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The concept of Responsibility to Protect (R2P) was promulgated by 

the United Nations in 2001 to address the issue of military intervention 

in the case of gross and systematic violations of human rights by a state 

to prevent large scale loss of life. This issue reflects a greater 

international focus on protection of civilians to prevent future atrocities. 

My research examines how the key departments in the executive branch, 

specifically, the Department of State (DOS), US Agency for International 

Development (USAID) and the Department of Defense (DOD), have 

changed policy doctrine and procedures to incorporate these R2P related 

norms into United States Government (USG) practices between 2001 and 

2016. In assessing the extent to which these norms have become 
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institutionally embedded, I address the following questions: (1) What is 

the institutional environment in which the USG negotiates its mandates 

regarding the implementation of R2P? (2) How do the distinct 

institutional cultures of DOS, USAID and particularly the DOD, shape 

and influence positions on military intervention into humanitarian 

crises? (3) What is the relationship between the DOD (and its various 

offices) and the other US departments and agencies as well as civil 

society with which it works to implement R2P? (4) What processes, 

procedures and action has the USG implemented to help operationalize 

R2P? (5) How has the USG institutional action and thinking (focused 

primarily on DOD and DOS) changed over time, from the emergence of 

R2P through two US administrations?  

These questions help us discern whether and to what extent the 

R2P norms have been institutionally embedded in to the USG. To 

empirically explore these questions, I used a mixed methods approach. I 

examined what is written in the doctrine, policy and documentation of 

practices of the three departments, from the national level down to the 

operational level. Conducting a content analysis of over 6000 speeches 

by the President, and senior leadership of the three departments, I also 

examine what is said in official speeches and statements. Additionally, I 

attempted to examine what is perceived by interviewees by conducting 

over eight hours of semi-structured interviews with practitioners in the 
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USG as well as the United Nations and Non-Governmental Organizations 

to get their perspectives. The key finding of this dissertation is that, after 

2010, there has been an increase in the development of formal policies, 

procedures, and practices emphasizing the protection of civilians against 

mass atrocity and humanitarian operations. These changes occurred 

consistently over a sixteen-year period. These changes, I argue, reflect an 

increased emphasis by the two presidential administrations (Republican 

and Democratic) on the R2P related norms. I conclude that these 

normative changes place protection of civilians both within and outside 

the United States—as a priority for the USG reflected in “sovereignty as 

responsibility.” How the institutionalization of these R2P-related norms 

shaping the USG practices develop under future presidential 

administrations, of course remains an open empirical question. But for 

now, US executive branch action will be operating in a context in which 

the responsibility to protect civilians is normatively institutionalized not 

only as an expectation of the UN and many foreign governments and civil 

society actors, but also within the structures (organizational, political, 

and cultural) of the United States’ key departments and agencies 

responsible for operationalizing humanitarian intervention.  
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Chapter One: Institutionalizing the International “Responsibility to 
Protect” 

The United States Challenge of Reconciling “National” and “Human” 

Security 

Despite the existence of numerous international conventions 
intended to protect the vulnerable, the brutalization of 
civilians, particularly women and children, continues in 
armed conflicts… International conventions have 
traditionally looked to states to protect civilians, but today 
this expectation is threatened in several ways. To strengthen 
protection, we must reassert the centrality of international 
humanitarian and human rights law… We must also devise 
new strategies to meet changing needs. (Kofi Annan, 2000)  
 
…we would make changes to make clear that the 
obligation/responsibility discussed in the text is not of a 
legal character…We do not accept that either the United 
Nations as a whole, or the Security Council, or individual 
states, have an obligation to intervene under international 
law. We also believe that what the United Nations does in a 
particular situation should depend on the specific 
circumstances. Accordingly, we should avoid language that 
focuses on the obligation or responsibility of the 
international community and instead assert that we are 
prepared to take action. (US Ambassador Bolton memo, 
2005) 
 
[Within DOD] “protection of civilians” … doesn’t mean some 
of the things that one would classify as protection of 
civilians. [In R2P] … We're doing some work on that, I think 
this is a really exciting time for like shifting norms in DOD. 
But I think this is like a turning point, like probably five 
years ago even it was not -- there wasn’t this sort of interest 
in protection of civilians, especially after Somalia and things 



2 
 

like that…in my same office there's stability, so I'm stability 
and humanitarian affairs, but there's stability operations 
and they're looking at new ways to not do nation building 
but like stabilization operations. So how does protection of 
civilians fit into that, right? How should we be considering 
like the civilian population as like an actual objective as 
opposed to something to be accounted for... (Interviewee 12 
2014). 

 
These quotations represent the view of the UN on R2P, the USG’s 

initial analysis of the language in the UN General Assembly discussions 

on the topic, and the view of one member of the department responsible 

for implementing any military intervention in support of humanitarian 

operations. These differing perspectives highlight the tensions faced in 

trying to change states views in dealing with humanitarian crises. 

The International Community 1established treaties after World War 

II to ensure that the horrific acts resulting from the genocide of Jewish 

people throughout Europe never occurred again. The treaties, along with 

the founding of the United Nations and establishment of organizations 

and processes, have codified approaches to these violations of human 

rights within the international community (Axworthy 2013:150). Despite 

the outcry resulting in establishing broad treaty-codified norms, the 

international community and individual states response to these 

                                       
1 International Community is not used in the dissertation as a sociological concept, but 
to reflect other states and civil society within the UN structure 
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tragedies continues to be inconsistently applied leading to mixed results 

(Seybolt 2007: 5). 

In response to the inconsistency in dealing with humanitarian 

crises resulting from state or non-state sponsored crimes against 

populations, Secretary General Kofi Annan challenged the United Nations 

General Assembly to address the issues and develop an international 

consensus on how to deal with these crises to prevent atrocity and loss of 

life (United Nations 2004). The genesis was the lack of response 

illustrated in the failure to act in Rwanda in 1994 as well as the 

problems of consistency in approach exemplified by the efforts in 

Somalia, Bosnia and Kosovo.  

Humanitarian Intervention  

This dissertation examines the changes in the international 

response to humanitarian issues focused on atrocity prevention defined 

in the UN’s R2P normative framework, and to what extent the norms 

have become embedded in USG practice. This dissertation is not 

addressing humanitarian intervention, but examining the influence of a 

new normative concept, R2P, on the USG’s executive branch efforts to 

operationalize the emerging norm into USG practice. To provide a context 

to the USG’s efforts to institutionalize R2P an understanding of the range 

of justifications used to intervene in the post-Cold War era is informative. 

The acceptance of R2P has been contested at least partly due to a legacy 
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of military intervention that saw interventions occurring in numerous 

states based on a range of justifications. The justification for intervention 

varied, from; just war (Gilligan 2013), restoring democracy (Ayub and 

Kuovo 2008; Ramsbotham 1997), stopping a rogue regime (Mercille 

2013; Weiss 2013), self-defense, national security (Roberts 2003), 

restoring security to a state, (Rotberg 2013), threats to international 

peace and security (Roberts 2003; Walling 2013).  

 Subsequent to the end of the Cold War, Political Scientist, Mark 

Salter identified an “expectation of global interpenetrations …. and 

technology would inspire a politico-cultural homogenization and a global 

culture…” (Salter 2002:128-129). This contrasted with the realities of 

conflicts in Somalia, Rwanda and the former Yugoslavia (ibid p.128). The 

UN itself acknowledged that in the Post-Cold-War period, “the strategic 

context for UN Peacekeeping changed dramatically, shifting from 

traditional mission of observational tasks performed by military to 

complex multidimensional enterprises designed to ensure comprehensive 

peace agreements…with the nature of conflicts changed increasingly to 

intra-State conflict and civil wars” (UN Peacekeeping website). In 

response to this changed environment in the 1990’s and beyond, 

humanitarian interventions have both occurred and failed to occur.  

 The nature of intervention by states shifted focus from primarily 

interstate conflict to conflict based on internal state turbulence ranging 
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from; famine, revolt or disintegration due to poverty, mismanagement 

ethnic or religious conflict, ideological or power rivalries, oppression 

among other (Hoffman 1992). These changes have influenced states in 

terms of how they engage in humanitarian issues, particularly 

intervention (Cardenas 2004; Cassel 2001; Krasner 1999; Rengger 2011; 

Reus-Smit 2001). 

One key event for the subsequent focus on humanitarian 

intervention “re-imagined” through the development of “Responsibility to 

Protect” (R2P) in 2001 was the crises in Rwanda in 1994, where major 

powers chose to avoid rapid intervention into an obvious genocidal event 

between Hutu and Tutsi. Subsequent events throughout the 1990’s in 

DRC, Sudan, Burundi and West Africa, East Timor and the Former 

Yugoslavia states graphically illustrated the extent of violence being 

perpetrated in “sovereign” states in which the international community 

responded tepidly, and in the view of the UN Secretary General and 

others, not enough was being done to address humanitarian concerns. 

Responding to the challenge, the government of Canada along with 

a number of foundations, established the International Commission on 

Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS) in September 2000 to address 

the legal, moral, political, and operational issues associated with 

humanitarian crises intervention. The focus led to a normative concept 

known as “Responsibility to Protect” with the view that sovereign states 
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have a responsibility to protect their own citizens from these 

catastrophes, but if they are “unwilling or unable to do so” the 

responsibility devolves to the broader international community (Axworthy 

2013:152). The changes that have occurred since World War II have 

shifted the focus from one of rights of states and state sovereignty to 

protection of civilians, impact of crises on children and women, as well as 

the issues of terrorism, disease, and open border issues (ibid p.50). 

 As a major power and permanent member of the UN Security 

Council, the United States plays a significant role in helping to 

institutionalize normative changes to humanitarian operations within the 

international community. The national security concerns of the states 

plays a role in how and when a state engages in international operations, 

specifically in this case humanitarian intervention. States have a primary 

concern for their own national security. Baldwin posed a series of 

questions to frame the analysis of security for a state: “Security for 

whom? Security for which values? How much security? From what 

threats? By what means? At what cost? In what time period” (1997:13-

17)?” Stolberg contends that:  

A national interest is “that which is deemed by a particular 
state (actor) to be a desirable goal.” The attainment of this 
goal is something that the identifying actor believes will have 
a positive impact on itself (2012: 9). 
 



7 
 

He further elaborates on the concept of “interest” that creates tension in 

terms of what interests and whose security to pursue. This tension drives 

the national security structure of the state to balance interests, while 

understanding risk and tradeoffs as interests are determined.  

[Interests] are what the actor values. These interests could 
be designed purely for the sake of advancing the power of an 
actor with the object of attaining greater security for that 
actor, or they might be guided by values and ethics with the 
intent of doing some type of good for parts of the 
international system, or the overall system in general. This 
might include collaboration and coordination with other 
actors in the international system. It could also require the 
interest-crafting actor to subordinate certain interests that 
only benefit it for the sake of other interests that are of greater 
value to additional actors in the system (Stolberg 2012:10 
emphasis mine). 
 

As the quote indicates there is a tension within the State when 

addressing both national security priorities of the state, and the 

demands of supporting human rights priorities. Tension associated in 

reconciling human security and national security priorities can range 

from addressing resource allocation concerns of state capacity, ensuring 

capability is available for other emerging threats, to concerns of risk 

associated with engaging in an intervention with the potential for 

enlarged geopolitical conflicts.  

 The R2P norm challenges the states to balance goals associated 

with defending and advancing human security, focused on individuals, 

and populations, unconstrained by traditional concerns of sovereignty or 
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territorial integrity. As the policy making and policy execution 

departments and agencies of the United States executive branch have 

increasingly given voice to R2P norms, embracing them in policy 

discourse along with other policy issues articulating national security 

interests, the USG and the implementing organizations of Department of 

State (DOS), Department of Defense (DOD), and United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID) are faced with the challenge of 

implementing both of these objectives in any given humanitarian 

intervention.  

 These issues raise a number of questions regarding USG practice 

including the following:  

To what the extent has R2P been institutionalized to operationally 

implement humanitarian intervention? Does the USG view human 

security objectives as a hindrance to national security interest? If so, in 

what ways is it perceived as hindering, and are there situations where 

one is prioritized over the other? Alternatively, has the USG been able to 

resolve the tensions between these interests? Essentially understanding 

that the pursuit of defending or advancing human security of foreign 

states and advancing the security of the United States and its’ citizens 

are compatible goals. If so, how does this look in practice? How has the 

US policy discourse supporting the R2P norm influenced the DOD as the 

department responsible for conducting a military intervention in support 
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of an atrocity? In essence, what changes to DOD policy, doctrine and 

operations has the R2P norm affected?  

Specifically, the research examines how R2P’s normative 

framework is influencing the USG institutional processes charged with 

implementing the USG response to humanitarian crises involving atrocity 

prevention and the protection of civilians. The focus is on key US 

government departments and agencies within the executive branch 

charged with framing any US response to a crises and implementing 

actions in support of humanitarian intervention. I examine the 

operationalization of the R2P codified through USG. I examine changes in 

organizational structure and doctrinal procedures to examine whether 

the R2P norms focusing on protection of civilians in cases of atrocities 

have changed the USG’s emphasis on the security of civilian populations, 

while addressing multiple issues and competing priorities within its 

national security framework. Often the humanitarian concerns arise in 

conflicts affecting vulnerable distant populations that the USG perceives 

as disconnected from its primary national security concerns. 

The research addresses how embedded the concept of R2P has 

become in state processes and what key changes have been made to the 

USG’s organizational structures, policy, and processes, charged with 

implementing this emerging normative concept when there is a decision 
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to intervene. This research will explore the following questions to help 

determine the extent of embeddedness: 

(1) What is the institutional environment in which the USG 

negotiates its mandates regarding the implementation of R2P?  

(2) How do the distinct institutional cultures of State, USAID and 

particularly the DOD shape and influence positions on military 

intervention into humanitarian crises? 

(3) What is the relationship between the DOD (and its various 

offices) and the other US departments and agencies as well as civil 

society (e.g. NGO’s) with which it works to implement R2P? 

(4) What processes, procedures and action has the USG 

implemented to help operationalize R2P? 

(5) How has the United States Government (USG) institutional 

action and thinking (focused primarily on Department of Defense (DOD) 

and Department of State (DOS)) changed over time, from the emergence 

of R2P during the Bush administration through the end of the Obama 

administration? 

Because the United States has the ability to enable or inhibit UN 

decisions to intervene during a crisis through its status as a permanent 

member of the UN Security Council (UNSC), changes in how the USG is 

integrating R2P into governmental functions to respond to a crisis has 

the potential to significantly influence other states’ integration, 
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acceptance, and implementation of R2P, and subsequently the 

elaboration of the concept itself. Normative acceptance and 

implementation also has the secondary effect of influencing the legal 

status of state sovereignty over the long term. As Shaffer and Pollack 

contend soft law can undermine hard (existing) law, changing it in 

fundamental ways. Over time these R2P soft law norms can erode the 

hard international law of state sovereignty (Shaffer and Pollack 

2011:1238). This perspective is reinforced by Oberleitner who maintains 

that: 

 A focus on the individual, … waning state sovereignty and 
the rise of new actors, the shift in our understanding of 
security, the need and risks of "saving strangers" through 
humanitarian intervention, the reform of the Security 
Council, the conduct of complex peace missions, and the 
adequate reaction to new threats-pose a challenge to 
international law. As a value-based and people-centered 
approach … human security will contribute to normative 
changes in the international legal order (2005:185). 
 
As Oberleitner indicates, the shifting focus on human security has 

the potential to ultimately influence international human rights laws over 

time. 

To examine R2Ps influence on the USG, I used a mixed method 

inductive approach to assess how the R2Ps’ normative concepts are 

being shaped in three key executive branch organizations with primary 

responsibility for implementing USG foreign policy decisions, and 

directing efforts in support of military intervention in the case of atrocity 



12 
 

prevention. For the semi-structured interviews approach I used a “snow-

ball” sampling technique, resulting in a mix of respondents at both the 

senior policy and practitioner level. These interviews helped to reinforce 

patterns I discovered in the content analysis of senior leadership 

speeches and official documents. The analysis reviewed spans two 

presidential administrations, those of George W. Bush (2001-2008) and 

Barack Obama (2008-2016). The policy level discourse reinforces Weiss’s 

general claims on institutionalization. 

I assert a stronger indication of normative acceptance however is 

through embedding concepts into operational processes (reflected in 

doctrine) required to truly implement the norm in practice. Thakur 

(2015), reiterates this point identifying a need for greater integration of 

the norm, stating:  

The protection of victims from mass atrocities requires 
different guidelines and rules of engagement as well as 
different relationships to civil authorities and humanitarian 
actors. The differences need to be identified, articulated and 
incorporated into officer training manuals and courses. 
Operationalizing R2P with respect to the protection agenda 
in the field will mean adopting a bottom-up approach that 
brings together the humanitarian actors on the ground in 
conflict zones. (p.427).  
 

Thakur acknowledges a gap in the emerging norm in terms of an 

actual capability to provide atrocity prevention without efforts to 

build capacity and implement operational practices. 
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 In this dissertation, I examine the emerging institutionalization of 

the R2P within the USG executive department. The USG has 

institutionalized the international norms within R2P through policy 

documents at the national level. However, to effectively implement 

protection of civilians and conduct atrocity prevention operations 

requires that these concepts become embedded in the departmental 

processes within the executive branch. To accomplish this level of 

analysis requires insights from political sociology and the sociology of 

organizations, as well as insights that each of these subfields has 

fruitfully gleaned from cultural sociology, to bear on understanding the 

process by which international norms become institutionalized within 

states. 

Risse and Sikkink’s research focuses on “conditions under which 

…international norms are internalized and affect domestic institutional 

change” with a “causal argument about effects of transnational advocacy 

networks in the norm diffusion process” (2004: 5). But, unlike Sikkink 

and her colleagues (2004), I aim to identify how this international norm 

institutionalized within national level policy is then operationalized – that 

is, how it has been implemented within the USG’s administrative, or 

executive, branch (namely, the DOS, USAID, and the DOD) to support 

humanitarian operations consistent with R2P. These departments are 
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responsible for operationalizing R2P through state practices of 

“humanitarian intervention.” 

I show how these departments, with mandates and a concomitant 

organizational culture focused on “national security” concerns have 

negotiated, and differently integrated the “human security” concerns 

associated with R2P. I also show how this process of institutionalizing 

R2P through policy-making and operationalizing practices has 

significantly transformed these department’s understanding and 

practices for assessing national security as well as their organizational 

culture. The issue of security (national versus. human) is tightly 

integrated into the approaches taken by the USG in implementing this 

emerging R2P norm. While the UN has made a distinction between 

human security and R2P, it has clearly made R2P a special case of 

human security in the face of atrocity. The other side of the human 

security concern is freedom from want, focusing on issues such as food 

security, poverty, and health. The April 2012 Follow Up Report on Human 

Security states that “without human security, state security cannot be 

attained and vice versa” (UN Gen Assembly Report A/66/763: 5). The 

USG also has recognized the importance of human security to both 

state’s national security concerns, and more broadly the international 

system of states’ security concerns by emphasizing the USG’s perspective 
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on human security during the 2012 UN Human Rights Council in 

Geneva.  

The United States was then and is now a strong supporter of 
the concept of Responsibility to Protect, and we are 
committed to working with international partners at the 
Human Rights Council to focus on pillar two, prevention and 
capacity building, in order to develop more effective 
strategies to protect populations from atrocities (US Mission 
UN Geneva 2012). 
 
These comments link broader prevention issues of human security 

focused on poverty, food, and other development issues (root causes of 

instability), and R2P intervention indirectly to USG national security 

issues. (US Mission to UN Geneva 2012).  

Literature Review 

This legacy of failed efforts at humanitarian intervention helped 

focus the UN on the need to improve the international community’s 

ability to rapidly respond. The UN’s mandate to protect civilians 

developed from the four freedoms, specifically “freedom from fear”, 

required a new focus to improve on previous efforts by the UN. UN 

Secretary General Annan in his “We the Peoples the Role of the UN in the 

21st Century” report highlighted the shift in focus on security: 

In the wake of these conflicts, a new understanding of the 
concept of security is evolving. Once synonymous with the 
defense of territory from external attack, the requirements of 
security today have come to embrace the protection of 
communities and individuals from internal violence (A 
66/763 2000: 31). 
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The UN Secretary General comments reflect the evolving nature of 

states from a focus on security of the state to security based on human 

security. The security of the state and the people are nested, and state 

security has become dependent on human security. A significant 

question concerning R2P during the past sixteen years the international 

community has faced a number of humanitarian crises, is whether and 

in what ways have normative values influenced the international 

community and member states to institutionalize R2P’s elements of  

“react, respond, and rebuild”. 

 Literature for R2P falls into several broad categories:  

Numerous authors have provided the details of the R2P Report and its 

alignment with ethical norms and international law to increase exposure 

to a wide audience and provide the logic and framework for acceptance 

(Bellamy and Williams 2011; Karlsrud 2013; O’Brien 2012; Peltonen 

2010; Stahn 2007). 

 Others identified impediments and disconnects in implementation 

of the concept as defined. This group examined crises such as Libya and 

Syria highlighting the issues involved in the coercive aspects of 

intervention and state interests, perceived failure to act in cases such as 

Zimbabwe where clear violations have occurred, and analysis of effects of 

creating an international institution to prevent atrocities (Chandler 2015; 
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Howard-Hassmann 2010; Kydd & Straus 2013; Lynch 2011; Morris 2013 

Totten 2014).  

Another strand of literature addressed the challenges to R2P made by 

concept doubters and opponents. Acknowledging disconnects in how R2P 

is employed, authors suggest that misuses can advance norms through 

contestation and conceptual clarification. (Badescu & Weiss 2010; 

Bellamy 2014; Evans, Gareth, Thakur & Pape 2013; Lyon, 2009; Whittall 

2010). In addition, authors recognize the linkage to western values and 

the legacy of intervention by western states in the developing south. 

Arguments on the focus of R2P on the less developed world and changes 

in the strength of opposition over time. (Bush et al 2011; Hall 2013; Virk 

2013). 

 A final set of authors suggested ways of operationalizing the 

concepts; in law, building capacity, and leveraging civil society, as well as 

through regional international organizations. Strong support is made for 

the role of non-governmental entities in influencing and shaping how 

R2P is implemented. Junk and Weiss focus on efforts at the policy 

making level (Bellamy 2014; Breaua & Joyce 2013; Cilliers et al 2009; 

Gierycz 2010; Junk 2014; Power 2009; Weiss 2016)). 

 My research contributes to the literature on R2P by analyzing the 

extent of USG efforts to provide capability through operational 

implementation of R2P norm into USG, and specifically the DOD 



18 
 

practices. The research focuses on the increasing USG 

institutionalization addressing the prevent and react elements of R2P. 

