the premise that a
bureaucratized one-size-fits-all metric missed the basic fundamental concepts that many

scholars have proffered, that the human element of policy does not directly link to
15



successful and cost effective events at the basic level of military-to-military interactions.
Each level of bureaucracy provides a unique aspect when identifying if events and funds
are successful. The assessment pyramid provided here depicts a hierarchical system that
applies different assessments for measuring the success of foreign aid and assistance
programs based on where they lay as compared to their foreign policy goals. This
approach aims to evaluate those programs that have quantifiable outcomes to those
programs that require verification which supports U.S. foreign policy goals within target
nations. The examination of U.S. security assistance programs necessitates a broad view

of success as it is measured up and down the bureaucratic hierarchy of the pyramid.

Ministry of Defense
{ General Stafl’

PEP PARP Goals Q
7 ANP/MAP/ IPAP %

EUCOM Goals \ .
/ 7,
5

Army Air Navy Marine

Europe Force Europe Corps

Tasks Europe Tasks Europe
Tasks Tasks

Figure 1.  Assessment Pyramid (From: 28)

As the assessments move from the base to the pinnacle they will become harder to
quantify using objective measures of effectiveness and management customs and

practice. The base-level evaluations consider specific tasks and accomplishments from

28 The proposed assessment pyramid is the author’s vision logically to structure the foreign aid and
assistance and provide a framework for rational assessments based on his understanding of the systematic
shortfalls inherent in the current process.
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tactical units that are easy to assess given the nature of the events, training, or desired
interoperability. Evaluations could consider the type and amount of funding provided
based on hard outcomes of numbers of people training, hours of instruction, or even units
equipped. When assessments move higher up the pyramid, the evaluations convert to
more subjective verifications based on political desires and goals. These types of
verifications must consider the national policy directives as they are applied to the tasks
given to the tactical and operational commanders. Success at one level does not
necessarily imply success at the next level unless it is in line with the strategic and
national policy goals. It is essential to ensure the leadership understands that
comprehensive defense reforms cannot be accomplished without reforms spanning from

the lowest tactical unit all the way up to the country’s president and parliamentary body.

The structure of the pyramid results from top-down political directives and goals
that outline the country’s national security priorities. These priorities are remolded
within the Ministry of Defense (MoD) for modernization initiatives, doctrine creation,
specific military training, and other funding allocations to meet the president’s national
security desires. When the DOS foreign policy objectives overlap with the recipient
country’s national security goals, bi-lateral aid and assistance can be allocated to achieve

mutually beneficial outcomes.

Partnership for Peace countries can then leverage aid and assistance programs via
the establishment of a NATO PARP and/or Annual National Program
(ANP)/MAP/Individual Partnership Action Plan (IPAP) goals in conjunction with the
Office of Defense Cooperation’s (ODC) goals, as an extension of the COCOM’s Country
Campaign Plans.2® These agreements, for funding and other military aid, fulfill the
MoD’s needs and can be coordinated through the COCOM (EUCOM in this particular
instance) who will consider which sub-component command, such as Marine Corps
Forces Europe, will be responsible for the actual execution at the tactical and operational

levels.

29 The MAP is constructively a political statement of intent that describes the country’s desires for
membership. The ANP addresses a multitude of issues, of which defense is only a part of the total
program. Conversely, the PARP and IPAP goals are defense driven and specifically address only defense
related issues.
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Building the foundation of the pyramid are the collaborative efforts of the ODC
and EUCOM, using their planning documents (Ambassador Mission goals and the
Theater Campaign Plan, respectively) to support the recipient country’s national security
goals, which also supports U.S. foreign policy objectives of helping to build and sustain
democratic nations. As mission essential tasks (MET) are created for each planning goal,
training events and funding can be budgeted according to each of the mission essential
task lists (METL)—those items deemed to be of necessity to achieve the successful
completion of the task. It is at this level that the cornerstone of objectivity resides where

assessments can be readily and objectively produced under quantifiable terms.

However, while allocated funding for specific events and the completion of those
events does not necessarily indicate success in totality, it does provide an indicator for
where additional funding should be focused for future events. For instance, a single
military exercise based on interoperability or language training provided to one person
will not provide the one-time check-in-box but, will require ongoing and sustained events
which foster continued knowledge and comprehension until such a time that it becomes
innate within the particular target area or task. The growing of the baseline of the
number of those trained would, in itself, indicate progress toward the next stage and
would be considered a successful and well-spent activity.

Once additional task lists are completed, the essential task could be considered
complete after an evaluative process assesses if the PfP country can perform the task
autonomously and therefore would graduate from future assistance in that area.
However, this type of assessment would be circular in nature and could be repeated
among all of the METSs using this constant evaluative process. The end results would
reinforce the tactical/operational EUCOM goals and ultimately the PfP PARP goals

which could be objectively reported to policy makers as progress or even success.