The research extends the efforts of Junk looking at the policy level to an 

analysis of the operational level within the departments. It provides 

empirical evidence of increased USG efforts to implement the R2P 

normative concepts into USG operational practices. Proponents of R2P 

such as Weiss (2012), Axworthy (2013) and Belamy (2011), as well as 

others, have been focused on the norm as institutionalized at the 

national and international policy levels of government. These authors’ 

perspective is that R2P is in fact a norm accepted by governments, and 

capable of implementation. In contrast, while acknowledging R2P as an 

“emerging norm”, in my opinion currently there is insufficient plausible 

evidence (especially in terms of actual crises) of institutional 

embeddedness of R2P norms within the USG. While my content analysis 

reflects this policy level acceptance of R2Ps norms on protection of 

civilians and atrocity prevention, these efforts are predominantly focused 

on the prevention element. Prevention is the preferred approach; 

however, it doesn’t address the harder question of intervention in the 

case of a state’s failure to act. My content analysis on operational level 

documents and practices within the executive branch, as well as 

interviews provides evidence of a more embedded level of 

institutionalization of the norms into the practices critical for the USG, 
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and more broadly the international community, to be prepared to react in 

the event of an atrocity. This level of institutionalization into operational 

practice embeds the normative concepts into USG practice supporting 

both R2P, as well as the USG national security priorities of international 

and regional stability. These practices are entering into the USG stability 

and security activities and therefore less likely to be easily reversed.  

Thomas Weiss (2016) discusses “conceptual building blocks” 

relevant to analyzing R2P’s institutionalization. One conceptual block 

that relates to this research effort is the evolution of peace operations; 

from traditionally conceived peacekeeping mission to peace enforcement 

in a contested environment. This focus sets conditions for how states 

and the international community address potential military 

interventions. The conditions on the ground, and the risk associated with 

intervention shape how states, and the international community address 

the problem. Within the USG the crisis conditions influence both policy 

decisions and action based on a risk calculus weighing threats to forces, 

geopolitical concerns, and national security. Through examination of 

changes in DOD’s approaches to atrocity prevention and protection of 

civilians this research examines how R2P is being institutionalized.  

As Weiss points out the motives behind a state’s decision to 

intervene in a humanitarian intervention vary. If national interests 

disqualified potential humanitarian intervention, there would rarely be 
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sufficient motivation to get involved in the first place or stay the course 

(2016: 9).  

Weiss’s point on motivation for intervention, whether it’s 

humanitarian altruism or aligned with national security concerns 

directly relates to my analysis of the USG operationalization of R2P. The 

primary responsibility of the state continues to be the protection of its 

defined citizens, and survival of the state from the USG perspective. 

There are some crises that align along altruistic humanitarian grounds 

(e.g. Timor-Leste, Nigeria, DRC) while others have a relationship to the 

broader national security concerns that the crisis could engender (e.g. 

Syria, Libya, Iraq). In both circumstances the humanitarian intervention 

can have a positive effect on the population at risk. There is a potential 

though for crises that don’t directly affect the US, to result in varied 

types of support and length of involvement. Because the USG evaluates 

the crisis in terms of national security as well as humanitarian concerns, 

the response by the USG will be informed by looking at risks to 

determine the extent of USG involvement. A clear example of the USG 

limiting our response and risk to forces was the Libyan operation where 

the US rapidly turned over operations to NATO and avoided committing 

significant force structure on the ground 

(http://www.news12.com/story/34814663/us-likely-to-keep-combat-

role-after-libya-shift). 
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Although R2P addresses human rights concerns resulting from 

legally defined crimes in the international community, the concept itself, 

and reference to it has been somewhat slow in appearing. Over the last 

two decades military interventions have occurred; some fully supported 

by UN Resolutions and, others supported by either regional or a coalition 

of forces to act on a crisis. The UN’s promulgation of R2P and the USG’s 

endorsement of the norms has led to efforts in the USG to institutionalize 

these norms. 

Weiss, and others have recognized the institutionalization of R2P 

norms in the policy level documents of states. These changes have 

helped to move the norms into the discourse of states (to include the 

USG). This provides evidence at the policy level that the USG is aware of 

and supportive of the practice of R2P in terms of prevention. But 

ultimately a clearer indication of the USG recognition of the norm has to 

go beyond the preventive nature of the current policy norms. The efforts 

by the USG departments in embedding the norms into operational 

practices, specifically in practices of DOD to be prepared to respond to 

an intervention, provides stronger evidence of the norms 

institutionalization. While an intervention would still require a policy 

level decision the efforts by the USG to operationalize the norms into 

standard practices reflects greater extent institutionalization than just 

establishing policies.  



22 
 

If the R2P norms of protection of civilians and sovereignty as 

responsibility are to be meaningfully institutionalized within the USG’s 

operationalizing practices, it raises questions about the extent to which 

the norm has been effectively “domesticated” (Sikkink et al, 2004) or 

“localized” (Goodale and Merry 2007). Expressed another way, the USG 

and specifically the executive branch may be reflecting “institutional 

ambivalence,” resulting in a performative contradiction between the 

policy and discourse, and operational practice. This would raise doubts 

about, or suggest limits to the extent to which R2P has changed the 

behavior of the United States with regard to issues of humanitarian 

intervention. Does the USG treat “human security” merely as an 

afterthought always prioritizing its own national security first? If that is 

the case, then there is little difference in practice to distinguish 

humanitarian interventions from foreign state intervention for other 

reasons (e.g. regime change). Indeed, there are those who characterize 

the institutionalization of R2P in precisely this way. (Chandler 2015; 

Graubert 2013; Marks and Cooper 2010) But this dissertation suggests 

that the USG has not treated “human security as a mere ideological 

handmaiden to national security. Rather, the USG has institutionalized 

R2P in ways that give new meaning to each expressed in the concept 

“sovereignty as responsibility”. 
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This research contributes to the field of political sociology in the 

understanding of the changing nature of the state. Globalization is 

influencing how the state is responding to increasingly more complex 

transnational crises, both natural and manmade. In addition, for the 

USG specifically this increasing globalization has been understood 

through the lens of terrorism from September 2001, as well as the 

human security crises generated through conflict in both Afghanistan 

and Iraq. There is a greater recognition of the relationship between US 

national security and human security in regions distant from the US. 

This understanding has impacted the states scope and preparation for 

engaging in conflicts. 

 A number of authors have recognized the impact of how the 

meaning of security is changing (Adamson 2006; Barnett and Adger 

2007; King and Murray 2001; Newman 2010). The research provides 

evidence of the permeability of state practices as non-state actors, and 

emerging network processes outside the state are influencing how states 

address emerging global issues. Sassen (2006) asserts a hollowing out of 

national political orders based on increasing privatization that results in 

power moving both upwards (as evidenced by increased UN efforts and 

the ICC) as well as downwards into civil society (increasingly used by 

states to accomplish tasks formerly done by them, e.g. institution 

building). She sees globalizations influence imbricated into the state in 
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various areas. Globalization is not replacing the nation state, but rather 

channeling these global influences through the state structures to 

address global problems. The increased collaboration and leveraging of 

civil society by the USG to address development and conflict provides a 

clear example.  

 Slaughter further points out more intractable problems (e.g. violent 

extremism) facing states today requires leveraging multiple sources of 

information and support. Threats have become global, and the USG and 

other states are relying more on networks of exchange to share 

information and coordinate efforts to address these problems These 

networks are creating convergence of policy as well as divergence (2004). 

In efforts to address implementation of R2P the networks are supporting 

convergence of practices within, and between states as well as in the 

broader international community. 

 Dale and Samara’s (2008) analysis of transnational networks of 

governance benefiting various actors to develop relations, practices, and 

discourses to implement legal changes illustrates the interconnections 

that can benefit both state and non-state actors. The efforts by the USG 

to implement R2P internally within the executive branch, but also 

externally through leveraging civil society networks, is an example of how 

transnational networks are operating to implement practices to support 

protection of civilians, and reflects the changing nature of the state. 
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These changes illustrate that states are more than simply political actors 

maximizing power. States as actors involve both organizational culture 

and agency to accomplish tasks, to include normative tasks such as 

implementing norms like R2P.  

Recent literature views culture as a key dimension of structures. 

Polletta and Gardner (2015) contend that culture used to be seen as a 

lens through which people discovered interests rather than constituting 

those interests. It was viewed as a brake on choice not a way to define 

choice. Culture was seen as something outside of the political arena not 

“part” of the political sphere. For Polletta and Gardner, the best 

approaches show “the tension between culture-as-constitutive approach, 

and an approach that shows when, why, and how cultural factors matter 

relative to more familiar structural and strategic ones” (2015: 2). Culture 

is less the worldview of people, their goals and values, and more about 

the ideas they have on how organizations and institutions they 

participate in do and should work (Polletta and Gardner 2015: 3). 

Emirbayer (1994), addressing network analysis illustrates the 

relationship of social structure, culture, and agency in attempting to 

describe social structures, and this research illustrates how the culture 

and agency of actors both in and outside the bureaucracy are able to 

institute change to help institutionally embed the normative values of 

atrocity prevention and protection of civilians into USG state practices.  
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Many researchers identify the role culture plays in bureaucracies 

and organizations through the examination of changes to organizational 

structure and focus (Euwema et al 2007; Rainey, 2013; Ravasi and 

Schultz 2006). Culture influences the values and beliefs of individuals 

and can influence an individual’s choice in particular situations they face 

as part of an organization (Weber and Dacin 2011). Druckman, Singer 

and Van Cott (1997) address culture from an organizational research 

perspective. One of their research objectives was to develop a framework 

for evaluating approaches to intra- and interorganizational collaboration. 

They identified six common aspects of organizational culture:  

1. It is the property of groups of people; 

2. It engages the emotions and the intellect; 

3. It is based on shared experiences and thus histories of groups; 

4. It is infused with symbols and symbolism; 

5. It is continually changing because circumstances force people to 

 change. (e.g. organizational boundaries, missions, new 

 requirements);  

6. It is inherently fuzzy - incorporating contradictions, paradoxes, 

 ambiguities, and confusion (1997: 69). 

 While the definitions of culture are organizationally focused, 

one of the aspects Druckman, et al. (1997) defined is relevant to 

understanding the approaches of the various departments. In the 
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analysis for this dissertation the shared experience of the members of 

each of the three departments helps to define the culture of the 

department. As an example, within the DOD the recognition that 

advanced planning is a critical aspect of organizational success has been 

“embedded” through lessons identifying that planning is critical in the 

departments’ success during operations over the course of its history. 

Ravasi and Schultz (2006) identify four relationships between 

institutions and culture. The relationship category of culture as a source 

of new institutional elements, and the suggestion that “culture may serve 

as a source of new institutional elements that become an integrated part 

of existing institutions particularly during periods of redefinition or 

recombination (p.103)” has particular relevance for the changes that R2P 

has brought to the USG specifically those relating to atrocity prevention 

issues, and the protection of civilians.  

The USG is not a monolithic structure, nor is it always unitary in 

its actions. The executive branch is composed of numerous departments 

as represented in the dissertation research. The diversity in size and 

resources between USAID, DOS, and DOD play a role in how these 

cultures operate. These departments organizational cultures are distinct 

and diverse. This diversity provides the space for multiple views to 

interact and influence state action. 
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Interviews that I conducted with individuals in the various 

departments provide a snapshot of some of the views on culture for the 

executive branch departments. A DOD respondent stated:  

…you have State whose criteria would I think aim towards a 
more activist American role, and you have DOD whose 
criteria would lean toward a far more conservative, hesitant, 
higher bar before America would intervene… It’s what they 
do... it’s the nature of their work (Interviewee 16, August 
2015). 
 
The interviewee highlights the organizational cultural difference 

between DOS as an activist organization quickly engaging in issues while 

DOD is more risk-averse, but the difference is due to the distinct nature 

of the organizations missions. This risk averse approach can lead to 

circumstances in which DOD has to adjust to changing circumstances 

that ultimately require a response, and the DOD conducts crisis 

planning to be ready to implement an operation plan when directed to 

respond.  

The interviewee went on to highlight one perception of how DOS 

often interacts with DOD in crisis situations:  

In essence State (it’s unfair but it is true) …, you know, 
what’s the old saying... An action passed is an action 
completed. And that’s in some measure that’s what this is... 
and state says we need that, we need to be here on the 
ground. Yeah, yeah I mean... I can’t crack this South Sudan 
nut... man it’s just crazy... so over to you... (Interviewee 16, 
August 2015). 
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A DOS individual had a different take on cultural relations between 

DOD and DOS stating: 

Yeah. I’m going to think in general there is, I guess, the 
culture of I think, DOD in general, it will be more risk 
acceptant. And State, a little bit more risk averse, I think in 
general. I’ve found there’s a little more of eagerness in DOD 
to sort of jump in and getting involved and engages. These 
are generalities but I think… and State is a little bit more 
hesitant. Partly because the Chief of Mission of any country’s 
State Department is the Ambassador and is usually less 
inclined to say yes (Interviewee #5 October 2015). 
 
Finally, a USAID career officer I interviewed described USAID’s 

organizational culture: 

USAID is a very mission driven culture in three ways; a 
developmental piece, an expeditionary conflict portion 
(constrained by DOS security protocols), and a humanitarian 
goals driven piece. Culturally as opposed to the DOD we are 
comfortable in long term commitments (Interviewee # 8 
November 2017).  
 
In contrast to the DOD respondent who sees DOD as risk averse 

due to the nature of warfare a DOS individual sees the risk averse aspect 

in DOS based on the perspective of DOS from the view at the Embassy or 

Country level. This potentially reflects organizational cultural differences 

between the Embassy personnel with a country focus and the 

Washington Headquarters looking at issues either regionally or globally.  

Another career DOS individual provided some insight into the way 

DOS addresses planning and plans in general. The comment was that 

planning wasn’t part of the normal culture of DOS but they had adopted 
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some of DODs’ approach (particularly in the Secretary Powell timeframe) 

to improve DOS planning. Despite the effort the respondent 

acknowledged  

…the plan isn’t always fully implemented. This disconnect 
between DOS and DOD can lead to friction when crisis 
planning is occurring if the details are not explicitly defined 
(Interviewee #7 June 2017). 

 
An NGO practitioner familiar with USG operations involved in UN 

operations in Syria stated: 

Obviously the role of State Department and Defense 
Department they’re complimentary but they’re also kind of 
like different -- you know the State Department is often 
times on the diplomatic front end of things. DOD comes in 
when the diplomacy doesn’t appear to be working and their 
policies don’t seem to be working and its here DOD we got a 
problem. I mean you see that maybe some of that is just 
related to the nature of how they approach the problem 
where state is engaged earlier (Interviewee #3 October 2015). 
 
The interviewee is suggesting that due to the nature of the USG 

structure - with different organizational cultures, DOS tends to work the 

issues at the beginning of the crisis when the USG options short of 

military force are greatest. Early on there are diplomatic options that 

may or may not result in addressing the issue. Once DOD is tasked 

through formal directive the department has to provide potential 

responses to help shape the crisis environment to resolve the conflict. 

This usually places DOD in a situation where diplomatic, political, and 

other options not requiring force have been exhausted. At this point the 
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conflict is usually more intractable, and has potentially transitioned to 

violence. According to a DOD interviewee I spoke with the DOD culture is 

to get in, finish, and get out. In contrast, USAID’s organizational culture 

takes a “long view” involving an extended presence in a crisis.  

My intent in addressing culture is not to explicitly define the 

unique cultures of each organization, but to demonstrate that culture 

has an influence on the organizations as well as the relationships 

between the organizations. Culture influences the approaches the 

departments use to coordinate and collaborate on intergovernmental 

issues. These cultural differences can create tension between 

departments with their competing priorities. The unique organizational 

cultures can create barriers to both communication and coordination 

due to different approaches to problem solving.  

The Responsibility to Protect as a United States Norm? 
 
 Many actors have played a role in implementing the norm within 

the United States. It’s beyond the scope of this dissertation to address all 

of them. I will focus on key departments in the executive branch 

illustrating the evolving institutionalization of the norm for the USG. The 

USG has been involved formally and informally with the development of 

the concept of R2P since the drafting of the ICISS Report in 2001. Lee 

Hamilton, a former US Congressman who has been involved with a 
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number of international issues served as one of the members of the 

commission. In addition, the development of the commission involved 

dialogue with a number of USG agencies and personnel. Formally the 

United States (along with 191 UN member states) endorsed the concept 

in the World Summit Outcome (UN 2005). Subsequently the United 

States as a member of the UN Security Council released resolution 1674 

reaffirming the protection of civilians in an armed conflict (UNSR 1674 

2006). This resolution represented the first official Security Council 

reference to the Responsibility to Protect reaffirming the provisions of 

R2P. In the 2006 NSS the strategy reflected the norms in R2P 

highlighting the need to address atrocities and protection of civilians 

(p.17). 

 This initial set of UN policy actions represents the beginnings of 

institutionalizing the normative concept of R2P into USG policy 

discourse. Beyond the policy level discourse acknowledging the 

normative concepts of R2P the national security strategies both in 2006, 

and in 2010, provide an implied government task to move forward in 

fully institutionalizing the norms from commitment into capabilities.  

It is a moral imperative that states take action to prevent 
and punish genocide … states will not act unless the United 
States does its part. (NSS 2006: 17) The United States is 
committed to working with our allies, and to strengthening 
our own internal capabilities, in order to ensure that the 
United States and the international community are 
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proactively engaged in a strategic effort to prevent mass 
atrocities and genocide (NSS 2010: 48). 

 

 Because R2P represents a normative concept focused on acts of 

atrocity already codified in ratified treaties there is no substantive action 

directly related to institutionalizing the concepts in the legislative and 

judicial branch of government. To fully institutionalize R2P requires 

efforts by the executive branch of the USG. The primary actors for this 

foreign policy related task are the Department of State, US Agency for 

International Development, and the Department of Defense. Their roles 

are inter-related due to the nature of foreign policy implementation, but 

each department has a different focus.  

Institutionalizing Practices: Policy Making versus Operationalizing 
 
 Institutionalization implies broad acceptance of the norm; it’s 

embedded in policy, and guides action in appropriate circumstances. 

R2P has been institutionalized internationally through the actions 

associated with the United Nations. For the United States the acceptance 

by the USG of R2P in the 2005 World Summit Outcome, reflects a 

general acceptance of the norm at the national policy level. Getting R2P 

normative concepts into national level policy documents however implies 

a USG commitment to the norms. Analytically I separate the national 

policy-making aspect reflecting USG institutionalization from the 
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operationalization at the departmental level and below. This 

operationalization represents a level of institutionalization that generates 

a capability for the USG to effectively respond to acts of atrocity. The 

approach is analytically distinct. While both actions reflect 

institutionalization, operationalizing of the concepts reflects a deeper 

embedding of the norms within the USG organizations. 

 Applegarth and Block contend that although “R2P served as a firm 

declaration that state sovereignty would no longer provide a shield for 

perpetrators of mass atrocities…, a truly global acceptance of the norm 

would entail, above all, its utilization as a construct for conflict 

prevention, reaction, and intervention (2010:128).” The operationalization 

of the norm through incorporation in doctrine and procedures of the 

executive branch departments responsible for implementing any 

intervention reflects a move toward that level of acceptance. 

 Analytically, the policy-making practices at the, national level 

(executive) articulate the conceptualization of R2P while the 

operationalizing practices at the departmental level and below implement 

the R2P norms in ways that shape the actual conduct of a humanitarian 

intervention in a specific context. These operationalizing practices may or 

may not be directly shaped by the R2P norm, remaining an empirically 

open question. Nevertheless, the development of these operational 

practices may be mediated by the organizational cultures of the 
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department developing them. The intent of the R2P construct is not to 

mandate a step-by step approach to how interventions should occur, but 

to ensure that protection of civilians from mass atrocities is recognized, 

and promptly acted on by states or the international community to 

prevent large scale loss of life. 

Policy Making for Institutionalizing R2P within the Executive Branch 
 
 The Department of State (DOS) is the lead agency for managing the 

foreign affairs of the United States. As such DOS is responsible for policy 

making that establishes the mandate for atrocity prevention. They are 

also the primary coordinating agency for integrating all relevant 

departments for the USG to ensure a “whole of government” approach to 

executing any humanitarian intervention. As part of the DOS 

contribution to R2P the department involves a number of different actors 

to accomplish the task.  

 The foreign policy-making in the USG is constituted formally 

through the mechanism of the National Security Advisor and National 

Security Council system. However, at times it is influenced by a number 

of external actors including Congress and the American public among 

others. Jacobs and Page (2005) identify public opinion, international 

business, labor, and experts as key actors in the foreign policy-decision 

process.  
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 The DOS also produces policy to influence internal State and 

USAID actions in support of US foreign policy objectives. The effort to 

produce the Strategic Plan for 2014-2017 through a consultative process 

involving the two agencies was shaped by Presidential directives and 

policies, previous strategic planning efforts, and the 2010 Quadrennial 

Diplomacy and Development Review. DOS produced the strategic goals 

and strategic objectives such as “promote and protect human rights” for 

that planning timeframe relevant to R2P norms (State FY 2014-2017 

Strategic Plan). Illustrative of these policy level statements is the quote 

from the plan on preventing and responding to conflict: 

We will advocate for policies and norms that prevent violence 
and protect vulnerable populations. We will press to 
strengthen norms concerning the protection of civilians, to 
prevent mass atrocities, to prevent and respond to gender-
based violence, and to empower women’s participation in 
political transitions and peace processes (Joint Strategic 
Plan 2014: 21). 
 

 The DOS claims that it “is honing its ability to effectively intervene 

at three stages: (1) Prevention: a long-term approach to countries at risk 

of developing characteristics associated with atrocities; (2) Mitigation: a 

focus on countries where atrocity risk is high, violence is escalating, and 

international attention is relatively low; (3) Response: timely use of 

expertise, diplomatic outreach, programs, political will, policy and media 

attention, and leadership to interrupt the imminent or ongoing threat of 

mass atrocities” (https://www.state.gov/j/atrocitiesprevention). This 
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reflects actions prior to a decision to conduct military operations 

requiring a Presidential order and subsequent deliberate planning efforts 

by DOD to operationally employ US forces in a humanitarian 

intervention. Ultimately to effectively conduct humanitarian interventions 

when directed by the President, more detailed procedures are required. 

For the elements of DOS and USAID as well as DOD to effectively plan an 

intervention either as a USG led or international effort it requires an 

understanding of the normative concept by practitioners and military 

forces at the tactical level of operations.  

Operationalizing Practices for Institutionalized R2P in the Executive 
Branch 
 
 There are additional departments and offices within the executive 

branch of the USG that are responsible for “operationalizing” R2P in 

practice. Operational practices provide the critical ability to actually 

provide tangible humanitarian assistance in the wake of an atrocity that 

the ICISS report suggests. Within the DOS the Bureau of Democracy 

Human Rights and Labor (DRL) develops and maintains partnerships 

with internal and external organizations, other governments, and 

multilateral institutions committed to human rights. “Each year, DRL 

provides significant technical, financial, or staff support for U.S. 

delegations to the annual meetings of several international human rights 

organizations. They conduct regular consultations with Native American 
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tribes and serve as the Secretary's principal advisor on international 

indigenous rights issues; maintain relations with the UN High 

Commissioner on Human Rights; and support the creation of effective 

multilateral human rights mechanisms and institutions for 

accountability” (https://www.state.gov/j/drl/index.htm).  

 Another bureau, Conflict and Stabilization Operations (CSO), 

“advances the DOSs’ understanding of violent conflict through analysis 

and planning; monitoring, evaluation, and learning; and targeted, in-

country efforts that help the U.S. government anticipate, prevent, and 

respond to conflict and promote long-term stability” 

(https://www.state.gov/j/cso/). DOS provides a resources to fund 

humanitarian activities through non-governmental capabilities 

(https://www.state.gov/j/drl/lnks/ngo/). This includes a significant 

number of international relief organizations. From 2012 to 2016, DOS 

provided $5.6 billion for humanitarian relief ranging from cash 

assistance for refugees to emergency food, shelter and water. 

(https://2009-2017.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2016/07/259622.htm)  

 USAID, through the Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA), 

also supports crises by sending to the affected country, regional and 

technical experts to identify and prioritize humanitarian needs. There is 

also an ability to deploy a Disaster Assistance Response Team (DART) to 

coordinate and manage an optimal U.S. Government response, and work 
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with local officials, the international community, and relief agencies. The 

OFDA maintains stocks of emergency relief supplies in warehouses 

worldwide and has the logistical and operational capabilities to deliver 

them quickly (https://www.usaid.gov/who-we-

are/organization/bureaus/bureau-democracy-conflict-and- 

humanitarian-assistance/office-us). 

 The DOD provides numerous capabilities for humanitarian 

assistance. This includes among other support tasks, providing logistic 

support through aircraft and ships to move supplies and equipment into 

conflict zones. This aid includes both US government and non-

governmental resources. In addition, DOD provides medical support as 

well as security assistance for international forces involved in crises. A 

recent example illustrating the DOD’s to rapidly respond occurred during 

the crisis in Libya crisis when U.S. Air Force transport planes delivered 

USAID humanitarian supplies less than 24 hours after President Obama 

directed the U.S. military to support international humanitarian efforts 

in response to the crisis in Libya (https://www.africom.mil/media-

room/article/8045/africom-supports-us-and-international-response-to-). 

 Ultimately this level of effort requires a coherent USG response 

that has to be developed internally within the bureaucratic processes of 

the three primary actors: DOS; USAID; and DOD. The activities outlined 

here show the scope of institutionalization occurring to implement 
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humanitarian intervention. Getting this level of coordinated response is 

subject to the organizational cultures of each of the departments 

complicating the institutionalization of R2P.  

R2P Meets Organizational Cultures of US Executive Governance 

 The executive branch is composed of unique departments with 

specific responsibilities assigned. DOS has a focus on foreign affairs and 

diplomacy, USAID engages on issues related to development in the 

international arena, DOD is focused on deterring war and protecting the 

security of the US through military forces. These distinct foci have 

created unique organizational structures designed to meet the 

organizational mission needs.   

 In addition the departments have differing levels of resources to 

accomplish their given tasks. The level of resources influences the size of 

the organization needed to advocate for its capabilities. This has resulted 

in organizational cultures that reflect the focus of the department and 

are distinct from each other. As a USAID respondent stated there is an 

institutional imbalance; USAID has 40,000 employees; DOD has more 

than two million. All three organizations have bureaucratic processes, 

but they do not operate from the same organizational culture perspective.  

 DOD’s mission is focused on national defense and military 

operations in support of the NSS. To accomplish this mission the 

department has developed a bureaucratic structure and culture that is 
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driven by planning to ensure an operational ready force. In addition, 

there is a culture of risk that carefully evaluates actions and 

consequences due to the potential of loss of human lives.  

 By contrast the DOS’s mission is shared with the USAID ensuring 

both organizations have a common path forward in partnership focused 

on shared security and prosperity to better prepare the organizations for 

the challenges of tomorrow” 

(https://www.state.gov/s/d/rm/rls/perfrpt/2016/html/265067.htm ). 

The USAID operates in a mission driven culture. The agency has a focus 

on development issues to address root causes of poverty. USAID’s 

mission creates an organizational culture of technical expertise focused 

on food, water, and health issues, among others. There is a recognition 

that many of the tasks are long term so there is a long term perspective 

within the agency. They are also heavily involved “on the ground” with a 

priority on action.  

In Chapters Four and Five I also show how organizational culture 

influences the institutionalization of R2P. We will see that organizational 

culture mediates –both enabling and constraining- the 

institutionalization of R2P. As these quotes above suggest, there are 

competing understandings of how these departments work together in 

practice. These perceptions sometimes create significant tension that can 
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constrain the intended action of any one of these departments when they 

are planning a coordinated USG effort.  

Even prior to the promulgation of R2P the DOS, and USAID have 

been heavily involved in issues around human rights and human 

security. For the DOD the focus had been primarily on national security 

concerns related to military operations and state conflict. The DOD 

definition for national security is still confined to a set of issues focused 

on the security of the state and its population: 

A collective term encompassing both national defense and 
foreign relations of the United States with the purpose of 
gaining: a. A military or defense advantage over any foreign 
nation or group of nations; b. A favorable foreign relations 
position; or c. A defense posture capable of successfully 
resisting hostile or destructive action from within or without, 
overt or covert (JP 1-02: 2016) 
 

 This definition while narrowly focused on national security issues 

doesn’t restrict the DOD from interpreting a favorable foreign relations 

position broad enough to also encompass outcomes favorable to the 

international community. 

 Human security issues were introduced in the 1994 UN Human 

Development Report, and are based on two of the UN freedoms: “freedom 

from want” and “freedom from fear”. Therefore the scope embraces a 

larger set of needs beyond those of national security interests into 

values. It broadens the focus beyond a sovereign state’s territorial 

boundaries that traditionally constrains states. 
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How R2P Has Shaped the United States Practices of Humanitarian 

Intervention 

 R2P has been endorsed by the States since 2005 and there has 

been one intervention in Libya, that is cited as a successful case of 

military intervention for protection of civilians. The R2P report defines 

the three elements of prevention, reaction and rebuilding as the 

components of R2P. The efforts at prevention utilize traditional 

approaches of the UN in addressing a conflict. The intent is to avoid 

having the crises escalate to large-scale violence. The key normative 

change introduced by R2P is related to military intervention directed by 

UNSC resolution to deploy military forces to prevent large scale loss of 

life. However, there have been a number of conflicts that have been 

addressed using the tools of prevention rather than military intervention. 

A recent Brookings Policy Paper (Jones, et al. 2014) highlighted the 

successes of R2P: Libya remains the only case where military 

intervention (the critical change to norms for protection of civilians) has 

occurred. As indicated in the quote below the majority of effort is focused 

on prevention or rebuilding efforts after a conflict supporting failed or 

failing states.  

Effective diplomacy helped create the conditions necessary to 
avoid violence following the disputed 2013 Kenyan elections, 
such as what had hit that country in 2007. The international 
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community mobilized to stop killing and displacement of 
civilians in Cote d’Ivoire by forces loyal to incumbent 
president Laurent Gbagbo after he lost the December 2010 
election (Jones et al. 2014: 28). 
 

 For the USG the primary normative change from R2P influencing 

changes to practice is the protection of civilians in support of mass 

atrocity prevention. It is that norm on atrocity prevention that the USG 

has been addressing in national policy such as PSD 10 “Presidential 

Studies Directive on Mass Atrocities”, doctrine such as JP 3-07.3 Peace 

Operations, and development of USAID’s Field Guide Helping to Prevent 

Mass Atrocities. These additional steps to develop the operational level 

guidance needed to conduct an effective military intervention, and 

protect civilians in a conflict from mass atrocities are essential to 

operationalize the norms, and develop a US capability to engage in 

potential UN Security Resolutions directing an intervention. 

 

The Organization of the Dissertation 

The dissertation traces the institutionalization of the R2P norm of 

sovereignty as responsibility and protection of civilians in cases of 

atrocity through the examination of the changes to national level policy, 

and structures as well as the associated changes within the key 

departments of the executive branch over the past two administrations. 

The research examines the executive branch departments increasing 
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focus on humanitarian security, and humanitarian issues from a 

traditional focus on interstate relations and military power prior to R2Ps 

promulgation in 2001 up to the end of the Obama administration. 

Chapter Three establishes the national policy level changes reflected in 

eventual inclusion of atrocity prevention as a core national interest. In 

subsequent chapters I examine the key departmental changes.  

Chapter Four presents a content analysis of senior leadership 

speeches in the three departments, the US Ambassador to the UN, as 

well as the Presidents, and provides a thematic view of the content of 

these speeches. The content analysis compares the terminology usage 

from both the ICISS Report approach, and the terminology contained in 

the USG National Security Strategies. This comparison illustrates that 

both R2P and US national security have a similar thematic focus. The 

analysis shows the focus of the US on many traditional security issues 

also aligns with the three elements of prevention, reaction, and 

rebuilding. In both cases the approaches are based on a UN human 

development framework. Finally, to help triangulate the research and get 

a personal perspective from the practitioner level, I conducted a series of 

semi-structured interviews to provide an on-the-ground perspective on 

the changes R2P has generated within the USG departments. These 

interviews corroborated the linkage between actions taken at the national 

security level and the subsequent development of subordinate level 
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policies, and documents to institutionalize the norms at the department 

level. 

Chapter Five focuses on the DOS and highlights changes to 

organizational structure that re-align atrocity prevention issues and 

humanitarian issues from a lower organizational level to an (higher) 

Under Secretary level, providing evidence of increased attention to the 

topic. In addition, this chapter highlights the efforts of DOS to improve 

processes and frameworks for focusing on atrocity prevention.  

 Chapter Five also includes a section on USAID that provides 

evidence of a concerted effort in support of R2P to develop a framework 

to support atrocity prevention efforts of the USG. As the primary USG 

agency focused on international development USAID’s effort addressing 

the root causes of mass atrocity reaffirms those normative concerns of 

R2P that focus on both prevention and rebuilding. Finally Chapter Five 

concludes with a section on the USUN Mission that provides the primary 

USG interface to the UN and associated countries in addressing these 

issues. It also is the organization that the US Ambassador to the UN 

leverages to help articulate US positions and negotiate with the various 

international organizations and states on human rights issues. 

 Chapter Six examines changes in DOD, the primary department 

charged with military intervention, to illustrate how the Department is 

embedding the normative concepts of protection of civilians and 
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preventing mass atrocities. The chapter examines the increased 

emphasis by the department on humanitarian affairs specifically on 

peace operations, and protection of civilians through examination of the 

departmental policy, military strategy documents, and doctrine, for the 

Services’ as well as the joint force (Combatant Command). The chapter 

highlights the extent of effort undertaken by DOD to develop appropriate 

military doctrine providing insight into atrocity prevention, and best 

practices if called on to conduct a military intervention.  

Ultimately by providing a sociological analysis of organizational 

changes, policy and doctrine development, along with statements of key 

department leadership responsible for foreign policy implementation, I 

intend for this dissertation to help inform the understanding of how 

states institutionalize international norms – not only within the state’s 

policy discourse but also within its operationalizing practice. The 

research has implications for multi-disciplinary fields of peace and 

conflict resolution and human rights, providing insight into how norms 

influence state practices resulting in changes to how humanitarian 

operations, and specifically military interventions occur. It will also 

contribute to the expanding literature on Responsibility to Protect by 

providing evidence of institutionally embedding norms to support 

humanitarian interventions. 
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Chapter Two: Research Methodology 

Research Approach 

As a nascent concept with a limited set of cases meeting the 

criteria of R2P, as well as the “mixed” results of interventions ranging 

from Kosovo to Syria, evaluating only specific crises as a way of 

determining the extent of normative acceptance would prove difficult. 

The strongest indication of the USG acceptance of the norms 

associated with R2P would be through actual consistent state 

humanitarian interventions in cases of atrocity based on the UN R2P 

framework. However, because the number of crises involving significant 

military intervention has been limited to only a few crises (i.e. Libya, 

Syria) there is a limited set of case studies available to observe how the 

state has operationalized the norms, and whether those operational 

norms will have a consistent and enduring impact on the state. In lieu of 

a significant set of case studies to assess how the R2P framework and 

normative concepts of conditional sovereignty, and protection of civilians 

have been operationalized I’ve taken another approach. 

Indications of greater USG acceptance or acquiescence to the 

concept after US endorsement can potentially be identified by 
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documenting the changes in the USGs’ organization, processes, and 

procedures. In addition, by examining the perspectives of select 

individuals within the USG as well as those of the UN and NGO’s who 

also work to address the humanitarian crises it can provide insight into 

how organizational culture and agency within state structures influences 

R2P operationalization. In the later chapters I trace the specific policy, 

doctrine, frameworks, and practices of the executive departments to 

illustrate the extent of change over the course of the two administrations 

examined. In addition I analyze the speeches of the Presidents and key 

administration officials to conduct content analysis assessing the themes 

expressed and how they align to the R2P normative framework.  

The USG’s implementation of the concepts within the framework of 

R2P are influenced by the primary departments (and key personnel) who 

have the authority and responsibility to implement USG foreign policy. 

Initial impetus for the change is a result of actions taken by the UN and 

the ICISS to address the issue of protection of civilians from both state 

and non-state actors’ actions that result atrocities that R2P was designed 

to address (i.e. Genocide, Ethnic Cleansing, and War Crimes).  

The organizational changes and documented policy, processes, and 

procedures provide an indication of acceptance of the concepts reflected 

in the ICISS report as well as the actions of proponents within the US 

who championed these issues. However, this doesn’t necessarily imply a 
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commitment to implement specific actions regarding the R2P norms in 

future policy action particularly over the long-term. The specific context 

for the crisis is still addressed through the US national security process. 

The actual implementation of improved capability through more robust 

collaborative early warning capacity, better trained personnel, as well as 

clearly defined policy, and procedures to fully resolve the conflict would 

provide credence to the view that the R2P concept has significantly 

changed the dynamics of humanitarian crisis planning and 

implementation. In addition the analysis helps inform on the extent in 

which the US has implemented R2P consistent with the spirit and intent 

of the founding principles opposed to a sole focus on more efficient and 

effective resource utilization to resolve the crises.  

Methodology 

The study is an “outcome focused” evaluative research approach 

using mixed methods to leverage the extensive data and sources 

available. In other words I use an inductive approach examining discrete 

changes in USG policy, doctrine, practice, and structure to provide 

insight into the extent of normative change occurring within the 

government. This approach will examine the development and 

subsequent influence of R2P on key institutional elements of the USG to 

assess how the norms are impacting and potentially changing the 
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organizations charged with “operationalizing” a USG decision to intervene 

in a humanitarian crisis.  

Data associated with policy and doctrine development, public 

policy statements, along with any officially documented “lessons learned” 

since the inception of R2P was examined to determine the extent of 

“institutional embeddedness” of the R2P norms (under the prevent, react 

and rebuild elements) identified in the ICISS report. To illustrate the 

changes the policy, and doctrinal documents are addressed 

chronologically to show how over time the concepts of R2P have become 

part of the operational practices developed within the USG. In addition I 

identify how DOD military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq along with 

recent military intervention in Libya and Syria have influenced the USG 

institutional practices related to humanitarian operations through 

changes in organizational structures, policy and doctrine over the past 

sixteen years. 

Numerous actors along with efforts from key individual actors have 

been involved in shaping the environment the USG operates within for 

foreign policy as illustrated below (See Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Factors Influencing National Security Decision Process 
 

Although the USG has a formalized structure in place to support 

decisions to engage, there are other factors outside the state that 

influence and shape the debate, as well as ultimate foreign policy 

decision. Elements of the legislative branch of the government influence 

the statutory members of the national security structure through 

political pressure and control of resources. In addition the USG 

relationships to international and regional organizations along with 

alliance commitments affect the ultimate decisions made. Within the 

broader civil society there are both domestic and international non-

governmental organizations that provide “unofficial” input into the 
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process through media pressure or analytical and technical expertise in 

aspects of humanitarian intervention. The increasing influence of 

Diaspora in the United States, and their focus on their country of origin’s 

interests has also shaped the nature of American foreign policy as well 

(Huntington 1997).  

To evaluate the extent that the concept of R2P has become 

embedded in the practice of the United States I conducted document 

analysis, and examined the strategy, policy, practice, and training of the 

key executive departments involved in humanitarian operations for the 

United States. The departments examined are not the only ones that are 

potentially involved in a US foreign policy effort on humanitarian 

intervention but are the key departments with the largest efforts in 

support of humanitarian operations.  

I examined how the initial UN sponsored and endorsed R2P 

framework has influenced efforts by the USG to prepare to support R2P. 

By first looking at the National Security Strategy it provides insight into 

the core national interests as well as those national security interests 

that emerge based on changes in the international environment during 

each administration. I examined how that guidance shapes the policy 

and doctrine developed by the executive departments responsible for 

implementation of that broad guidance into actual capabilities to 

respond. The state organizational structures have leadership, both 
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political appointees and, career civil service, or military to direct the 

implementation of the strategy, policy, and practice shaped by the 

international norms on humanitarian intervention. 

I also examined selected speeches of President G.W. Bush and 

President Barack H. Obama as well as select speeches from each 

administrations’ departments. Within the specific departments: State, 

USAID, and, DOD I analyzed the speeches of the Secretaries of State, 

Secretaries of Defense, US Ambassador to the UN, and key USAID 

leadership to determine the extent of USG discourse focused on issues of 

atrocity prevention, protection of civilians, and R2P. I used the content 

analysis software to generate thematic groups of the speeches using the 

software. The software generated over 450 distinct themes on the overall 

content. That level of granularity was too unwieldly to look at broad 

concepts representing the elements of R2P. To refine that focus on 

themes of particular interest, and examine the relationship of the ICISS 

R2P document, and concepts to the speeches I created a set of terms 

(appendix 1) to focus on R2P elements. In addition I developed another 

set of terms based on NSS documents defining core national security 

interests to examine how they align to the elements of R2P. The language 

is slightly different between the US NSS and the ICISS report, but the 

approaches to security, stability, and conflict resolution are consistent. 

Due to limited accessibility of the speeches I was unable to obtain all the 
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speeches that were given over that sixteen-year period, but I was able to 

obtain key speeches by both Presidents, the full set of speeches for 

Secretaries of State, USAID testimony to Congressional committees, 

speeches from 2009 through 2016 for the US Ambassador for the United 

Nations, as well as selected speeches from DOD from about 2006 

through 2016. Despite having some gaps in years the total corpus of 

documents contains enough data to provide some insight into the overall 

focus and themes of the leadership during the timeframe of the two 

administrations.  

In addition to examining the strategy, policy, doctrine, framework, 

and tactics developed by the three departments within the USG I also 

examined the thematic focus of speeches to see how that focus aligned or 

differed with the ICISS R2P framework.  

In order to analyze institutionalization of R2P for the dissertation I 

first examined the broad National Security Strategies over the last 

sixteen years (charged by Congress to be produced annually by the 

President though rarely done) to understand the overall consistency of 

the core elements of national security and, any unique focus for each 

NSS. The documents provided a description of the enduring interests of 

the United States, and puts the national security concerns in context 

with the global environment during that particular timeframe. The 

resulting NSS documents provide the broad national security approaches 
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and focus of the USG. This document is used by the Departments to 

understand the strategic approach each President is taking to meet 

national security as well as understand the specific interests, and values 

to be advanced. The departments’ derive specific missions that support 

the strategy, and subsequently drives resources, and focus for the USG. 

In addition to the NSS, the President uses policy directives to focus the 

national security community on issues of key interest to the 

administration, for example PSD 10 A Comprehensive Approach to 

Atrocity Prevention and Response directed organizational changes, and 

establishment of a board to advise the NSC on issues related to atrocity 

prevention. 

Within the executive the DOD uses the NSS to provide a 

companion National Defense Strategy (NDS) (when tasked) that focuses 

the department on macro issues to ensure the resources (both material 

and human) are adjusted to support the national security strategy. For 

example, Bush’s 2005 NDS provided broad guidance on strategic 

objectives related to national security issues such as “dissuading, 

deterring, and defeating those who seek to harm the United States 

directly especially extremist enemies with weapons of mass 

destruction…” (NDS 2005: i), along with other broad objectives to frame 

the criteria DOD uses to develop and equip military forces for the 

missions it supports. The NDS informs the National Military Strategy 



57 
 

(NMS) that supports the NSS, and implements the defense strategy. It 

describes the plan to address near term strategic challenges, and employ 

the joint force. DOS and USAID align their strategic planning in the Joint 

Strategic Plan and generate specific policies and programs to implement 

the priorities and track progress in support of congressionally mandated 

reporting for priorities established by the NSS.  

These primary source documents of the departments focused on 

policy and practice were reviewed through a manual analytical effort. I 

read the publications for changes in emphasis of the content focused on 

civilian population, associated concerns about protection, and its context 

with civilians. I also conducted in-depth semi-structured interviews with 

a number of personnel in the executive branch as well as subordinate 

organizations along with NGO’s and United Nations representatives. This 

was a limited set of respondents who provided personal perspectives to 

compare with the official positions, and documents that illustrate the 

operationalization of the concept in the USG. The semi-structured 

interviews helped triangulate the data obtained through the analysis of 

what was published as well as officially stated in speeches. This provided 

personal perspectives of individuals involved in the operational practice 

for comparison.  

This research examined how the USG, as a state actor, is 

operationalizing the R2P framework within the foreign policy structures 
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key to decision, planning, and execution of US military interventions in 

the event of atrocities. The current literature on the concept of R2P 

addresses operationalization from a broad perspective, and limited 

literature highlights specific changes to states structures, and processes 

(doctrine, policy, and practice) resulting from R2P norms. There is limited 

analysis of how states are implementing through analysis of 

humanitarian interventions since the endorsement of the concept in 

2005 by the General Assembly (Omorogbe 2012; Wu 2010). In addition 

Junk (2014) provides some insight into the USGs’ implementation as 

evidenced through Presidential Decision Directives, and National 

Security Strategy documents.  

My research specifically examined the USG institutional actors and 

the changes in structure, process, and procedure aligned with the 

emerging concept. The R2P concept is predicated on leveraging the 

current UN structure, and decision bodies (e.g. Security Council), other 

international governmental organizations (e.g. regional organizations), as 

well as capabilities predominantly resident within the various states’. 