The DOS structure is laden with both objective and subjective measurements of
performance and effectiveness. These factors are not as easily divided between the
strategic, operational, and tactical goals as they are in the DoD realm. It would stand to
reason, though, that the more tactical goals are those that are more easily quantified under

objective goals—such as those at the base of the pyramid. The tactical level DOS efforts
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will prove easier to quantify since Foreign Military Financing (FMF) and Foreign
Military Sales (FMS) equipment purchases can easily be measured based on the recipient
country’s needs and success can be measured based on multiple possible criterion such
as: delivery times of the materiel, sufficient operator training, sale of combined logistics
packages which includes spares, maintenance training, and warehousing equipment to

ensure stated readiness requirements based on the recipient countries’ pre-stated goals.

The IMET program should be considered both a subjective and an objective
measurement since it provides military and civilian officials English language skills as
well as educating the IMET recipient on U.S. policy issues and cultural awareness in
general about the United States. This can be illustrated with the introductory discussion
of the interaction with the Ukrainian major. The measurable result was the completion of
the Command and Staff School while the subjective nature considers the secondary and
tertiary benefits of the language training and formal schooling which enhances U.S.
interoperability for years to come.

At the top of the DOS scale are the country ambassador’s U.S. foreign policy
goals that are at the pinnacle of subjectivity where subjectivity is verified against the
DOS initiatives such as providing economic stability, buying influence, and establishing
U.S. goodwill for the target nation. An example of such an initiative was the recent
launching of the New Economic Opportunities Initiative in Georgia where over $20
million over a four-year period was earmarked to reduce poverty, improve rural incomes,
improve food security, and address water concerns in the target communities.** While
these projects are worthwhile, finding measurements of effectiveness will prove elusive
as these are better suited under a verification of efforts that they are providing goodwill to
Georgia and the Georgian populous at large. That is the measurement of success, though

not quantifiable, nor should it be.

Although the United States and the U.S. embassy civil-military country teams
effectively track the expenditure of funds for the programs, the method of accountability

30 United States Department of State, “Embassy of the United States: Georgia, Assistance, December
2011,” http://georgia.usembassy.gov/root/development-aid/usg-assistance-to-georgia-quarterly-
newsletter2.html (accessed February 15, 2012).
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for individuals charged with executing these funds for specific outcomes is still imperfect
for the needs of policy. There is a tremendous effort at all levels of government to ensure
that Congressional funds are applied specifically for projects within the mandated legal
boundaries. Comptrollers and legal advisors work with planners to ensure that fiscal law
is strictly observed. COCOMs task subordinate commands to execute funds towards
their individual priority lists and ambassadors task their staffs to spend funds on in-
country projects. Although “after action” and “lessons learned” reports are submitted by
authorities up through the chain of command, no one is held accountable if the project,
exercise, or program fails other then in a general way. As long as the money is spent
legally and the event has finally occurred, it is labeled a success; at most, those in a
position of authority signify potential areas for improvement for the work of the year to
come. However, as of 2011, Congress has now mandated that metrics shall be developed
and used to justify funds and the progress of current and future programs, although
Congress has not indicated to what extent these metrics are to be applied or what they
should look like. Conceivably though, if metrics are adopted, then organizational
hierarchies can be held accountable for poorly performing programs. As a result, if
greater emphasis were applied to the outcomes and if commanding generals and admirals,
as well as ambassadors, were held accountable to Congress through the Department
Secretaries, then greater efforts and focus would be brought to bear to ensure meaningful
results with reasonable assessment criteria for the foreign aid programs. This could be
easily brought in line with the assessment pyramid so that measureable evaluations are
collected at the country-team and COCOM levels, while foreign policy driven outcome-
based goals are measured more on a verification of progress through the ambassador and

reported to the department secretaries.

E. SOURCES AND METHODS

Within Ukraine and Georgia, the early preponderance of literature on specific
military modernization policies and doctrine has resided largely within national and
defense policy documents such as national security strategies and defense reviews but
recently more transparency of their security situation and modernization efforts have

become available via open source venues. However at this time, Ukraine and Georgia
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both shared the same initial concerns about their territorial security against a potential
Russian resurgence and increase of their stated sphere of influence in their near-abroad.
This was perhaps more of a concern for Georgia than Ukraine since Ukraine was left with

a significant cache of nuclear ballistic missile and Georgia did not have such a capability.

The Ukraine and Georgia heads of state have published their national security and
military strategies, which have provided the basis for their individual modernization
requirements and needs. These works represent the strategic political policies for these
countries while all other strategic doctrine and modernization guidelines are formed from
the MoD and service strategies. While each country’s national security goals and
strategies vary, a common theme resonates among them—the protection of its citizens
from outside intrusion and territorial integrity. Although differences are inherent among
their desired outcomes and approaches toward the same problems, Ukraine and Georgia
have published in-depth goals specific to modernization efforts which have assisted them
in identifying specific desired outcomes. Within the Ukrainian White Book, published
annually sinc<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>