Within the US the DOS, USAID, and the DOD are critical in the decision 

process for US action. In addition they are central to generating plans, 

and providing requisite resources to operationalize the concepts to 

effectively implement R2P. To limit the scope and focus on essential 
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organizations I examined the changes occurring within the executive 

branch (DOS, USAID, and DOD). 
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Chapter Three: National Level Structures, Policy, and Direction 
Institutionalizing R2P 

Assessing how the USG institutionalized R2P norms have changed 

requires an analysis of the organizational environment in which policy 

discourse occurs, an understanding of the guidance for USG foreign 

policy execution in addition to any changes over the course of the period 

of analysis. I will examine the changes over the duration of the two 

Presidential administrations. Military interventions as a national security 

issue are driven by the national level policy structure, and the associated 

guidance. Bureaucratic structures such as the departments within the 

executive branch often require time to implement changes to operational 

practices (Druckman, Singer, Van Cott 1997:23). R2P norms change the 

focus of security from security of the state, to the security of the 

population. Because the USG foreign policy is focused on both those 

issues as well as the security and stability of other states there are a 

number of actors involved as shown previously in Figure 1. I limit my 

analytical focus to the key USG foreign policy organizations, and 

associated policy and guidance and practices. The USG approach to 

national security is established by the President who provides broad 
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guidance establishing major priorities for the administration. These 

priorities are subsequently assessed, and translated into tasks by the 

responsible departments to achieve the Presidents intended goal. To 

provide a coherent approach to assessing R2P’s extent of embeddedness I 

start by examining the national level input, and how that has evolved 

over the course of the two administrations.  

The analysis traces the changes to organizational structure based 

on policy guidance of the NSS and Presidential policy directives. I also 

identify the key events that influenced the USG focus on R2P and 

atrocity prevention within both of the administrations. This analysis 

extends the efforts by Junk (2014) beyond the strategic level of policy 

decision and examines the operational and tactical implementation level 

that “operationalizes” the policy guidance by embedding the normative 

concepts into operational practices. The analysis identifies the extent of 

change in policy, doctrine, and practice within each department to 

illustrate the extent that the USG has attempted to operationalize 

atrocity prevention, and protection of civilians aligned with both the 

national security strategy changes as well as the framework of R2P.  

 The USG endorsed the R2P concept in 2005 through the UN 

General Assembly, and in 2006, reaffirmed the earlier endorsement 

within the UN Security Council (A/60/L1 2005; S/RES/1674 2006) To 

institutionalize the normative concept within the USG requires 
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embedding the normative concepts into USG policy. To operationalize 

norms in practice requires embedding the concept into lower level policy, 

doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures as well as in the training 

and education of the USG personnel of the agencies responsible for 

atrocity prevention.  

 Defining the Foreign Policy Terrain  

The United States Constitution assigns primary responsibility for 

the foreign policy between the President and the executive branch, the 

legislative branch, and the judicial branch. The Judicial Branch role in 

foreign policy issues is predominantly focused on constitutional authority 

issues, and legality of any foreign treaty agreements. Grimmett identified 

basic ways to make U.S. foreign policy. These include the President 

making foreign policy by responding to foreign events, making proposals 

for legislation, negotiating an international agreement, making policy 

statements, implementing a specific policy, or taking some other 

independent action such as an executive order (Grimmett 1999:4). 

Congress through its constitutional authority can support, change, 

or constrain the approach proposed by the President. In the case of 

independent Presidential action, such as executive actions, it’s often 

difficult for Congress to change in the short term. In formal processes, 

involving Presidential budget priorities such as major changes to 

departmental functions, structures, treaties, and international 
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agreements submitted to the Senate or Congress for approval the 

Congress has a decisive voice.  

The Congress can make foreign policy through resolutions and 

policy, legislative directives, or pressure, restricting legislation through 

under funding, cutting funding, or “plus ups” in funding as well as by 

providing informal advice, and through its formal role in congressional 

oversight. Both branches have an important role that often overlaps and 

they both can initiate, and change foreign policy (Grimmett 1999:13). 

Shubert highlights the precursor period for this dissertation 

(1990’s, post-cold war) with what appeared as new and unprecedented 

peace operations. However, he points out that there is a strong 

continuity with the past. The greatest demand for military capability was 

not with combat forces but with military police, medical, engineers, 

transport, and surveillance aircraft (2013: 3). Senior leadership focused 

on humanitarian issues included a Deputy Assistant Secretary of 

Defense who “divided responsibility between war fighting as a core 

function and civil support as a secondary one” (Shubert 2013:5). This 

division and prioritizing of responsibility was reaffirmed by candidate 

George W. Bush who stated our troops should not be nation building 

(Shubert 2013: 5).  

Despite this thinking Shubert contends that military history 

reflects both wars against foreign enemies and another aspect that dealt 
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with law enforcement, disaster relief, humanitarian assistance, and 

nation building. He points out that “the nature of American operations 

changed drastically in the early days of the Clinton presidency when it 

became clear that a stability operation was necessary since 

humanitarian aid could not be delivered effectively in the chaotic 

environment (Somalia) created between warring clans” (Shubert 

2013:51). This military context, prior to the publication of R2P, reflects a 

recognition of the need to engage with military capability to facilitate 

humanitarian interventions in the post-cold war era. 

A significant factor in this humanitarian focus was through the 

influence of civil society within the USG. In November 2007, the US 

Holocaust Memorial Museum, along with the American Academy of 

Diplomacy, and the Endowment of the US Institute of Peace established 

a Genocide Prevention Task Force convened “…out of a desire by each of 

our institutions to reach beyond our individual capabilities and build a 

practical framework that could help the U.S. government better respond 

to threats of genocide and mass atrocities” (Albright 2008: xi). 

Because many of the task force participants had previously served 

within the government they brought an understanding of the USG 

processes and procedures, helping focus their recommendations toward 

key areas deemed essential in moving the concept from policy to practice. 

The focus was on influencing the incoming Obama administration to 
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elevate the importance of the protection of civilians and, specifically to 

enhance responses to genocide. Of note there were a number of 

individuals who either as part of the task force, or as interviewees 

solicited for input became part of the Obama administration.  

These included among others who worked both in the government 

as political appointees, and in academia the future US Ambassador to 

the UN Samantha Power a founding Executive Director of the Carr 

Center for Human Rights Policy at Harvard Kennedy School. She served 

as an advisor to Obama during his presidential campaign and 

subsequently served as a Special Assistant for Multilateral Affairs and 

Human Rights on the NSC, the initial chair of the APB, and eventually 

the US Ambassador to the UN from 2013-2017.  

Another task force member was Sarah Sewall, who was Deputy 

Assistant Secretary of Defense for Peacekeeping and Peace Enforcement 

Policy in DOD in 1993. She was a Professor at the Harvard Kennedy 

School of Government beginning in 2000, and worked with the PKSOI in 

2012 to develop The MARO Handbook: A Military Planning Guide that was 

incorporated into U.S. Army doctrine. Subsequently she served as Under 

Secretary for Civilian Security, Democracy, and Human Rights in 2014. 

Both individuals were in key positions, and because of the level and 

placement of position within the USG structure they were able to use 

individual agency to influence the direction the US took on R2P.  
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The recommendations generated by the task force in which these 

two individuals (among others) participated included actions for the 

primary executive departments involved in R2P (DOS, DOD, USAID), as 

well as the President, Congress and the public. The taskforce 

recommended that genocide prevention and response be incorporated 

into national policy, guidance, and planning for the military as well as 

incorporating it into defense doctrine and training. I will show that a 

number of these recommendations ultimately have been implemented 

into DOD in a series of Service and Joint doctrinal publications. 

Although the primary focus of analysis is on the executive branch, 

it is instructive to provide one example of another actor who is involved 

in changing government practice related to R2P. An example of the 

Congressional role in focusing attention on an issue related to R2P was 

the Senate Concurrent Congressional Resolution 71 in the 2009 

timeframe addressing atrocity prevention. The resolution  

…affirms that it is in the national interest and aligned with 
the values of the United States to work vigorously with 
international partners to prevent and mitigate future 
genocides and mass atrocities; supports the establishment of 
an interagency policy committee and a National Security 
Council position dedicated to the prevention of genocide and 
other mass atrocities… (Senate Cong Res 71 2010) 

 
This clearly shows interest in focusing the USG on atrocity prevention at 

the congressional level. 
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This resolution predated President Obama’s PSD, 10 August 2011, 

and directed that an Atrocity Prevention Board be established. Another 

example of Congressional advocacy was a later effort to implement a 

Genocide and Atrocities Prevention Act of 2016 (MDM 16132 2016) that 

proposed in draft legislation to codify some of the changes made through 

executive action into law through the proposed bill. Due to the timing of 

its introduction in the particular Congressional session, it was not acted 

upon. Ultimately the Congress has a long-term influence on the executive 

branch departments through its constitutional responsibility to fund the 

government activities. Without the funds appropriated to initiate new 

programs, or fund current programs agencies and branches responsible 

for their implementation cannot resource new capabilities, or maintain 

programs that currently exist. 

The executive branch departments through the President have the 

responsibility to implement laws established by Congress that influence 

the conduct of foreign relations. The departments also have responsibility 

to interpret the law and implement them based on Presidential guidance 

and policy direction. The approach each President takes on 

humanitarian foreign policy objectives, and how the President elects to 

structure the departments under control of the executive branch of 

government, can enable the efforts of USG departments supporting 

humanitarian operations. The President’s appointments for key 
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government positions, and how those appointees view the issues, can 

have an impact on the normative values promulgated in R2P, and how 

they are implemented in practice. This Executive Department focus 

aligns with the responsibilities derived from the Constitution on foreign 

policy, and will provide the framework for the analysis. The focus on 

humanitarian operations has shifted based on presidential priorities 

established in NSS, and on the context of the international environment 

over time. In addition a number of institutional actors within the USG 

influence the policy development as part of the President’s national 

security structure. 

Individual agency is magnified for leadership by the authority given 

to the Secretaries of the various departments, as well as individuals in 

other key leadership positions. The Secretary has the ability to re-

organize and focus the departments’ staff based on the specific issue or 

problem defined in guidance. This organizational flexibility constrained 

by the legislated mission authorities provides the mechanism to shift 

focus on the solving the range of problems influenced by the 

environmental factors (e.g. demographic shifts, youth bulge, resource 

competition, etc.) that affect them. My analysis focuses on the DOS, the 

USUN, USAID, as well as the DOD, from 2001 until 2016. I will examine 

structural changes that occurred reflecting the departmental priorities, 
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and needs in support of the assigned missions related to humanitarian 

operations. 

National Policy Section 

The United States as a nation has retained a consistent set of core 

national interests through its recent history (Ettinger 2017). Driven by 

Congressional legislation in section 603 of the Goldwater-Nichols 

Legislation, there has been a recurring requirement for each Presidential 

administration to annually “publish their strategy articulating worldwide 

interests, goals, and objectives …vital to national security of the United 

States …” (Public Law 99-433 October 1, 1986). It is through this 

document that the US foreign policy is focused by the USG structures, 

resources, implementing policy, associated doctrine, and practice to 

support core national interests. This enduring set of core objectives 

includes enhancing American security; bolstering our economic 

prosperity; and promoting democracy and human rights abroad.  

To help trace the evolution of national guidance from prior to the 

ICISS report in 1996 until the end of the Obama administration in 

January 2017, I examined the NSS to see how the emphasis has changed 

in terms of priority and objectives. As a baseline of comparison as early 

as the 1996 NSS, there was a reference to conditional sovereignty and 

protection of civilians similar to the norms of the R2P framework:  



70 
 

… all nations should be able to expect that their borders and 
their sovereignty will always be secure… this does not mean 
we or the international community must tolerate gross 
violations of human rights within those borders (p. iii). 
 

However, during this timeframe there was also criteria for employment of 

US forces that mitigated any routine deployment into conflict zones:  

We therefore will send American troops abroad only when 
our interests and our values are sufficiently at stake. The 
courage, loyalty and willingness of our men and women in 
uniform to put their lives at risk is a national treasure which 
should never be taken for granted, but neither should we 
fear to employ U.S. military forces wisely. When we do so, it 
will be with clear objectives to which we are firmly committed 
and which — when combat is likely — we have the means to 
achieve decisively. To do otherwise, risks those objectives 
and endangers our troops. These requirements are as 
pertinent for humanitarian and other nontraditional 
interventions today as they were for previous generations 
during prolonged world wars. (1996 NSS: iii) 
 

This approach clearly places national security priorities as the lens in 

which any intervention would be done.  

As the key document in the National Security structure for the 

USG the NSS serves as a foundational document for US security issues. 

It is tasked to be produced by the President on an annual basis by the 

Congress of the United States (on the date the President submits the 

budget for the next fiscal year to Congress). Although the Presidents have 

not always complied with the requirement of producing an NSS report 

each year, there have been NSS’s produced by all the Presidents since 

the requirement was levied. This NSS provides a description and 
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discussion of worldwide interests, goals, and objectives of the US, vital to 

the security of the country. In addition it highlights the foreign policy, 

worldwide commitments, and national defense capabilities necessary to 

deter aggression, and implement the strategy. Proposed short and long 

term use of the political, economic, military, and other elements of 

national power to protect the US, and promote USG interests to achieve 

the defined goals are identified. The NSS also provides a comment on the 

adequacy of the US to carry out the national security strategy with the 

full range of elements of power available (Goldwater Nichols Public Law 

99-433-Oct. 1, 1986). There has been a consistent set of core interests 

and security concerns as part of each administration over the course of 

the last sixteen years. Table 1 below provides a generalized synopsis of 

the national security interests defined in the NSS for the past two 

administrations. A number of the focus areas of the NSS’s broadly align 

with human security issues (both “freedom from want” and “freedom 

from fear” defined by the UN (UN Development Report 1994). The 

strategies and approaches for addressing prevention and protection in 

the strategies reflect a consistent approach between both the ICISS 

Report and the USG foreign policy approaches. 
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Table 1 NSS Security Focus Areas 

 
 

Another document used by the executive branch to direct the USG 

actions is presidential policy. The National Security Policy Directive, 

(NSPD) 1, establishes the Presidents policy coordination committees 

under the National Security Council to address a range of foreign policy 

issues for the USG. The NSC provides the President with a forum to 

identify national security issues requiring executive action, as well as the 

mechanism to coordinate USG action across the whole government. It is 

a key entry point where critical foreign policy issues and crises can be 

addressed. Bush established seventeen policy coordinating committees 

(PCCs) to serve as the “main day-to-day fora for interagency coordination 

of national security policy” (Policy Coordinating Committee Memo April 

24, 2001). Under Bush peacekeeping, atrocities prevention, 
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humanitarian demining, and human rights treaties were all aligned 

under the Democracy, Human Rights, and International Operations PCC. 

The following paragraphs will trace the NSS’s chronologically 

through both administrations to examine the consistency, or changes 

that occurred in both administrations. This will provide the overarching 

national policy approach that the executive branch departments used 

during this timeframe to develop subordinate level policy, doctrine, and 

practices associated with humanitarian operations, and specifically the 

influence on humanitarian intervention.  

President Bush served from 2001 until January 2009, beginning 

his administration with the tragedy of September 11, 2001. This terrorist 

act set the President’s focus on terrorism early on in his administration.  

The initial Bush 2001 NSS used to guide the administration was 

published in December 2000, under Clinton, and highlighted three core 

objectives: enhancing American Security; bolstering economic prosperity; 

and promoting democracy and human right abroad (2000 NSS: 3). There 

was a recognition that the use of the military while important must only 

be used for vital interests (2000 NSS: 11). The strategy states that “the 

decision to employ military forces to support our humanitarian and other 

interests focuses on unique capabilities and resources the military can 

bring,” but acknowledges that the military is not the best tool for 

humanitarian concerns. However, it suggests that it may be the best tool 



74 
 

when the crisis is large. It acknowledges that the US should “stop 

outbreaks of mass killing and displacement, but can’t respond to every 

crisis” (NSS 2000: 20). Certainly the lessons from Rwanda also 

influenced Clinton in crafting the objectives of his strategy.  

 The next NSS was published in September 2002, and was informed 

by the attacks against the United States in September 11, 2001. The 

preface highlights the shift in security with the following statements:  

Today, that task has changed dramatically. Enemies in the 
past needed great armies and great industrial capabilities to 
endanger America. Now, shadowy networks of individuals 
can bring great chaos and suffering to our shores for less 
than it costs to purchase a single tank. Terrorists are 
organized to penetrate open societies and to turn the power 
of modern technologies against us (NSS 2002 Bush memo).  

 
The 2002 NSS was based on a view of American internationalism 

reflecting the union of US values and interests to make a better world. To 

achieve these goals the strategy talked about expanding development, 

defusing regional conflicts, and developing cooperative action with other 

main centers of global power. The strategy also discussed remaining 

“…engaged in regional disputes to minimize human suffering and 

work[ing] with friends and partners to alleviate suffering and restore 

stability” (NSS 2002: 9). 

The 2006 NSS was framed as a national strategy for a country at 

war, putatively required by the rise of terrorism and the need to protect 

the security of the American people. One of the two pillars for the 
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strategy was “promoting freedom, justice and human dignity, ending 

tyranny, promoting democracies, and extending prosperity through free 

and fair trade as well as development”. (NSS 2006: intro) In addition the 

strategy stated that free governments are accountable to the people 

requiring governed territory and economic and political policies 

benefiting them. It also stated that free governments do not oppress their 

people or attack other free nations. Stability and peace are based on 

freedom (NSS 2006). 

The strategy provided some focus on conflict and intervention that 

reflected values of peace and security, although there is no direct 

reference to the normative concepts. 

Some conflicts pose such a grave threat to our broader 
interests and values that conflict intervention may be needed 
to restore peace and stability. Recent experience has 
underscored that the international community does not have 
enough high-quality military forces trained and capable of 
performing these peace operations. (NSS 2006: 16) 
 

 Human security was part of the lexicon in the national security 

structure as evidenced by reference to protection of civilians in the 2006 

NSS where conflict prevention and resolution, conflict intervention, post 

conflict stabilization, and reconstruction along with a focus on genocide 

are included as national security goals in support of regional security. 

 A discussion on genocide in the strategy also reflected the broad 

concepts embedded in R2P. The strategy highlighted earlier failures in 
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addressing atrocity by the international community related to the 

atrocity in Rwanda and the subsequent effort by NATO to address the 

issue in Kosovo. The strategy however doesn’t use the specific language 

of “protection of civilians” to indicate a direct influence from the ICISS 

report but reflected the moral intent of the concept:  

It is a moral imperative that states take action to prevent and 
punish genocide. History teaches that sometimes other states 
will not act unless America does its part. We must refine 
United States Government efforts – economic, diplomatic, 
and law-enforcement –so that they target those individuals 
responsible for genocide and not the innocent citizens they 
rule. Where perpetrators of mass killing defy all attempts at 
peaceful intervention, armed intervention may be required, 
preferably by the forces of several nations working together 
under appropriate regional or international auspices. (NSS 
2006: 17 emphasis mine). 
 

The initial series of NSS’s while acknowledging human rights and 

support to crises was clear in balancing the response to the US national 

interests, except in the case of “grave” crises. The influence of the 

nascent concept of R2P hadn’t really influenced the discussion in the 

strategies.  

Under Obama who served from 2009 until 2017, two NSS’s were 

developed to establish the national strategy for the administration. He 

brought an approach of operating in a more engaged way with the 

international community leveraging the UN structure, and regional 

organizations. Obama used the term Presidential Policy Directives (PPD) 
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rather than National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD), and drafted 

a new PPD 1 to organize the national security apparatus that supported 

his decision making processes. He established a structure with a 

principals’ committee, deputy committee, and subordinate interagency 

policy committees to address a similar range of issues that had 

previously been addressed by the Bush administration. This PPD 1 was 

the first in a series of PPDs which along with Presidential Study 

Directives (PSD), replaced National Security Presidential Directives as the 

instruments for articulating presidential decisions about national 

security policies of the United States. 

In 2010 Obama released PPD 6, U.S. Global Development Policy, 

that he based on a US national security strategy focused on renewal and 

global leadership. He viewed development as a strategic, economic, and 

moral imperative. PPD 6 stated that development was both an outcome 

the US desired, and a core capability of the US. There were already 

extensive development efforts going on with over 400 directives on the 

subject in legislation (PPD-6: 5). The policy was intended to align 

resources and priorities to help preserve peace and stability in the face of 

all the national security challenges (PPD-6 2010).  

Obama’s 2010 NSS articulated the need to support humanitarian 

operations and prevent genocide or mass atrocities during peacekeeping 

and conflict scenarios. In addition the strategy acknowledged the use of 
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the ICC despite the fact that the United States is not a formal party to 

the international agreement. The 2010 NSS continued the theme of a 

nation at war focused on “networks of violence and hatred.” A recognition 

that the US faced multiple threats from nations, non-state actors, and 

failed states. The strategy recognized that wars over ideology have been 

replaced by wars over religious, ethnic, and tribal identity; alongside 

growing inequality, and economic instability, food insecurity, and 

environmental issues. The strategy discussed the strengths, and 

shortcomings of international institutions developed during a different 

era, and a desire to focus on engagement, and to strengthen the 

international institutions. The purpose was to combat violent extremism 

stopping the spread of nuclear weapons, and addressing common threats 

to the international community (NSS 2010).  

It is in the 2010 NSS that a specific reference is made to protection 

of civilians which is consistent with the language in R2P. 

Military force, at times, may be necessary to defend our 
country and allies or to preserve broader peace and security, 
including by protecting civilians facing a grave humanitarian 
crisis. We will draw on diplomacy, development, and 
international norms and institutions to help resolve 
disagreements, prevent conflict, and maintain peace, 
mitigating where possible the need for the use of force (NSS 
2010: 22 emphasis mine).  

 
An OSD representative who supports DOD policy positions at the 

National Security Council level indicated: 
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we worked really hard in making sure these [R2P] priorities 
were reflected in like the overarching strategies and that, you 
know they got into documents. Like the national security 
strategy…and support documents like campaign plans and 
stuff like that…the doctrine piece is tough and these are 
things that work on cycles of years (Interviewee # 12 June 
2016). 

 
 The emphasis reflected by interviewee describing the focus of 

OSD illustrates the influence of agency by individual actors to 

implement change within their organization and its existing 

processes. It also points out the often lengthy bureaucratic 

processes that slow down the rate of change within the government 

bureaucracy.  

  In August 2011 President Obama released his PSD 10 on 

Mass Atrocities. The directive established an interagency Atrocities 

Prevention Board (APB) to coordinate a “whole of government” 

approach to preventing mass atrocities and genocide. It also 

directed the National Security Advisor to lead a study to develop 

the APB charged with coordinating and developing atrocity 

prevention and the USG policy response. The President highlighted 

the formation of this board at the US Holocaust Museum in 2012 

(http://www.responsibilitytoprotect.org/index.php/component/co

ntent/article/35-r2pcs-topics/4137-us-president-obama-

launches-atrocity-prevention-board#i).  
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 The APB efforts were highlighted on the White House website 

for a period of time, and then the efforts were no longer available 

on the site. The effectiveness of the APB in addressing the mission 

it was chartered was met with some mixed reviews among 

interviewees. An Intelligence Community (IC) interviewee who was 

involved in the formative efforts provided a less optimistic view of 

its influence: 

You know, President Obama in rolling out the Atrocity 
Prevention Board made a big speech at the Holocaust 
Museum. He called this a core national security interest and 
core moral responsibility. First, you know, half of the 
national security workforce just turned off when you talk 
about moral responsibility because we’ve all been trained as 
realists but you know even beside that and there were 
certain responsibilities laid out in the PSD-10 
recommendations there are over 100 recommendations… 
that went to the deputies, very few changes(Interviewee # 17 
November 2015). 
 

 The interviewee indicated that many of the changes were never 

implemented. The rationale provided for lack of implementation when the 

question was asked by the interviewee to the DOD staff members 

responsible for some of the implementation was: “well we don’t have any 

money” and “my bosses haven’t told me to do that, or my bosses are just 

not interested in this.” This interviewee’s response on inconsistent 

implementation illustrates how difficult change can be, even when there 

is senior level emphasis. The complexity of the problems faced, and the 

competing nature of priorities can result in less change, or slower 
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change. The aftermath of the Libya operation revealed the complexity of 

the problems involved (http://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-

36013703).  

 In addition anticipating and responding with the right approach to 

effectively employ the range of options was illustrated by another 

respondent with extensive previous DOD experience: 

State [DOS] and USAID have been, over the past four years 
in particular, since the PSD-10 conversations got going, have 
really been focused on figuring out ways that they can 
mobilize those tools that they have at their disposal in a 
speedy and responsive way…in the aftermath of the 
Benghazi attacks in 2012 it has become much more difficult 
for the State Department to find ways to effectively leverage 
the tools …in a timely enough way to make an impact on the 
situation on the ground versus DOD which can because of 
its forward deployed operations…has more flexibility even 
though frequently those decisions have to be made with the 
approval of the ambassador… I think our sense is that the 
administration certainly oversold the influence and impact 
that the board would have on its own internal processes... 
(Interviewee #3 October 2015). 
 

 An interviewee from DOS commented with regard to the APB 

that it was “hyped and overrated”. From this respondents’ 

perspective: 

it never really provided an effective approach to influence the 
NSC regarding humanitarian issues. There were really no 
resources and no authority within the NSC structure 
(Interviewee #9 August 2017). 
  

These comments reflect the bureaucratic and hierarchical nature 

of the environment in the USG that mitigates rapid change. The 
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response shows that implementing national policy level strategies, 

while necessary to direct USG departments and agencies, may not 

in themselves be sufficient to ensure that the normative changes 

become embedded and part of the USG operational practice. To be 

effective these higher level changes need to be “operationalized” 

within the departmental bureaucratic structures to ensure that 

individuals responsible for planning and implementing responses 

to genocide or humanitarian crises are aware of the broader policy 

and issues, and understand the desired intent of the action.  

 Obama issued PPD 23 U.S. Security Sector Assistance in April 

2013 to improve “the ability of the United States to help allies and 

partner nations build their own security capacity, consistent with the 

principles of good governance and rule of law”. The rationale for the 

policy included a perspective that “we share security responsibilities with 

other nations and groups to help address security challenges in their 

countries and regions…” The policy defined security sector assistance in 

terms of institutions (including partner governments and international 

organizations) that have “authority to use force to protect both the state 

and its citizens at home and abroad…” These areas of support are 

identified in the R2P as enabling prevention aspects. 

(https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-

office/2013/04/05/fact-sheet-us-security-sector-assistance-policy). 
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 The intent was to enable the capability of foreign partners to 

address common security challenges. Among the principal goals were: (1) 

help partner nations to build capacity and support common security 

challenges; (2) promote partner support for U.S. interests; (3) promote 

universal values such as rule of law, transparency, fair and effective 

justice as well as respect for human rights; (4) strengthen collective 

security and multinational defense arrangements and organizations 

(ibid). 

 While the goals of the program are focused on areas that are 

viewed as essential for stable states, and therefore align broadly with the 

UN’s agenda on the prevention element of the R2P report. The PPD 

guidelines also clearly articulate that programs will support and 

complement the full range of broad U.S. national security and foreign 

assistance objectives. This Obama PPD is reflective of the position that 

the US intent for focus on humanitarian intervention and the normative 

concepts of R2P are still to be viewed through a national security lens to 

determine the extent of US participation. Despite that emphasis on 

national security, the R2P framework and US NSS have a similar 

implementing approach. The increased focus on humanitarian issues 

reflects the policy emphasis change toward humanitarian operations and 

atrocity prevention over the past two decades for the USG. 



84 
 

Obamas’ 2015 NSS continued to put human security in the form of 

genocide prevention and preventing mass atrocities as a priority, as well 

as providing caveated support to the International Criminal Court (ICC). 

These changes during the timeframe of this study represent a significant 

shift in focus from traditional state security focus of the 1990’s, and 

earlier addressing the governments, and their leadership almost 

exclusively to a security approach that puts a premium on the 

populations’ security. This final Obama strategy, NSS 2015, claimed a 

reduction in traditional conflict with fewer forces deployed in foreign 

conflicts. The strategy acknowledged we continue to face serious 

challenges to our national security with violent extremism, evolving 

terrorism, and persistent risk of attacks on America and our allies. Non-

traditional threats such as cybersecurity, climate change, and infectious 

disease were also a focus in the strategy.  

There was also a focus on building capacity to prevent conflict 

emphasized in the 2015 strategy. The strategy recognized that weak 

governance and grievances create an environment that allows violent 

non-state actors to develop and overtake state structures. The strategy 

talks about working with partners and multi-lateral organizations to 

address root causes of conflict. The strategy described a desire to bolster 

capacity of the UN, and regional organizations to build resilience, resolve 

disputes, strengthen governance, end poverty, build stability, and 
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strengthen peace. There is also a direct mention of preventing mass 

atrocities in the strategy document. The strategy stated: “We have a 

strong interest in leading an international response to genocide and 

mass atrocities when they arise” recognizing that it’s less costly when 

prevention occurs before it reaches the level of a crisis. The strategy 

states:  

We affirm our support for the international consensus that 
governments have the responsibility to protect civilians from 
mass atrocities and that this responsibility passes to the 
broader international community when those governments 
manifestly fail to protect their populations (NSS 2015: 22 
emphasis mine).  
 
President Obama amplified the NSS with a memo released on 28 

September, 2015 to the heads of executive departments and agencies, 

“United States Support to United Nations Peace Operations”. It reiterated 

that multilateral peace operations, particularly UN peace operations 

would continue to be a primary tool we used to address conflict related 

crises. The memo revalidated the Presidential Policy Directive (PDD)-25 

“US Policy on Reforming Multilateral Peace Operations”, dated 3 May, 

1994 and implemented under President Clinton. PDD-25 highlights the 

need to partner with the UN, but points out that participation will “never 

substitute for fighting and winning our own wars, nor can we allow it to 

reduce our capability to meet that imperative. It can however serve in 
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effect as a force multiplier in our efforts to promote peace and stability” 

(PPD 25 1994: 1). 

Further reflecting the increased focus of the USG on human rights, 

and protection of populations the United States agreed to become part of 

a reformed Human Rights Council in November 2016. As part of the 

effort to obtain a position on the commission the US released a statement 

with commitments and pledges to among other things: “continue its 

efforts in the UN system to be a strong advocate for all people around the 

world who suffer from abuse and oppression, and to be a stalwart 

defender of courageous individuals across the globe who work, often at 

great personal risk, on behalf of the rights of others.” (https://2009-

2017.state.gov/documents/organization/121976.pdf).  

These changes during the timeframe of this study shift the focus 

from a traditional state security focus to a security approach that puts a 

premium on the populations’ security. The changes have occurred over a 

period of decades, reflecting both the slow process of fundamental 

changes in national security, as well as the enduring core set of values 

and beliefs within the national security structure. While the environment 

has changed, and triggered changes in priorities for the broad strategic 

themes of each administration there is an enduring consistency of vital 

concerns that continues throughout each iteration of the NSS.  

https://2009-/
https://2009-/
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What has occurred within the guidance however, is a shift from an 

almost exclusive focus on states and state action in the international 

environment to a more divergent set of issues (human rights, 

environment, global pandemics, etc.) with a more nuanced focus on the 

rights of individuals, and concern for human rights rather than a more 

traditional focus on sovereignty of the state and interstate issues. This 

focus while not adding any “weight” to assessing increased 

institutionalization of R2P, allowed subordinate level policy to focus on 

the issues of protection of civilians in crises.  

The NSS serves as the guidance used by all the departments, who 

then produce amplifying policy and guidance on how to implement the 

strategy within their respective sphere of influence (diplomatic, 

informational, military or economic). The NSS also influences the 

structure and resource allocation of the departments as they implement 

the guidance and direction to meet the strategies intent. A point made by 

a DOD representative was that “we are a giant behemoth and it’s going to 

be a while before R2P permeates into the department if at all, and what 

form that’s going to take is going to remain to be seen.” 

Ultimately however even with a priority established by the NSS, 

often the focus is driven by the context and the particular approach 

taken by whoever is presenting the foreign policy issue. As an example, 
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one senior official I spoke with indicated for US to intervene into a crisis 

there are a number of complicating factors. The interviewee stated: 

It’s not just early warning… it’s the narrative, what’s the 
story line that should be driving the crisis. In Syria for 
example there are multiple narratives and they are all 
true…there is the humanitarian narrative, there is an 
autocrat-democrat narrative, and there is a religious 
narrative, you know Sunni-Shia-Sectarian, and there is the 
terrorist takeover narrative... all of them are true, now which 
is the dominant narrative? Now that is the narrative that you 
should use to organize your presentation to a policy maker 
about what is truly going on... (Interviewee # 16 August 
2015)  
 
This comment reflects the tension that exists in the USG in terms 

of priorities and focus. There is certainly a recognition by the leadership 

on the need to respond to humanitarian concerns, and protection of 

civilians, but the dynamics of the situation present complicating factors 

that result in competition within the national security structure to raise 

issues to a level that gets senior attention when there are many 

competing issues. It also illustrates the geopolitical tensions influencing 

the priorities for the USG that has finite resources. Another point it 

brings out is the increasing complexity of aligning the competing 

priorities of government organizations to enable rapid response to 

humanitarian crises resulting from both state and non-state actors. 

Over the course of the two administrations the NSS shows a 

greater emphasis placed specifically on the issue of genocide, and 

atrocity prevention. This is at the heart of the key rationale for the 
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development of amplifying guidance and operationalization of R2P in the 

USG. While a number of the strategies talked about the concern for 

genocide, ultimately it wasn’t until the 2015 NSS that a specific reference 

was made rather than just implied in the language. Strategic policy 

documents, and policy discourse at the national level provide the 

executive branch departments with broad guidance to influence the 

missions and resources of the various agencies and departments, but it 

is generally broad in scope. Therefore the guidance needs to be 

interpreted by subordinate department level policy to direct the 

department to begin taking specific action to translate the policy 

direction into operational level actions. These actions are designed to 

develop a capability to conduct operations consistent with the overall 

national intent. The focus on atrocity and human security that is 

incorporated in the dialogue of the NSS’s illustrates that the USG 

recognizes the issue of human security as essential in achieving the 

national security objectives. Rather than ignoring these issues the USG 

has integrated them into national security planning to achieve foreign 

policy objectives of regional and international stability.  

The next chapter transitions from the national level guidance into 

the executive branch departments responsible for implementing any 

intervention. This chapter examines the DOS, the USUN Mission, and 

USAID, the relationship of these departments to each other, as well as 
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their role in implementing foreign policy decisions addressing atrocities 

and protection of civilians. The chapter will explore how DOS interpreted 

the broad NSS policy into specific department level policy and practice as 

well as examine the changes to organizational structure over the past two 

administrations. This analysis is intended to provide evidence of the 

influence of the norms on the USG, and within the DOD. It is the 

changes occurring at the department level and below that result in 

operationalizing the institutionalized norm, providing the foundation 

necessary to: obtain resources; assign responsibility for actions; develop 

processes and procedure; conduct training; that will ultimately support 

implementing a military intervention in support of atrocity prevention 

and support the protection of civilians. 
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Chapter Four: Dialogue of R2P and Security: A Content Analysis  

Another approach to discerning the level of institutionalization of 

the norms is through the analysis of discourse. In this chapter I evaluate 

the thematic content for senior leadership within the executive 

departments using of key terms related to the R2P norms. I analyzed over 

6,800 speeches from USG leadership including; both Presidents’ Bush 

and Obama, the Secretaries of State and Defense, the US Ambassador to 

the UN, and USAID senior leadership from 2001 to 2016. The initial 

content analysis was used to determine the scope of the themes 

contained within the speeches. The software generated over 450 distinct 

“group themes” related to the speeches.  

To examine how they relate to R2P I identified terminology from the 

ICISS Report that describes the concept. The primary terms are focused 

on key aspects, e.g. atrocity, atrocity prevention, protection of civilians, 

the phrase “responsibility to protect” itself. Using these terms provides 

evidence of direct usage of the specific terms and clearly indicates the 

relationship of the speech to the norm. The document has many more 

terms and phrases that describe the norm and the expected processes 

that can indicate a general agreement to the broad concepts in the norm. 
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This level of term and phrase comparison however doesn’t distinguish 

the explicit concern for atrocities from the concepts R2P uses (related to 

human development and conflict prevention) to address root causes, 

prevention and rebuilding.  

The speeches were at the Secretary level and the breadth of 

content within each speech was extensive. To focus the search I 

examined the language used by USG officials and compared the content 

of the theme groups. I examined the terminology contained in both the 

ICISS R2P reports well as the terminology in the NSS’s over the past 

sixteen years. The ICISS report terminology includes terms describing 

multiple approaches for atrocity prevention focused on: prevention, 

human development, coercive diplomatic, economic, and political 

measures as well as incentives such as economic aid, and favorable 

trade. The commission identified the primary approaches to deal with 

root causes. The range of international “tools” used to support conflict 

prevention, and the root causes are based on the 1994 Human 

Development Report and identified in the UN Charter, Chapter IX, Article 

55 (http://www.un.org/en/sections/un-charter/chapter-ix/index.html). 

If prevention is not successful the tools in framework transition from 

prevention to intervention to stop an atrocity through increasingly 

coercive methods up to and including military intervention. The final 

aspect of R2P is to support rebuilding, and again introduces traditional 
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development terms, and phrases to describe the approaches. The range 

of terms can be conflated with a number of normative tasks, and they 

didn’t provide an approach to discern if atrocity prevention has become 

more embedded in the discourse of the USG. However, to get a sense of 

general agreement on the overall approach to the USG and the ICISS 

report I examined the themes of the discourse. 

To assess how the discourse in the USG speeches were using 

consistent terms aligned with the approaches defined I used a number of 

terms from the report that describe the element as well as some of the 

approaches defined (appendix 2). I examined the documents to determine 

the use of the terms in the generated theme groups. By utilizing these 

groups I could visually compare how the content in the speeches utilizing 

similar, though not identical language, focused on the NSS, and 

addressing USG foreign policy concerns with the language used to 

describe the three elements of R2P, and approaches to address them. 

Because the USG helped establish the UN, and has been engaged 

in UN efforts I anticipated that while the motives for the UN and USG 

might be different the concern for conflict prevention, state security, 

human rights, and international stability concerns were shared. A 

general consistency of the speeches to this extensive approach for 

conflict prevention intended to mitigate the potential for atrocities 
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provides an indication of general agreement with the R2P framework by 

the USG. 

Despite the common approach, and the continued 

institutionalization of the norm within the national level policy discourse 

the actual implementation in practice is still an open question. 

Applegarth and Blocks contend that: “the United States position on R2P 

has proven to be more context-specific than consistently supportive, 

shifting to reflect the views of each U.S. administration and U.S. policy 

toward particular situations” (p. 140). This viewpoint is reflected in the 

response from an interviewee who has worked for DOD in the policy 

arena:  

…very, very seldom when you hear political leaders in the US 
when they talk about Syria, it’s very seldom the mass 
atrocity aspect at the forefront of the. Yeah, it’s all counter 
ISIS. Counter-insurgency kind of operations. Yeah, Assad’s 
chemical weapons. ISIS’ chemical weapons. When the so-
called red line was crossed in September of 2013. It looked 
like we were going to do something at the time. The 
arguments pro and against had… almost nobody talked 
about stopping mass atrocities. We got to send a message to 
Iran. US credibility is at stake its counter-Russian influence. 
It was all those sorts of issues (Interviewee #10 October 
2015). 
 

The quote clearly identifies the complexity involved in addressing 

violent conflict, and the myriad of issues that can result in the USG 

using different approaches to resolve them. It also complicates the 

analysis of any intervention that takes place. Unless explicitly stated the 
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motives for the intervention that result in atrocity prevention may be for 

national security reasons rather than an altruistic belief in focusing 

solely on the humanitarian issues.  

Applegarth and Block further stated that under Ambassador 

Bolton in 2005, the US emphasized the role of the Security Council in 

determining R2P situations, while under Ambassador Rice the focus on 

R2P has gotten stronger (2010:140). They point out that Rice commented 

in a 2009 statement at the US Institute of Peace on USG support for 

R2P. She defended a distinction between humanitarian intervention, and 

R2P making statements about strengthened early warning, preventive 

diplomacy, peacekeeping, and sanctions (2010:141). 

The ability to operationalize the concepts, and effectively 

implement R2P clearly depends on the USG embracing the concept and 

making the commitment to support humanitarian operations or military 

interventions when directed by the UN Security Council. As one UN 

respondent stated: 

I would say Responsibility to Protect can only be 
implemented by States, so the United Nations can play a role 
in terms of raising the issue and bringing states together. 
They can play a facilitating role, but ultimately R2P is about 
states, about the capacity of states to protect civilians, well, 
the willingness and the capacity of states to protect the 
civilians within their borders, and it’s about the willingness 
and ability for foreign states or outside states to put pressure 
on it to support states to make sure that that happens 
(Interviewee #2 December 2015). 
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The comment reinforces the point that discourse while important in 

helping to institutionalize the norm is a necessary step toward 

acceptance of the norm, but ultimately it is the action of states in cases 

of atrocity that provides the best evidence of a state institutionalizing the 

norms from R2P. The clearest indication of continued institutionalization 

in terms of discourse is through continued dialogue by senior leadership 

articulating the norm of atrocity prevention and protection of civilians in 

their speeches. 

USG Executive Branch Departments  

 To provide an initial assessment of the speeches I conducted a 

search of all the speeches using key terms from the R2P concept. These 

are listed in the appendix. Examination of the unique terms in the 

complete set of speeches showed a gradual appearance of terms into the 

senior leadership discourses. Excluding the Presidential speeches and 

focused on the DOS, DOD, USAID, and the USUN Ambassador, the 

terminology occurred primarily during the Obama administration Terms 

such as “responsibility to protect” (2004), “protection of civilians (2009)”, 

genocide (2009), atrocity prevention (2012), International Criminal Court 

(ICC) (2009) have taken some time to get in senior level speeches. This 

limited use by senior leaders is consistent with a comment by an IC 

interviewee who was involved in the early efforts to create the APB:  
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I believe outside of that small circle and particularly the 
higher up you go with the national security decision making 
circle I think it is just at best kept at arm’s length 
(Interviewee #17 November 2015). 

 
This perspective reflects senior leaderships focus is on a myriad of 

issues, not just R2P. For the senior leadership in DOD, DOS and USAID, 

the language is focused on traditional foreign policy issues. In many 

cases the discourse is consistent with R2Ps focus, but it addresses 

issues primarily in the context of USG policy. The primary exception is 

the US Ambassador to the UN whose discourse is primarily in the UN 

international forum. By examining the limited use of the specific terms 

by senior leadership it doesn’t address the subordinate leadership who 

may potentially use the terms more frequently due to their more focused 

portfolio. In terms of the DOS for example, the Under Secretary for 

Civilian Security, Democracy and Human Rights, or the Assistant 

Secretary of Conflict and Stabilization Operations, focused on 

humanitarian operations, and the specific mission for the Secretary on 

atrocities might use the terms in their routine day-to-day discussions. 

Applegarth and Block indicated another way that states can reflect 

the R2P normative values was through “incorporation of the language of 

R2P into their national security documents, mainstreaming into policy 

agendas, and encouraging high level public officials to make reference to 

R2P (2010:147 my emphasis). The presence of the terms in the USG 
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speeches shows that the USG senior level officials did use the specific 

language to include President Obama particularly during the 

establishment of the Atrocity Prevention Board in 2010.  

Figure 2 below reflects use of specific terminology associated with 

R2P increasing substantially in the 2009 and beyond. It incorporates 

speeches that referenced the R2P key terms (see appendix 2). The 

language used reflects a greater focus on the concepts contained within 

the ICISS normative framework, but doesn’t equate to a significant 

change in U.S. engagement in crises associated with instability over the 

last sixteen years. The significant finding is that the use of that language 

increased after 2010, during the administration of President Obama. 

While the number of speeches including the terms wasn’t large the 

impact of the discourse was extensive It provided senior emphasis on the 

issues that resulted in changes to the USG efforts related to atrocity 

prevention. That also corresponds to the timeframe in which policy, 

frameworks, and doctrinal documents focused on atrocity prevention 

increased. 
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Figure 2 Theme River Responsibility to Protect Specific Language2 

                                       
2The document collection's time line, selected thematic content, and thematic strength 
are indicated by the river's directed flow, composition, and changing width, respectively. 
The directed flow from left to right is interpreted as movement through time and the 
horizontal distance between two points on the river defines a time interval. At any point 
in time, the vertical distance, or width, of the river indicates the collective strength of 
the selected themes. 
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Figure 3 Responsibility to Protect Terms Galaxy 
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Figure 3 above visualizes the proximity of the documents. This 

proximity to each other represents a relationship in the content. The 

highlighted dots in the galaxy depict where the documents occur within 

the corpus of documents from 2001-2016. In terms of overall volume it 

reflects less than 13% of the documents during that time frame (844 

documents). The terms were used within themes related to current 

conflicts such as Iraq, Afghanistan, and Palestine as well as human 

development. The specific use of terms “responsibility to protect”, 

“protection of civilians”, “atrocity prevention”, “genocide”, “mass 

atrocities, “war crimes”, “crimes against humanity”, and “ethnic 

cleansing” in speeches is limited. It doesn’t include language and 

terminology related to R2Ps elements that could be related to R2P, but 

the content analysis of the speeches of the senior administration officials 

using terms from the ICISS report to address the elements of R2P would 

not reveal a specific relationship to atrocity prevention, or protection of 

civilians. 
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Figure 4 USG Complete Themes 2001-2016 
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Figure 5 USG Complete 2001-2016 Galaxy 

 

The Theme view (figure 4) provides a visualization of the thematic 

content for the entire set of USG speeches from 2001 to 2016. Figure 5 

provides a perspective on the proximity of the document content to each 

other. The clustering together overall indicated that the document topic 

content is similar. In examining the full set of executive department and 

USUN speeches, the highest peaks (figure 4) are associated with issues 

relating to key national security concerns during the two Presidential 

administrations. In the visualization longer term national security issues 

to support US interests (e.g. economic assistance) are lower in height, 
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and darker in color reflecting the level of discourse on the themes. In 

many cases these issues may be getting more attention from USG 

officials at the Deputy departmental or lower level. 

The proximity of speeches of the senior leadership indicates a 

similarity of themes. The speeches are predominantly related to USG 

foreign policy issues relevant to USG national interests. To highlight 

some of the thematic topics I provide a quick review of most of the peaks. 

As you look at the graphic from bottom to top, the various peaks include 

a range of thematic content:  

Peak (1) Development, Economic Issues, Millennium Challenge, 

Anti-Corruption, Africa, Health, AIDs, Support to peacekeeping, 

addressing root causes of migration; 

Peak (2) Global Issues Global Health, Poverty, Inequality, 

Trafficking in Persons, Food for Peace, Africa;  

Peak (3) Budget Congress, Pacific/Asia, America’s, Sudan, Global 

Peace Operations Initiative, Women& peace/security, peacekeeping, 

Congo, Human Rights. The small peak (left side) focuses on Justice, 

Criminal Tribunals, and International Criminal Tribunal Yugoslavia;  

Peak (4) Global Peace, Global Security, Defense Ministerial, 

Terrorism, cyber security, NATO, Defense/Military, Arms Treaty, EU, 

Afghanistan, Pakistan, US-China, Kosovo;  
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Peak (5) NATO, ISIL, Egypt, Turkey, Libya, Syria, North Korea, 

Russia, Violence-Syria, Lebanon, War on Terror, Iraq;  

Peak (6) Conflict/Terrorism/Military/React National Security, 

AIPAC, Syria-Congress, Turkey, Saudi Arabia, US-EU relations, 

IAEA/Nuclear, US-Russia, Iraq, Lebanon, Middle East, Counter 

Terrorism, P-5, NATO, START, Nuclear Iran, Iraq, Defense, Terrorism, 

North Korea, Libya, Syria;  

Peak (7) Israel –Palestine Israel, Palestine, two state solution, 

settlements, reject/fight terrorism.  

The proximity of the peaks and alignment indicates a closely 

aligned set of terms between the group themes. The height of the peak 

corresponds to topic strength at that location. Within the peaks various 

speeches reflect both national security concerns and they correlate with 

some of the themes associated with the norms from R2P. The lower part 

of the graph aligns closest with a “prevention” focus on “root causes”. As 

you move up the graph to the higher peaks the focus tends to shift from 

prevention to reaction and rebuilding efforts based on the terms used to 

generate the peaks. What the visualization illustrates is that the USG 

focus is global, and addresses international stability and security issues. 

Specific issues such as atrocity prevention represent only a small portion 

of the discourse.  
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The US emphasis on issues such as women, economic assistance, 

food security, health, and other issues focused on the population are 

some of the same concerns that the ICISS report identified as root-

causes related to conflict. The largest number of speeches are from the 

Secretary of State and the US Ambassador to the United Nations. That 

weights the content analysis towards those themes. However, since the 

DOS is responsible to the President for foreign policy it is natural that 

those themes would drive the thematic analysis. The DOD, and USAID 

both contribute to the conduct of US foreign policy but are in a support 

role. Because they are not the primary spokesman of US policy, and are 

focused on a narrower set of priorities (defense and development) the 

Secretary of Defense and USAID Administrator emphasize the issues 

critical to their respective department and agency. 

The visualization reflects the US foreign policy concerns focused on 

a wide range of global issues from international security and stability, to 

development, and global health issues. The focus in the bottom of the 

graphic reflect much of the USG dialogue related to human development 

issues within the UN.  

The data visualization of the discourse of the executive branch 

departments doesn’t reflect any greater institutionalization of the key 

R2P norms related to atrocity prevention or protection of civilians within 

the USG. It only reflects a common set of approaches to the international 



101 
 

problems that the USG addresses both as a member of the UN as well as 

a hegemonic state with significant interest in the stability in the 

international arena.  

In an effort to assess how the groups generated in the USG 

visualizations might align to the R2P elements I examined the 450 

thematic groups. I selected the groups that used terms from the ICSS to 

visualize the content of the documents related to R2P’s three elements of 

prevent, react, and rebuild. Figure 6 provides a visualization of the 

individual group themes generated by INSPIRE that relate topically to the 

ICISS R2P report. Human development is one of the largest groups 

generated by the software. It is also one of the topics R2P cites as a 

preventive approach for potential atrocities. To provide a single flow 

visualization I combined the groups, and they are visualized in figure 7. 

There is a consistent volume of speeches that address the themes from 

the R2P elements between 2001 and 2010. In 2011 there is an increase 

in themes related to these same elements. This is during the Obama 

administration, and shows some increase in discourse on the broader 

prevention related issues described in the ICISS report.  
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Figure 6 Theme Group Flow R2P Approaches USG  

 

 
Figure 7 Theme Groups R2P Approaches 

 

All of these thematic groups of preventive and rebuilding measures 

are related to the complete approach in the R2P framework. They only 

reflect the fact that there is a similar approach by the US, and the UN 

agencies in terms of approaches for prevention, reaction (short of 

intervention), and rebuilding. While the approaches are part of R2P it 
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won’t provide insight into how the USG views military intervention or the 

protection of civilians in the face of atrocities. This perspective of 

addressing root causes and focusing on prevention or reaction to an 

atrocity is one that is reflected in much of the literature on R2P. This 

illustrates that the USG is in general agreement on a number of these 

approaches. 

A key point made by an interviewee who works for the UN was: 

“don’t forget the UN is really a tool of the member states. So we play ping 

pong depending on how the Security Council wants to do this” 

(Interviewee #4 August 2015). 

This quotation reflects the current state of R2P. Although there have 

been many instances of “prevention” cited as examples of R2P in practice 

(e.g. Cote d Ivoire, Nigeria, Central African Republic), specific examples of 

either the UN or the US conducting military interventions to prevent 

atrocities, and to protect civilians are limited. In addition the concept has 

been inconsistently applied (e.g. Libya), and is not fully successful in 

meeting all the key aspects of the framework from early warning to a 

potential atrocity situation through the use of military force to stop 

atrocities, and ultimately support rebuilding of the society.  

 Because the primary spokesperson for the USG at the United 

Nations is the US Ambassador, and I had the speeches available I 

examined the themes to determine if atrocity prevention or protection of 
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civilians were present. The full set of USUN speeches from 2001 were not 

available on the USUN website. The UN speeches evaluated are from the 

Obama administration. Given the nature of relations during that earlier 

period with the Iraq conflict and Afghanistan, and the focus of the United 

States on improving the UN structure the UN Ambassador graphic might 

look different. Despite the lack of speeches from the previous 

administration however, the intent of this analysis isn’t to illustrate 

changes between administrations but to illustrate that the concepts 

within R2P have become institutionalized in the USG over the course of 

the past two decades. The Obama administration came into office with 

an agenda of greater international engagement, and it is under his 

administration that many of the earlier Genocide Prevention Task Force 

recommended actions for the USG were completed. The significant 

changes therefore will be evident in that dataset. Despite the lack of data 

for both administrations it’s worthwhile including the most recent 

speeches due to their influence on the institutionalization of R2P within 

the USG. 



 
 

 

 
Figure 8 US Ambassador UN 2009-2016 
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To assess the US institutionalization of the norm I also examined 

the USUN. I conducted the content analysis to generate themes to 

determine if atrocity prevention and protection of civilians was one of the 

themes. The themes (Figure 8) are derived from speeches by the US 

Ambassador focused on UN issues as well as USG concerns from 2009 to 

2016. The largest peak, reflecting the strongest content, related to the 

Syrian crisis. The adjoining peaks focused on issues such as Syrian and 

Russian operations in Aleppo, and the use of chemical weapons by the 

Syrian regime. That focus would be consistent with the focus on atrocity 

prevention in R2P, but the motivation for the efforts by the USG are not 

revealed. (https://www.reuters.com/article/us-mideast-crisis-syria-

casualties/syrian-war-monitor-says-465000-killed-in-six-years-of-

fighting-idUSKBN16K1Q1). Additional areas the US Ambassador focused 

on included: nuclear sanctions for Iran; the Ukraine-Russia conflict; the 

issue of terrorism or countering violent extremism; the ongoing crises in 

the Sudan and other states in Africa and the Middle East/Asia; 

Palestinian issues; international laws and treaties; tribunals focused on 

atrocities during Kosovo as well as issues of rule of law; and the courts 

and issues in Sri Lanka.  

 In general the largest number of speeches by the Ambassador are 

focused on the near term crises during 2009-2016. As with the other 

graphics the proximity of the peaks reflects the commonality of the terms 
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related to the issues. In the case of the US Ambassador to the UN there 

are a number of dis-similar issues. Because the speeches were almost 

exclusively by the Ambassador, and not subordinate personnel with 

specific issue portfolios (e.g. development) it visualizes the USG priorities 

within the UN.  

 One key point to be made however, is that the majority of 

statements on atrocity prevention were from either the USUN 

Ambassador, or the DOS Under Secretary of State for Culture, Security, 

Democracy and Human Rights, specifically Sarah Sewell who also spoke 

in the UN on the subject of atrocity prevention. In assessing the 

discourse from the executive branch departments there isn’t a significant 

volume of speeches focused on R2P; specifically protection of civilians, 

and atrocity prevention. The speeches were from the USUN 

Ambassadors, to include both Ambassador Susan Rice, and Ambassador 

Samantha Power. Additionally Sarah Sewall in DOS spoke on behalf of 

the US at this forum on atrocity prevention issues. While the discourse 

was limited these individuals were also influential in the administration, 

and both Samantha Power and Sarah Sewell had been involved with the 

Genocide Prevention Task Force at the start of the Obama administration 

 



108 
 

Presidential Speeches  

The President sets the foreign policy agenda through the 

promulgation of the NSS. The Presidential focus is divided between both 

domestic and foreign issues, resulting in delegating some speeches to the 

executive departments on behalf of the administration. Most of the 

speeches of the President obtained are focused on the US voters although 

even these speeches can have an international impact. There are select 

presidential speeches on key issues related to foreign policy but they 

were generally limited in the archive I used to conduct the analysis.  

 

 
Figure 9 President Bush Select Speeches 2001-2008 

 



109 
 

Bush (Figure 9) in speeches from 2001 to 2008 focused on themes 

of terrorism, danger of tyrannical regimes (e.g. Iraq), commitments to 

human dignity, and efforts focusing on freeing people from tyranny, 

violence, hunger, disease, illiteracy, ignorance, and poverty. The themes 

reflect US interests but touch on the issues in the ICISS report that are 

focused on prevention and rebuilding. There was an acknowledgement in 

his 2006 speech to the UN on one of the four atrocity priorities of R2P 

when Bush stated: “to the people of Darfur, you have suffered 

unspeakable violence. And my nation has called these atrocities what 

they are – genocide.” 

 

 
Figure 10 President Obama Speeches 2009-2016 
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President Obama’s speeches (figure 10) reflected similar domestic 

concerns focusing on a wide range of topics. These included issues such 

as jobs, the economy, taxes, and middle class, energy, oil spills, and the 

environment, community rights, immigration, and supreme court; 

violence, guns; health care, and health insurance. These are focused on 

the American public, and are consistent with presidential speeches in the 

past.  

Bush and Obama both focused their presidential speeches on 

issues related to broad national security concerns and concerns of the 

American public rather than to all the humanitarian issues facing the US 

and the United Nations. In many cases the speeches were used to 

highlight US accomplishments or recommend a focus for UN activities. 
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Figure 11 Bush Obama United Nations Speeches 

 

However, both Presidents addressed the United Nations in 

speeches on a regular basis (Figure 11). The figure illustrates the 

thematic peaks for President Bush on the left portion of the figure and 

President Obama on the right side. The lack of proximity to their peaks 

reflects the diversity of the topical themes. They both spoke on an annual 

basis to the UN to provide their perspectives. Bush focused on Iraq, 

regime change, terrorism, the need for peace, democracy, education, and 

weapons of mass destruction that made the world less secure. During 

the Bush administration there was a significant focus on UN reform that 

resulted in more push back from many countries in the international 

community (see note).  
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President Obama continued the trend of speaking to the United 

Nations during his administration from 2009 through 2016. President 

Obama’s foreign policy approaches tended to reflect a greater willingness 

to accommodate other states positions and his emphasis was more on 

increasing use of the UN despite shortcomings to accomplish foreign 

policy goals. His first speech spoke to shared goals in the international 

community, ending war in Iraq, peace in the Middle East, and climate 

change. An effort to re-engage within the UN focusing on four pillars of 

non-proliferation, and disarmament, promoting peace and security, 

preservation of the planet, and the global economy. As with the previous 

US speeches there was a focus on conflicts, respect for international 

norms, and terrorism. 

The general emphasis of the speeches for both Presidents was on 

security. In Obama’s 2013 speech he indicated the US would act in its 

core interest using all instruments of power. There was also a recognition 

that the US had broader interests in democracy, open markets, and 

peace and security. Overall the speeches were more about US national 

security concerns that when viewed broadly are consistent with overall 

international concerns on crisis prevention, protection of human rights, 

and development. 
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Summary 

 Over the course of the past two administrations there has been an 

overall focus across the executive department(s) on issues related to 

humanitarian operations not only in support of natural disasters, but 

particularly in relation to intra-state conflict settings. The increasingly 

globalized nature of international relations, and the impact of crises 

beyond the immediate conflict area(s) has resulted in a greater concern 

on the part of the USG on addressing stability issues. This is reflected in 

the increased emphasis on issues related to the security of the 

population of states in the speeches by senior administration leadership 

as well as by the President.  

 While the use of the specific terminology contained in R2P that 

addresses protection of civilians, conditional sovereignty, and atrocities 

(genocide, crimes against humanity, ethnic cleansing, and war crimes) is 

not reflected as a significantly high percentage of the speeches the 

fundamental basis supporting the framework for the norms in R2P is 

clearly reflected in the content of the speeches across the board for the 

USG. An NGO interviewee working in a UN position who is experienced in 

working with the military and USG reinforced this point: 

Yeah, I mean, I think the U.S. Government has actually 
committed quite a lot of time, of thought, of kind of effort to 
engaging in this concept. I don’t know if they call it 
Responsibility to Protect necessarily, but protection of 
civilians certainly is something that’s been, you know, very 
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embedded in particularly this administration, you know, the 
Obama Administration’s work. …in the context of U.S. 
Military engagement, what kind of commitment can the U.S. 
make in terms of troops, in terms of equipment, in terms of 
intelligence, in terms of expertise to try to support preventive 
efforts and interventions in the world, and then, of course, 
you work with PKSOI, and that’s, you know, that’s an 
unusual department within a kind of global military to see 
that kind of attention put to things like peacekeeping, peace 
operations… I think, yeah, obviously the U.S. has done the 
time (Interviewee #2 December 2015). 
 

 These observations illustrate the extent that the concepts in R2P 

are becoming operationalized within the USG structures over the course 

of the last two administrations with more extensive changes during the 

Obama administration. As might be expected the DOS and USAID 

speeches, with the primary mission on human rights and humanitarian 

operations contain the largest percentage of comments that support R2P, 

and the core national security interests aligning with those concepts. The 

DOD speeches are mostly focused on current security issues and 

resource issues. The DOD speeches didn’t make significant shifts in 

focus within the department on issues associated with populations in 

conflict situations. This is consistent with the DOD primary focus on 

national defense and the ongoing conflicts in which we are engaged. 

There is a recognition of the significant impact these issues have on the 

stability not only for states but more broadly for regional and 

international security.  
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 Ultimately the speech content reflects that the USG has begun to 

institutionalize the norms of R2P within the key departments responsible 

for humanitarian intervention to protect civilians particularly in cases of 

atrocity. In themselves the speeches don’t indicate a significant increase 

in institutionalizing atrocity prevention, and protection of civilians based 

on the limited number of speeches addressing the issue directly. Because 

there is a strong relationship between the concepts of R2P, and the 

concepts currently embedded in national security strategy there are 

common themes between them. This is consistent with the fact that R2P 

is using the current UN concepts for the framework. What is unique to 

the R2P norm is the concepts of “responsible sovereignty” and “protection 

of civilians” in the case of atrocities. The presence of the concepts in both 

the US and UN is reflective of the general diffusion of the norms that has 

occurred over the course of time. The specific terms in the dialogue 

referencing the atrocity prevention, and protection of civilians while 

appearing in dialogue are less frequent in the speeches of senior leaders 

of the departments. 
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Figure 12 Department of State Organization 
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Organizational Change: Aligning to Support Atrocity Prevention 

 
The State Department by law (22 USC §2652a), is responsible for 

carrying out foreign policy. Any major emerging humanitarian operations 

are approved and coordinated with the Secretary of State as the 

President’s principal foreign policy advisor. Organizationally, the DOS 

has evolved over the course of the two Presidential administrations. The 

renewed focus in the Obama administration on humanitarian issues, 

and the leadership by individuals who recognized the importance of these 

issues to the USG were instrumental in making this shift.  

The Secretary of State serves as the President's formal principal 

foreign policy adviser. Policy issues related to US humanitarian 

operations, and US involvement in UN, or coalition operations involve the 

DOS as part of the NSC. The USUN represents the USG positions on 

international issues in the UN forum. The US Ambassador to the UN, 

responds to the Secretary of State as part of their foreign policy 

responsibilities under the DOSs’ mandate. It is the Ambassador and staff 

that provide day-to-day interface with the UN and member states to 

address crises as well as address a wide range of humanitarian issues. 

While other agencies in the USG contribute to foreign policy decisions, 

and national security issues the DOS has a lead responsibility 

coordinating as needed with other executive branch departments, and 
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agencies, as well as partnerships with broader civil society organizations 

(https://www.state.gov/s/partnerships/partner/index.htm).  

The Department's mission is “to shape and sustain a peaceful, 

prosperous, just, and democratic world, and foster conditions for 

stability and progress for the benefit of the American people, and people 

everywhere. This overall mission is shared with the USAID, ensuring a 

common path” 

forward(http://www.state.gov/s/d/rm/index.htm#mission).  

Over the course of both Presidential administrations the DOS has 

adapted to meet its operational mission both at home and abroad. From 

2001 until 2009 the organization for State had no significant changes 

(US Govt. Manuals 2001-2009.) The primary point of contact for human 

rights and humanitarian activity was the Under Secretary of State for 

Global Affairs. The primary Assistant Secretaries were: Democracy, 

Human Rights and Labor; International Narcotics and Law Enforcement; 

Ocean and International Environment and Scientific Affairs; and 

Population, Refugees and Migration. Offices for specified activities (e.g. 

Ambassador at Large for War Crimes, Coordinator for Reconstruction 

and Stabilization, Counterterrorism Ambassador at Large) were “below 

the line” organizations, and reported through the Deputy Secretary of 

State level rather than through an Under Secretary. These offices were 
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fairly static for 2001 and 2002 with minor changes in 2003, 2004, and 

2005.  

In 2006, organizations relevant to humanitarian issues formed 

outside of Global Affairs (incorporating Democracy, Human Rights and 

Labor as well as Populations, Refugees and Migrants) were still reporting 

directly to the Deputy Secretary level. The Deputy Secretary of State span 

of control included six other Undersecretaries incorporating all of DOS 

functions. This resulted in all the various offices competing with each 

other for priority at the Secretary of State level. 

In 2008, the Under Secretary for Global Affairs changed again with 

the offices focused on issues ranging from: democracy, human rights and 

labor; international narcotics; oceans and international environment; 

population and refugees; as well as a scientific and technical issues. No 

significant change occurred from 2009 until 2012.  

In 2012, several of the offices that were “below the line” reporting 

to the Deputy Secretary of State were realigned to the Under Secretary of 

State for Democracy and Global Affairs. The organizational changes 

realigned a number of common issues under a single Under Secretary to 

provide focused leadership in support of the DOS This included 

reconstruction and stabilization; war crimes; counter-terrorism; 

democracy, human rights and labor; international narcotics and law; 

population and refugees. The Bureau of Conflict and Stabilization (CSO) 
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was established under the Democracy Human Rights and Labor in 

January 2012 with the mission of improving the effectiveness and 

coherence of US government response to overseas crises. The intent was 

to act as a “catalyst” during the first twelve months of a crises or 

transition. There were also a number of other changes to the 

organizational alignment within DOS to address a range of other issues 

not addressing human rights.  

The impetus for the change specifically related to CSO was from 

the 2010 Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review (QDDR) 

recommendations under Secretary Clinton. The rationale was to make a 

series of organizational changes within DOS to improve effectiveness of 

transnational issues. Most of these changes were intended to eliminate 

gaps and overlap (QDDR 2010). This QDDR acknowledged the need to 

coordinate beyond the traditional foreign state, and address 

transnational issues. The review acknowledged that “non-state actors—

from NGOs, religious groups, and multinational corporations to 

international cartels, and terrorist networks—are playing an ever-greater 

role in international affairs” (QDDR 2010: viii). A particular focus was 

also given to civil society in the review.  

In 2013 there was a significant change when the Under Secretary 

of State for Democracy and Global Affairs was renamed Under Secretary 

of State for Civilian Security, Democracy and Human Rights to more 
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accurately reflect the focus of the office. The Assistant Secretary offices of 

the Under Secretary changed to include: conflict and stabilization, 

counterterrorism, democracy human rights and labor, population 

refugees and migration, combatting trafficking in persons, and an office 

of global criminal justice. This alignment brought many of the human 

rights related issues under a single Under Secretary.  

In 2016 additional offices reporting directly to the Secretary of 

State were created focusing on global women’s’ issues, global AIDs, and 

“Special Envoys” as required. This change focused the Under Secretary 

on similar types of issues, and consolidated the span of control to help 

synchronize activities within the department. The constant shifting, and 

reorganizing particularly for specific issue offices (e.g. counterterrorism, 

war crimes) stabilized leaving only unique offices such as; Legal Advisor, 

Inspector General, and Protocol as individual offices reporting directly to 

the Deputy Secretary of State. The organizational structure of the 

department provided in figure 2 reflects the current focus and interests 

of the department. (GPO USG Manuals 2001-2016). 

The specific Under Secretary involved in the missions associated 

with Responsibility to Protect continued to be the Under Secretary of 

Civilian Security, Democracy and Human Rights. The establishment of 

the offices focused on human rights, atrocity, and protection of civilians 

occurred under leadership of numerous Secretaries; to include Albright, 
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Powell, Rice, Clinton, and Kerry. However the most significant changes 

occurred when Clinton was Secretary (2009-2013), and it was during this 

period that there were proponents such as Samantha Powers and Sarah 

Sewell in key positions of authority. These changes reflect both the 

Presidential priorities as well as priorities directed by the Secretary of 

State.  

The Under Secretary for Civilian Security, Democracy, and Human 

Rights, leads State Department efforts to prevent and counter threats to 

civilian security; such as violent extremism, mass atrocities, weak 

governance, and the rule of law. The seven bureaus and offices reporting 

to the Under Secretary “advance the security of the American people by 

assisting countries around the world to build more democratic, secure, 

stable, and just societies” (http://www.state.gov/j/). 

Within Under Secretary for Civilian Security, Democracy and 

Human Rights (J Department) there are currently five distinct bureaus: 

Conflict and Stabilization Operations (CSO); Counterterrorism and 

Countering Violent Extremism (CT/CVE); Democracy, Human Rights, 

and Labor (DRL); International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs 

(INL); Population, Refugees, and Migration (PRM); and two offices; Global 

Criminal Justice (GCJ); Monitor and Combat Trafficking in Persons (TIP).  

All the J department bureaus provide support to the broader 

issues associated with the norms in R2P, but CSO with its mission of 
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“advancing the DOS understanding of violent conflict … help the U.S. 

government anticipate, prevent, and respond to conflict and promote 

long-term stability” (https://www.state.gov/j/cso/index.htm). The 

mission statement of CSO relates to the intent of the comment of the 

Genocide Prevention Task Force: 

Despite general recognition of the clear benefits of early 
preventive action over more costly remedial efforts, the 
default organizational culture within the U.S. government 
still favors the latter. This is reflected in the low priority 
given to strategic planning, contingency preparations, 
realistic exercising, and learning from the past (Albright and 
Cohen 2008: 62).  
 

CSO has a mission to anticipate and understand the conflict to act 

early rather than reacting to the crisis with costlier options.  

A key rationale for the creation of CSO was to integrate and 

coordinate implementation of policy at the operational level for complex 

contingencies (Steinberg 2016). The J Department has the primary focus 

on stability, conflict prevention, and responding to conflict related to the 

focus of R2P, while other departments have a regional and country focus, 

and the embassies and missions’ in–country have roles to play in 

implementing US efforts at humanitarian operations and protection of 

civilians are executed “on the ground”. The efforts within DOS are 

coordinated with the interagency to ensure all the appropriate executive 

branch departments are involved as appropriate in implementing USG 

foreign policy issues. These DOS changes are an indication of the 
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increased focus on atrocity prevention and protection of civilians within 

the USG. 

DOS interviewees referenced rationales for the changes that 

included both improved coordination of issues across the DOS, as well as 

to provide a deliberate effort to assign a specific office focused on the 

issue of atrocity prevention and protection of civilians. Although not 

directly attributable to R2P the correlation of the recommendations 

generated by the Genocide Prevention Task Force and the actions taken 

within the department, along with interviews with DOS personnel 

revealed that the rationale for the current structure was based on a 

renewed focus on atrocity prevention in DOS, during the Obama 

administration. The advocacy of key personnel associated with the 

Genocide Prevention Taskforce along with the leadership of senior 

personnel in the DOS, and efforts of subordinate personnel in the 

department were influential in the implementation of organizational 

changes to focus on atrocity prevention, and protection of civilians as a 

specific task within DOS. 

The hiring practice of the DOS brings in personnel who have 

experience in civil society working in NGO’s, and in academia providing 

different perspectives as well as values into the department. This routine 

process can, and in the case of atrocity prevention did bring in advocates 

in senior level positions interested and able to influence the DOS 
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priorities. The collaboration DOS has with civil society also means the 

individuals bring the relationships previously established to their new 

organization. Not only has there been organizational changes to provide 

more focused support on the issue of protection of civilians and 

prevention of genocide, but there have been changes in the strategies, 

policy, and operational frameworks to improve the DOS response to 

crises by increased emphasis on areas in R2P such as early warning 

(e.g., USAIDs’ Atrocity Prevention Field Guide), anticipate an emerging 

crisis, and develop programs to improve weak and fragile states subject 

to potential atrocities avoiding the need to conduct a military 

intervention.  

The changes between 2009 and 2016 were focused on a human 

rights agenda by President Obamas’ administration. He made a 

concerted effort to develop closer cooperation, and encourage support for 

issues such as atrocity prevention using the numerous multi-national 

organizations and the UN. The consolidation of many of the human 

rights key areas under a single Under Secretary for Civilian Security 

Democracy and Human Rights issues reflected a more focused approach 

to the problem, ensuring closer oversight of these activities within the 

DOS.  

In addition the correlation of these issues with the NSS recognized 

that humanitarian crises threatening security of the population in 
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distant states has potential second and third order effects on security for 

the United States. While that emphasis may be seen as non-altruistic, 

more focused on US national interest the result was in an increased USG 

focus on atrocity prevention, and greater human security consistent with 

the ICISS R2P report. 

Policy and Guidance – Standardizing USG Approach 

Similar to other executive departments DOS takes its broad 

guidance from the NSS. Unlike DOD however, DOS tends to be less 

directive in internally implementing action from a “strategy to task” 

perspective. This less directive approach to implementation of guidance 

has resulted in varied responses by the subordinate hierarchy resulting 

in different perspectives on what the guidance means in terms of the 

particular office mission. In addition DOS, unlike DOD, does not operate 

using directives mandating certain actions to implement policies within 

the department. There is broad policy provided on issues and the 

bureaus and offices implement them based on the policy. Because the 

DOS response often requires efforts from regional and functional 

bureaus it can result in disconnects between offices required to support 

the intent of the guidance. This is reflected in a DOS respondents’ 

comments: 

I would say at this point, it’s (atrocity prevention) more art 
than science. That is, the state doesn’t operate in the same 
way of DOD in terms of like implementation of doctrine and 
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there’s an order issued and everything follows down. I think, 
in general, we have been trying to advance atrocity 
prevention and make the building better equipped to deal 
with problems early. That we relied a lot on the president’s 
early speech in 2012 in which he founded or passed for the 
creation of the APB. Then the recommendations of the PSD-
10 report which also came out at the same time and it 
provides guidance. [that’s] the reason why I say art, not 
science, is that has provided guidance, but it doesn’t 
automatically get implemented and so it requires a concerted 
effort which CSO plays a lead role as the secretary of the 
APB. (Interviewee #5 October 2015). 
 
Similar to the DOD the DOS utilizes subordinate level policy and 

implementation documents to meet its responsibility. In order to 

implement national strategy within the departments’ authority a 

Strategic Plan is developed. The document dates back to the 1990’s 

timeframe. Directed by the Government Performance and Results Act of 

1993, the first revision of the plan in 1999 articulated the distinction 

between the NSS and the International Affairs Strategic Plan. The NSS 

articulates the priorities of the Administration in terms of the policies 

and tools employed to meet the principal international security threats to 

the United States providing the DOD- and IC-derived roles and missions 

under the National Command Authority. 

In contrast, the International Affairs Strategic Plan (IASP) provides a 

“vision of United States’ national interests” (IASP 1999). The IASP focuses 

on a range of international affairs goals and activities of all USG agencies 

overseas. For the DOS strategic plan there is a distinction made in terms 
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of national security. DOS views national security in terms of “vital” US 

interests narrowing the national security focus to core interests only. 

There are seven international affairs goals for the US according to the 

plan. Several of these goals overlap with the goal of R2P. Among these 

are: “secure peace, deter aggression, prevent crises; uphold human 

rights; and provide humanitarian assistance…” (IASP 1999: 2). Within 

the IASP “foreign policy” is an integral part of international affairs 

focused on the conduct of relations with other nation states and 

international organizations in pursuit of national interests (p.4). 

In the IASP the sixteen strategic goals (Regional Stability, Weapons 

of Mass Destruction, Open Markets, U.S. Exports, Global Growth and 

Stability, Economic Development, Protection of American Citizens, Travel 

and Immigration, International Crime, Illegal Drugs, Counterterrorism, 

Democracy and Human Rights, Humanitarian Assistance, Environment, 

Population, and Health) are what the US wants to achieve through 

strategies, programs, and activities. The seven national interests are 

“why they are accomplished on behalf of the American people” (IASP 

1999: 4). 

The rationale for a particular strategic goal or interest varies 

contingent on the circumstances. The 1999 plan highlighted an example 

that illustrates the point. In terms of democracy “the rationale for 

democracy in Russia is derived from national security interests while in 
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Haiti it is a concern over immigration, and finally in Sri Lanka it is US 

values that lead to support democracy for its own sake” (IASP:4). This 

illustrates Weiss’s point that while the motivation and interest may not 

align to purely humanitarian concern the practical result is that the 

United States takes action and provides protection to the population for 

national reasons, but ultimately the bottom line is that populations are 

protected.  

The IASP was a DOS-only product developed only once under 

Secretary Madeline Albright. In lieu of this product DOS in coordination 

with USAID implemented a joint plan that addressed issues over a five-

year timeframe to provide guidance for both organizations on mid-range 

plans used to support resource acquisition, and identify major areas of 

emphasis for them to use in identifying goals and tracking them. 

Subsequent versions were generated as joint “Strategic Plans” to help 

align resources with goals and objectives derived from National Security 

Strategy. 

The 2004-2009 Strategic Plan was the first version where DOS and 

USAID jointly produced a plan. The subtitle of “aligning diplomacy and 

development assistance” reflected a recognition that our international 

affairs requires a fully integrated approach. The purpose of the document 

was to support the NSS policy positions, and describe how DOS and 

USAID would implement our foreign policy and development assistance. 
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The discussion of mission at the start of the publication reflects a view by 

the administration that we live in a globalized world: 

American diplomacy in the 21st century is based on 
fundamental beliefs: our freedom is best protected by 
ensuring that others are free; our prosperity depends on the 
prosperity of others; and our security relies on a global effort 
to secure the rights of all (Strat Plan FY 2004-2009:1). 

 
Subsequent strategic plans have been developed for 2007-2012 

and 2014-2017. The priorities have been fairly consistent with a priority 

focus on humanitarian issues across administrations. This priority of 

humanitarian issues is broader than the norm for protection of civilians 

and atrocity prevention. However in terms of conflict and crisis within 

the 2014-2017 plan, strategic goal 2; “Strengthen America’s Foreign 

Policy Impact on Our Strategic Challenges” it states: 

We will advocate for policies and norms that prevent violence 
and protect vulnerable populations. We will press to 
strengthen norms concerning the protection of civilians, to 
prevent mass atrocities, to prevent and respond to gender 
based violence… (Joint Strategic Plan FY 2014-2017: 21 
emphasis mine). 
 
The strategy identified the need for a whole of government 

approach requiring diplomacy, development, and defense, to accomplish 

national security objectives, and “uphold the values of democracy and 

human rights” (Strategic Plan FY 2014-2017 p.18). This national security 

approach while focused on the United States aligns with much of the 

conceptual approach of R2P addressing prevention (e.g. economic aid), 
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reaction (non-coercive measures, diplomacy and coercive measures, 

military intervention) as well as rebuilding (recovery and reconstitution 

and development efforts). Once again the underlying motive may be 

different for the US and UN but they share the same desired outcome. 

More importantly it reinforces the norm of protection of civilians for at 

risk populations.  

 The values in the DOS strategic plan reflect broad human rights 

values consistent with the UN.  

We will promote freedom of speech, conscience, and religion, 
the rule of law, and economic freedom. In concert with civil 
society organizations, we will speak out against human 
rights abuses and the trafficking of human beings (Strategic 
Plan 2004-2009: 2)  
 
A key priority for the US in the plan revolves around a more 

effective UN. His speech to the UNGA on 28 September 2015 illustrates 

this point:  

Where order has completely broken down, we must act, but 
we will be stronger when we act together. In such efforts, the 
United States will always do our part. We will do so mindful 
of the lessons of the past -- not just the lessons of Iraq, but 
also the example of Libya, where we joined an international 
coalition under a U.N. mandate to prevent a slaughter. 
(Obama UNGA Speech Sept. 28, 2015). 
 
Fundamentally the normative values of R2P and the normative 

values of the United States are similar. The issue of how, when, and to 

what extent the United States reacts to a humanitarian crisis continues 
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to be a tension between national security interests and limited resources 

to accomplish them, rather than an issue of conflicting norms. 

There are two clear goals of the 2014-2017 DOS strategic plan 

consistent with approach in R2P. The first is democracy and human 

rights that looks for standards to protect human rights; rights of women, 

ethnic minorities as well as religious freedom, worker rights and 

protection of children. A second strategic goal and a DOS performance 

goals is minimizing the cost of displacement, conflict, and natural 

disaster. The performance goals are effective protection, assistance for 

refugees, internally displaced persons, and conflict victims. There is also 

a focus on improving capacity of host countries, and international 

community to reduce vulnerabilities and respond to emergencies. 

Within the strategic plan the state department re-emphasized that 

the US would: 

…advocate for policies and norms that prevent violence and 
protect vulnerable populations. We will press to strengthen 
norms concerning the protection of civilians, to prevent mass 
atrocities, to prevent and respond to gender-based violence, 
and to empower women’s participation in political transitions 
and peace processes (Joint Strategic Plan FY 2014-2017: 21 
emphasis mine). 
 

Since 2010 DOS has also used a process borrowed from the 

Department of Defense (Quadrennial Defense Review) for their 

comparable document. The Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development 
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Review (QDDR) was developed to help focus the State Department’s (as 

well as USAID’s) resources on strategic priorities that align with the NSS, 

and assess the processes necessary to accomplish them efficiently 

(QDDR 2010). The subsequent 2015 QDDR states the document should 

be the blueprint for the next generation of diplomacy providing the 

department with broad guidance for priorities on the use of resources 

and focus on improving capabilities. 

Both of the QDDR’s that the DOS developed recognize the need to 

protect civilians and vulnerable populations against violence within the 

document. The 2010 QDDR acknowledges the US decision to endorse the 

concept of R2P, and reiterates the need to act not just in response to 

mass atrocity but prior to act earlier in anticipation of the potential for 

violence (p. 128). Although not explicitly citing R2P the 2015 QDDR 

reiterates the US commitment to atrocity prevention and a focus by the 

DOS on the Atrocity Prevention Board established by PSD 10 in 2011. 

The QDDR as an internal process for the DOS illustrates how the 

normative concepts are becoming more embedded into the 

operationalizing processes and procedures of the US government. The 

QDDR provides a blueprint to focus resource decisions and emphasis 

within the various directorates of both the DOS and USAID. To focus the 

results of the QDDR for the DOS, and USAID the Joint Strategic Plan 

serves as “a blueprint for investing in America’s future, and achieving the 
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goals that the President laid out in his National Security Strategy, and 

those in the Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review” (Joint 

Strategic Plan 2014-2017 2014: 2). 

Another process within the DOS is on human rights reinforcing the 

importance of the issue to USG priorities is the Universal Periodic 

Review. The Universal Periodic Review (UPR), established by UNGA 

resolution 60/251 in March 2006, developed a process to provide an 

objective assessment of each member states compliance with the treaties 

in place as well as the norms underlying human rights 

(http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/60/25

1).  

This process and the USG participation resulted in greater 

attention on the issue within the US, but on the human rights of other 

states. While not focused on R2P directly the emphasis in the USG on 

humanitarian issues the UPR highlights to the US foreign policy 

community the importance of human rights issues in addressing 

international crises within the USG. 

A document where the DOS has increased visibility and attention 

on the R2P concept is the publication by the Office of the Legal Adviser, 

the annual Digest of United States Practice in International Law. The 

intent of the document is to provide the public with a historical record of 

the views and practice of the Government of the United States in public 
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and private international law. The document highlights the US 

involvement in humanitarian operations and international conflict.  

In 2011 the digest specifically mentioned the Atrocity Prevention 

Board, and addressed mass atrocities as a core concern: “Preventing 

mass atrocities and genocide is a core national security interest and a 

core moral responsibility of the United States” (2011 Digest of US 

Practice in International Law: 569). While the primary audience is not 

internal to the US the increased focus reflects normative values 

associated with protection of civilians in conflict situations.  

Transitioning from the policy into the organizational structures at 

the directorate level also provides evidence of changes related to R2P. The 

Bureau of Conflict and Stabilization Operations serves as the DOS focal 

point for atrocity prevention, providing analysis, planning, programs, 

training, and tools. CSO has focused at the country level on high risk 

countries using early warning models to identify areas of concern and 

utilizing the State/USAID Atrocity Prevention framework. This is 

somewhat analogous to doctrine for DOD. CSO has developed training 

tools and has focused resources on the issue of atrocity prevention in 

coordination with a range of external partners within the USG, between 

governments, and with international organizations as well as civil society 

(Bureau of Conflict Stabilization 

https://www.state.gov/j/cso/c66989.htm). 
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The process utilized by CSO starts with a framework codified in the 

QDDR. The strategic doctrine for DOS, and USAID to support elements of 

peacebuilding (e.g. rule of law, stable governance, safe and secure 

environment) was drafted by the US Institute of Peace (USIP) and the US 

Army Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute (PKSOI). It 

provided a first ever “doctrine” for civilians for these mission. The 

framework reflects an integrated multi-departmental approach including 

DOS, USAID, and DOD (Guiding Principles for Stabilization and 

Reconstruction USIP 2009). The creation of this guidance provides 

evidence of the increased coordination occurring within the USG on 

humanitarian issues. 

DOS as part of their efforts generated tools, and methods to 

measure their performance goals. These included mission performance 

plans focused on US missions overseas with annual goals reported on to 

help measure progress by the department. Due to the large number of 

plans only a percentage of the mission plans receive a detailed annual 

review to provide progress metrics. For the DOS in Washington a bureau 

performance plan is conducted leveraging other government agencies to 

include the USAID to assess performance and progress on strategic 

goals. 

The DOS website highlights three key focus areas on atrocity 

prevention: country work; mainstreaming atrocity prevention training, 
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tools and resources; and partnerships 

(https://www.state.gov/documents/organization/257968.pdf). This 

includes in-country work in high risk countries, addressing areas where 

there is early warning of problems: Burma (or Myanmar), Nigeria, Central 

African Republic and Iraq. There is a greater focus on atrocity prevention 

as part of their core efforts. Another emphasis to integrate atrocity 

prevention within the DOS was the establishment of a senior level anti-

Atrocities Coordination Group to understand the risks, and types of 

solutions that may help. The process is intended to enable the concepts 

and processes of atrocity prevention to become more routine within the 

DOS. The efforts include training, development of data tools, and 

analytics, strategy, and budget planning for at risk cases (DOS Atrocities 

Prevention website).  

 In addition to all the efforts already addressed through the Open 

Government Program DOS has increased collaboration opportunities 

with governmental, non-governmental, Congressional, multilateral, 

academic, international partners, and experts. Areas the initiative 

covered included such things as: the “War Crimes Reward Program” 

providing money to those who identify individuals guilty of genocide; as 

well as Human Rights.gov that increased civil society collaboration to 

strengthen prevention of serious concerns that cut across the UN’s three 

pillars of peace and security, development, and human rights. The US 
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also supported in partnership with UN efforts though the Human Rights 

Up Front Initiative. UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, NGOs, 

other governments, and regional organizations, along with greater USG 

internal collaboration 

(https://www.state.gov/s/partnerships/partner/index.htm). All of the 

humanitarian related activity doesn’t necessarily corroborate embedding 

norms of R2P, however the norms of genocide protection, protection of 

civilians, and sovereignty as responsibility” are consistent with the same 

humanitarian norms, and the USG was active during the two 

administrations in focusing on these issues. In addition, there was 

mention of the norms and declaring them core elements of national 

security. 

To facilitate the interagency process for the USG, the Interagency 

Conflict Assessment Framework (ICAF) was created by an interagency 

working group under the auspices of the Reconstruction and 

Stabilization Policy Coordinating Committee (R&S PCC) within the NSC 

structure. The working group included DOS/CSO, USAID Conflict 

Management and Mitigation, along with the DOD, US Joint Forces 

Command representatives, as well as the Army’s PKSOI. 

 Similar to DOD the DOS also initiated training efforts for personnel 

to sensitize them to the issues related to atrocity prevention. They 

provided a courses such as: “Policy Priorities in Multilateral Diplomacy 
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The Prevention of Genocide and Mass Atrocities”; Bureau of Conflict and 

Stabilization “Atrocity Prevention Training”, and USAID “Preventing Mass 

Atrocities and Genocide Introduction to Concepts and USG Policy and 

Tools” within the department. In addition, external training through US 

Institute of Peace/Auschwitz Institute for Peace and Reconciliation 

Interagency Course on Atrocity Prevention, US Holocaust Museum 

courses, as well as courses with other countries such as Montreal 

Institute for Genocide and Human Rights, and other courses were 

available to DOS (and USAID) personnel. This reflects the focus in the 

department on increasing emphasis in the areas related to R2P.  

Ultimately the focus of the department has been directed on issues 

related to conflict, stabilization, and protection of civilians. The earlier 

conflict in Iraq resulted in the department having to address the human 

costs of conflict. The ensuing Iraqi civil war, and societal breakdown 

resulting from religious conflicts and emergence of violent extremism 

required extensive US development to restore a functioning government. 

This conflict (as well as Afghanistan) reinforced the importance of 

stability, and the role that protection of the population plays in 

maintaining a stable state. The changes over the past two 

administrations in the policies and organization of the department reflect 

the increased emphasis on humanitarian affairs particularly during the 

Obama administration. This priority was facilitated by the advocates for 
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human rights, particularly atrocity prevention, that the President placed 

in key administrative positions. These individuals initiated changes in 

the DOS to address the issues associated with atrocity prevention based 

on the norms of R2P. The next section will examine USAID’s focus which 

has continued to be predominantly addressing development issues 

supporting R2P.  
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USAID Addressing Conflicts Root Causes



 
 

 

 
Figure 13 US Agency for International Development Organization 
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Background 
 

The US Agency for International Development (USAID) is currently 

aligned with the DOS. The Foreign Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act 

of 1998 and the President's reorganization plan created the United States 

Agency for International Development (USAID) as a statutory agency with 

its Administrator under the direct authority and foreign policy guidance 

of the Secretary of State. This act also created a direct relationship 

between the Secretary of State and the Administrator of USAID. USAID 

has the same authorities to manage, implement, and administer 

economic assistance programs as it did prior to the reorganization 

coming into effect. The primary difference was rather than the authorities 

being derived by delegation from the President they are now derived by 

delegation from the Secretary of State. This aligned the diplomatic, and 

development efforts ensuring a more coordinated effort on foreign policy 

(Foreign Affairs Reform Act January 1998). 

The USAID is an agency of the USG that works closely with the 

DOS and receives overall foreign policy guidance from the Secretary of 

State. In terms of the R2P framework much of USAID’s work is focused 

on prevention, and rebuilding elements. USAID is the lead USG agency 

that “works to end extreme global poverty and enable resilient, 
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democratic societies to realize their potential”. 

(https://www.usaid.gov/who-we-are/mission-vision-values) The agency 

“promotes equitable economic; protects human rights, advances food 

security, prevent and recover from conflict, and humanitarian 

assistance” (https://www.usaid.gov/who-we-are). These functions are 

consistent with ICISS report R2P, quoting the UN Secretary General: 

“Every step taken towards reducing poverty and achieving broad-based 

economic growth” … is a step toward conflict prevention” (ICISS Report 

2001 p. 22). 

Policy: Setting the Agency Approach to Atrocity Prevention 
 

The USAID organizational manual, the Automated Directives 

System (ADS), contains the operational policy for the agency defining 

organizational functions, and policy and procedures for six functional 

areas comprising the organizational structure. Per the Agency Programs 

and Functions policy document, the USAID Administrator (A/AID): 

formulates and executes U.S. foreign economic and 
development assistance policies and programs, subject to the 
foreign policy guidance of the President, the Secretary of 
State, and the National Security Council. Under the direct 
authority and foreign policy guidance of the Secretary of 
State, the Administrator serves as a principal advisor to the 
President and the Secretary of State regarding international 
development matters (ADS 101 2015 emphasis mine). 
 
USAID historically has been associated with development in 

countries worldwide in support of national security objectives. Prior to 
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2006 a number of departments including USAID in the federal 

government were involved in foreign aid programs aligned to their core 

functions (e.g. DOS, DOD). The result was that the various foreign aid 

programs were often not synchronized and the resources expended by 

the various departments resulted in less effective development.  

In 2006 the Office of US Foreign Assistance Resources was created 

to coordinate the efforts of DOS and USAID. The new Director of Foreign 

Assistance (DFA) became a Deputy Secretary of State and served 

concurrently as USAID Administrator. This helped improve the DOS 

processes and the DOS continued to have oversight of the DOD (military 

aid) foreign assistance processes. These changes were essential to 

improve the overall USG efforts in this area that support the prevention 

and rebuilding aspects of R2P. 

USAID can be seen as the “operational” arm of DOS, the agency 

implements the policies promulgated by the President and Secretary of 

State. Organizationally USAID is aligned similarly to DOS with both 

regional and functional bureaus (see figure 4 above). There are elements 

of planning and execution related to support for R2P that relate to many 

of the bureaus and offices. 

A key office addressing humanitarian operations and protection of 

civilians’ is the Bureau of Democracy, Conflict and Humanitarian 

Assistance (DCHA). The offices mission is to “promote democratic and 
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resilient societies capable of mitigating disasters and conflicts, ensuring 

peace and prosperity”. The vision is that “by promoting societies that can 

govern effectively and withstand shocks and stresses it protects USAIDs’ 

development investments to end extreme poverty” 

(https://www.usaid.gov/who-we-are/organization/bureaus/bureau-

democracy-conflict-and-humanitarian-assistance). 

On January 18, 2006, Secretary Rice outlined her vision for 

diplomacy changes that she referred to as “transformational diplomacy” 

to meet this 21st Century world. The new diplomacy was intended to 

elevate democracy-promotion activities inside countries. The objective of 

transformational diplomacy was to “work with our many partners around 

the world to build and sustain democratic well-governed states that will 

respond to the needs of their people and conduct themselves responsibly 

in the international system (Senate Foreign Relations Committee 2006).” 

USAID leveraged the DOD’s Joint Planning process to helps focus them 

on the key objectives and tasks as derived from the NSS. As an “action 

agency” that is focused on implementing policy in practice to achieve 

strategic goals and objectives USAID translates the policy level tasks into 

a development framework. According to the USAID Administrator, the 

policy framework document is intended to become a regular effort every 

four years tracking the QDDR cycle. It provides USAID and partners 

worldwide with development priorities, translates the PPD-6 (Global 
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Development), and the QDDR (as well as future iterations of the QDDR 

and relevant Presidential directives), into more detailed operational 

principles, and explains how USAID will apply those principles across 

their entire portfolio (https://www.usaid.gov/documents/1870/usaid-

policy-framework- 2011-2015). 

USAID Policy Framework 2011- 2015, identified international 

development as a key component of American power along with 

diplomacy and defense (3D’s) (2015 exec sum.). The department views it 

as “cost-effective” tool to safeguard US security and prosperity while 

promoting values of freedom and opportunity. The framework identifies 

seven core development efforts: increase food security, promote global 

health and health systems, reduce climate impacts-promote low 

emissions growth, sustainable broad-based economic growth focused on 

private sector, expand and sustain ranks of stable prosperous 

democratic states, and support democratic transitions, provide 

humanitarian assistance, and support disaster mitigation, prevent and 

respond to crises, conflict and instability- apply development approaches 

in fragile and conflict affected states (2015 p.ii-iii). These broad goals are 

consistent with the broader international development community as 

well as the intent of R2P to address root-causes supporting the prevent 

element of the concept. 
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The effort on the goals identified above were driven by PPD-6 

(Global Development), QDDR, and Millennium Development Goals that 

also align the effort to US foreign policy goals. One of the central tenets 

that USAID cites is the “moral responsibility and strategic interest in 

providing rapid and well-coordinated humanitarian assistance at time of 

great need, especially in the aftermath of major disasters, both natural 

and man-made. Protection of vulnerable populations, including internally 

displaced persons, is key to effective humanitarian assistance” (2015 

USAID Policy Framework: 3). 

USAID’s mission of international development supports the R2Ps’ 

elements of prevention and rebuilding. These efforts are a longer term 

focus on issues such as poverty reduction, food security, health, 

governance and other aspects. While driven by US national security 

priorities, they also reflect the international community perspectives and 

support the norms of R2P. The alignment of approaches between the 

USG priorities for development and R2P framework, also illustrate how 

human security objectives and national security objectives can be 

supportive. Again the underlying motives may be different – stability and 

international security- for the US, and altruistic humanitarianism for the 

UN. 

The USG is the largest contributing country to the UN, and has 

invested billions of dollars in economic and military assistance for 
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development purposes between 2001 and 2016 

(http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PBAAF100.pdf). This doesn’t reflect the 

funding the US contributes to UN operations as part of the US dues that 

accounts for around 22% of the UN budget. The annual cost of to the US 

for financing UN activities is about $3.3B. The bulk of the effort is 

focused on development efforts to help improve state stability and the 

driving focus is the U.S. National Security Strategy core interests and 

priorities. Although the US has questioned UN operations in its political 

processes there is a recognition of the value of the UN in solving global 

issues of concern to the US through international efforts. President 

Obama stated: 

In pursuit of US National Security Strategy …my 
Administration views development as a strategic, economic, 
and moral imperative. To advance American interests, 
development is both an outcome we seek and a core 
capability of our toolkit (PPD-6 p.2). 
 
The agency has been involved in development issues since it was 

founded in the 1960’s. Development is viewed by the United State as a 

task with the potential to reduce the likelihood of involvement by the 

United States in more expensive (people and money) conflict by 

impacting the “root causes” of insecurity. Ultimately the United States 

believes that the support provided helps to prevent crisis from starting 

and is therefore a cost effective way of addressing conflict before it starts 

(PPD-6 p.2). This approach aligns with the approach developed as part of 
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the “prevent and rebuild” responsibilities of R2P. The US contributed to 

the development of the document and there were consultations with US 

agencies and NGO’s so it’s likely that the perspective on development was 

vetted and viewed as consistent by the USG representatives (ICISS 

Supplementary Volume p. 366). 

The ICISS Report (p. 19) challenges the international community to 

provide strong support to address root causes of potential conflict or 

provide support for local initiative to advance good governance, human 

rights, or rule of law, reconciliation, and dialogue. This aspect of R2P, 

prevention, is viewed by the authors of the report as the most critical 

element. The Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations 

(UN General Assembly A/55/305-S/2000/809 2000) highlighted the 

value of prevention in supporting peace by avoiding operations 

altogether. This aligns with the national security core interests identified 

consistently within the national security strategies over the last decades. 

This value of the prevention elements of R2P are reinforced by a UN 

interviewee who stated: 

You know I think to me the one issue under RtoP that 
doesn’t necessarily work particularly well is this military 
intervention. It’s a great idea and on a very practical level, I 
think so far we haven’t really seen successes in sort of 
military intervention translating into a stable, peaceful 
outcome (Interviewee #4 August 2015). 
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The previous chapter provided a review of USAID, and the agencies 

core mission of development that is critical to prevention of conflict. The 

US funding of USAID priorities as well as the other USG departments 

involved while driven by US national security concerns also supports the 

R2Ps’ elements of prevention and rebuilding. This reinforces the point 

that the underlying motivation for engagement by a state while not 

strictly altruistic still can support the norms in R2P. The last section for 

DOS is the US Mission to the UN. This organization and the US 

Ambassador provide the direct interface to the international community 

and the UN. They articulate the position(s) of the USG on the issues 

being addressed and directly coordinate with DOS, USAID, and DOD to 

ensure there is a coordinated approach within the USG.  
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USUN Mission Advocating the USG Positions 

 
Figure 14 US Mission to the United Nations Organization 
 

 The last organization that is functionally aligned with the DOS, but 

reports to the President is the United States Mission in the United 

Nations (USUN) This organization founded in 1947, has a presence in 

both New York and Geneva, and provides the direct diplomatic relations 

with the United Nations, and the countries represented. The USUN 

serves as the United States’ delegation to the United Nations. USUN is 

responsible for representing the USG’s positions in the world body. The 

mission was created by an act of Congress to assist the President and the 

DOS in conducting United States policy at the United Nations. Since that 

time USUN has served a vital role as the DOS’s UN branch. 
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(https://usun.state.gov/about) The USUN mission has seven primary 

sections: political, management and reform, economic and social, legal, 

military staff committee, host country and press and public diplomacy.  

These sections serve as the primary interface to coordinate international 

UN issues between the President and his national security team as well 

as with the DOS and DOD on issues affecting foreign policy and national 

security. 

 The key individual who implements the agenda for the mission is 

the U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations serving in a nominative 

position requiring congressional approval. The past two administrations 

had different levels of continuity in the position. President Bush had 

seven separate Ambassadors with two serving in an “acting” role for a 

period of time. President Obama had a total of three with one in an 

“acting” role for about three months. The primary Ambassadors for 

Obama were Susan Rice who served for over four years, and Samantha 

Power who served for over three years. Both Rice and Power were active 

spokespersons for the President on his approach to US engagement in 

the United Nations. President Obama articulated this broad vision in his 

first speech to the United Nations: 

In an era when our destiny is shared, power is no longer a 
zero-sum game. No one nation can or should try to dominate 
another nation. No world order that elevates one nation or 
group of people over another will succeed. No balance of 
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power among nations will hold. The traditional divisions 
between nations of the South and the North make no sense 
in an interconnected world; nor do alignments of nations 
rooted in the cleavages of a long-gone Cold War. (Obama UN 
Speech September 23, 2009) 

 Both Ambassador Rice and Power pushed an agenda of 

engagement within the United Nations and there was significant 

financial support in terms of additional voluntary contributions of 

over $24 billion between 2008 and 2014 for a variety of United 

Nations functions (https://www.state.gov/p/io/rls/rpt/). This 

reflects a belief by the Obama administration that the United 

Nations efforts are beneficial to the United States. Whether an 

increased emphasis on international issues is related to security 

for states and populations in general or a belief that the United 

States benefits its own security by investing in the UN cannot be 

discerned strictly through an increase in resources, whether funds 

or personnel. Regardless there has been a clear trend of increased 

support to United Nations concerns including those associated 

with the concepts of R2P (Power Exit Memo 2017). 

Organizational Structure: Aligned to Coordinate  
 
 The USUN is organizationally aligned to provide a focused office 

with specific responsibility to support US integration into the key UN 

structures to optimize coordination efforts. There are nine line 

organizations under the mission but only seven provide direct support to 
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USUN operations and an office in Washington, D.C. to provide 

coordination with the major executive branch departments on policy 

issues and decisions as well as ensure access by the mission to the 

legislative branch as well. Below I briefly describe each of the line 

organizations providing support to the UN 

(https://usun.state.gov/about): 

 • The U.S. Mission’s Political Section works in support of the office 

of the U.S. Permanent Representative to advance United States foreign 

policy interests at the United Nations. Divided into geo-political areas, 

the Political Section helps formulate and articulate the United States 

position on all political and security matters under discussion at the 

United Nations. 

 • The U.S. Mission’s Management and Reform (MR) Section serves 

as the U.S. delegate to the General Assembly’s Fifth Committee and other 

committees which have responsibility for administrative and budgetary 

matters. 

 •The U.S. Mission's Economic and Social Affairs (ECOSOC) Section 

represents the United States on the intergovernmental bodies which 

oversee the UN's normative work on economic, social, and human rights 

issues and the UN's field operations in the areas of development, post-

conflict peacebuilding, and humanitarian assistance. 
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 • The U.S. Mission’s Legal Section provides counsel and service on 

all matters of an international legal character arising in the course of 

United States participation in the United Nations. 

 • The U.S. Mission’s Military Staff Committee (MSC) holds two 

major responsibilities for the U.S. Delegation to the United Nations. First 

the MSC represents the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the 

United Nations Military Staff Committee, a subsidiary body of the UN 

Security Council, composed of military representatives of the Permanent 

Five (P5) members of the Security Council. Second, the MSC advises the 

U.S. Permanent Representative and the staff of the United States Mission 

to the United Nations on military and security aspects of United Nations 

peacekeeping operations. 

 • The United States Mission’s Office of Host Country Affairs 

assures that the obligations of the United States to the United Nations 

Organization and to the UN community in New York are upheld. 

 • The U.S. Mission’s Press and Public Diplomacy section is 

responsible for communicating U.S. foreign policy positions to the public 

on behalf of the Permanent Representative and the senior leadership. It 

also serves as the primary conduit for the Mission’s contact with the 

general public. 
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 There have not been any significant changes to the structure 

within the mission to the United Nations. Organizationally it retains links 

to DOS, USAID, and DOD through assigned personnel from each 

organization to the mission. This ensures that DOD, DOS and USAID 

maintain close liaison ensuring a coordinated US position on any issues 

to the United Nations. The Ambassador continues to be the “public face” 

for the United States providing the USG position on a wide range of 

international issues that include humanitarian operations aligned to the 

UN framework of R2P. It is through this organization that the US 

influences the organizational structure, processes, and positions within 

the UN. As a Security Council permanent member the US Ambassador 

has a significant amount of influence on what types of humanitarian 

operations are acted on, and is key in determining if the actions will be 

Chapter VI recommended action, or Chapter VII imposed action by the 

UN. 

 The next chapter examines the DOD and relationships between 

internal organizations of the Department and other external actors. I will 

also examine the interaction with the interagency and civil society that 

occurred to implement R2P. As the department responsible for 

conducting any US military intervention either unilaterally or as part of a 

coalition in support of a UN resolutions any changes to DOD will provide 
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evidence of greater embeddedness that reflects greater norm acceptance 

and institutionalization. 
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Chapter Six: DOD - Institutionalized Policy into Operational Capability 

 

 
Figure 15 Department of Defense 

 

Background 
 
A USG partner that has become more significant in support of 

humanitarian operations is the DOD. The primary roles as outlined by 

DOD Directive 5100.01 “Functions of the Department of Defense and Its 
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Major Components”, identifies three key functions for the department. 

These functions are: 

a. Support and defend the Constitution of the United States 
against all enemies, foreign and domestic. 

b. Ensure, by timely and effective military action, the 
security of the United States, its possessions, and areas vital 
to its interest. 

c. Uphold and advance the national policies and interests of 
the United States. 

 

 These functions have been consistent since the establishment of 

the DOD. There is no direct reference to provide support to humanitarian 

issues or R2P. This level of policy is broad and therefore incorporates a 

wide range of implied functional tasks within the language. Early efforts 

in the 1990’s by the department looked at creating a specific position for 

humanitarian and peacekeeping operations. The Department had 

direction to create an Under Secretary of Defense for Peacekeeping and 

Humanitarian Operations back in 1993. This was to be one of eleven 

undersecretaries as directed by Congressional action taken in the DOD 

Authorization Act of 1995. However, during the confirmation phase of the 

nomination process, Congress questioned the candidates’ ability to fulfill 

the responsibilities based on previous actions of the individual and 

ultimately the position was not filled and went away (Public Law No: 103-

337 1994). The functions associated with the mission were met by offices 
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in USD Policy but a specific office for peacekeeping and humanitarian 

operations was not created. 

 In examining the mission statement of the DOD it’s difficult to 

reconcile a specific responsibility to address humanitarian affairs outside 

of the United States. However, the broad responsibility to “uphold and 

advance the national policies and interests” provides generalized 

language that could support inclusion of peacekeeping and 

humanitarian operations within the department. As an organization with 

significant resources, capable of rapid crisis planning, significant logistic 

capacity, and a large and diverse set of worldwide operational 

capabilities, the DOD has the ability to react quickly to support a USG 

response to an emerging humanitarian crises. It is often these attributes 

that make the department an important partner in foreign policy and 

subsequently in humanitarian operations aligned to the norms of R2P. 

 The DOD focal point for the policy and decision process is the 

Secretary of Defense. It is the Secretary and his staff that provide the 

broad guidance and interpretation of national policy, and departmental 

policy to the Services, Combatant Commands, and field or separate 

operating agencies use to implement the missions tasked to the 

department by national authorities 

(https://www.defense.gov/About/DoD-101/).  
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Policy: Conditions to implement change  



 
 

 

 
Figure 16 Office of Secretary of Defense Organization 
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 Within the Office of the Secretary of Defense (Figure 16) the 

primary (though not the only staff element) involved in stability and 

human rights issues in concert with the DOS is in the Under Secretary of 

Defense for Policy, in the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special 

Operations and Low Intensity Conflict. A Deputy Assistant Secretary of 

Stability and Humanitarian Affairs provides the DOD level coordination 

with DOS, external organizations and internal to DOD to oversee 

development of DOD capability to conduct stability, security, transition 

and reconstruction efforts in peacetime and during conflict. The mission 

is to “act as a catalyst to bring together the experiences, resources and 

ideas of the USG, civilian organizations and international partners to 

meet issues of stability operations” (Under Secretary of Defense for 

Policy. 2017. http://policy.defense.gov/OUSDP-Offices/ASD-for-Special-

Operations-Low-Intensity-Conflict/Stability-and-Humanitarian-Affairs/). 

Stability operations encompasses a wide range of activities. DODI 

3000.05 defines stability operations as “an overarching term 

encompassing various military missions, tasks, and activities conducted 

outside the United States in coordination with other instruments of 

national power to maintain or reestablish a safe and secure environment, 

provide essential governmental services, emergency infrastructure 

reconstruction, and humanitarian relief” (2010 p.1 my emphasis). 
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 The DOD provides specific policy issuances (directive, manuals, 

and instructions) to the department secretaries, Services, and Combatant 

Commands with guidance on conduct of defense responsibilities. The 

directive establishes policy, assigns responsibility, and delegates 

authority to components. Instructions establish or implement the policy 

with overarching procedures. Finally manuals implement or supplement 

directive or policy instructions. The manuals provide uniform procedures 

for managing or operating systems, and provide a mechanism to 

implement programs and initiatives into the defense structure. These 

DOD issuances are directive in nature and require that the Services 

comply. 

 The Genocide Prevention Task Force (Albright & Cohen 2008) had 

specific recommendations for OSD to “develop military guidance on 

genocide prevention and response and incorporate it into Department of 

Defense (and interagency) policies, plans, doctrine, training, and lessons 

learned (p. 87) “. The recommendations while suggestions had an 

influence on the departments thinking. Subsequent policy and doctrine 

content development over the next several years began to modify the 

focus on protection of civilians and direct the department to prepare for 

humanitarian crises as a part of traditional military missions.  
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 DOD Directive 2000.13 Civil Affairs was re-issued in 2014. The 

previous publication was written in 1994. Significant changes in the 

document occurred. The 1994 listed in the purpose for the directive: 

“Minimize, to the extent feasible, civilian interference with military 

operations and the impact of military operations on the civilian 

population” (1994 DODD 2000.13: 2) In contrast the 2014 version states: 

“Coordinate military activities with other USG departments and agencies, 

civilian agencies of other governments, host-nation military or 

paramilitary elements, and non-governmental organizations” (2014 

DODD 2000.13:1) 

 Amplifying guidance for Humanitarian and Civic Assistance 

Activities was published in 2014 by USD Policy. The policy identifies 

authorities within DOD related to conducting humanitarian assistance. 

The purpose for the activities was defined as promote: (1) security and 

foreign policy interests of the United States, (2) security interests of the 

country in which the activities are performed, and (3) specific operational 

readiness skills of Service members who participate in the HCA activities 

(DODI 2205.02 2014: 2). 

 The DOD as a key enabler in the conduct of US foreign policy 

provides indications and warning, logistics, civil affairs and force 

protection among other military support for USG operations. The 
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department comprises a number of organizations that provide specialized 

support across a range of capabilities based on the requirements for the 

respective operational missions directed. All three Services provide some 

support to humanitarian and peacekeeping operations based on the 

capabilities the Service is resourced for through the requirements 

process to meet its mission in defense. The support can range from 

providing airlift or sealift of personnel and supplies of not only US, but 

UN and other forces; indications and warning support to help identify 

potential civilian protection concerns; or providing forces on the ground 

responsible for stability and security operations or to respond to mass 

atrocity issues. Although the DOD has the capacity and capability to 

support the tasking it is not always viewed as a primary task that DOD 

routinely accomplishes. A senior leader comment reflects this 

perspective: 

Despite military participation in stabilization and 
humanitarian operations it’s not what we do well or are 
trained to regularly do. Our mission is to conduct military 
operations, resulting in violence and death (Interviewee #14 
April 2017). 

 
The quote illustrates the perspective of some leadership on a core “non-

fail” military mission of national security versus a mission viewed by 

some as a legitimate task, but one that does not override the need for 
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DOD to stay primarily focused on training and exercising of combat 

related missions. 

 In addition to traditional combat military structure the department 

has units specifically focused on issues more relevant to the R2P. The 

Army as the primary organization responsible for ground combat has a 

number of Civil Affairs Brigades (both active duty and reserve) with the 

mission of support to civilian military operations. Special Operations 

Command has a management role in coordinating and supporting the 

civil affairs mission. The Civil Affairs (CA) community (active and reserve 

forces as well as advocacy organizations such as the Civil Affairs 

Association) supports many of the tasks dealing with the populations in 

conflict states. This is particularly true for foreign states that have a 

strong US presence (currently Iraq and Afghanistan). The primary 

motivation for CA support to the civilian population is driven by national 

security concerns in support stability operations, and a desire to provide 

value to operational commanders’ mission. While the motives may be 

focused on the USG military mission of stability the support also address 

the concerns of R2P for the protection of the population in conflict.  

 This CA focus on the operational mission doesn’t mean that the 

personnel are not concerned with humanitarian operations and 

protection of civilians as part of the human rights approach of R2P. The 
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CA community is specifically focused on humanitarian affairs and the 

operational units focus their training on the tasks that will provide 

support to civilians during military operations to include possible 

humanitarian interventions.  

 The Army in recruiting highlights the tasks for a CA soldier: Civil 

affairs specialists identify critical requirements needed by local citizens 

in combat or crisis situations. According to the US Army commercial 

website US Army Civil Affairs personnel support a wide range of 

responsibilities in support of Army and Joint forces involved in military 

operations. The responsibilities include support to USG interagency 

planning for emergencies, assisting with civil-military operations, 

coordinating reconstitution efforts among numerous other tasks. They 

routinely work with civilian aid organizations to provide coordination 

between USG operations and those of civil society 

(https://www.goarmy.com/careers-and-jobs/browse-career-and-job-

categories/intelligence-and-combat-support/civil-affairs-specialist.html). 

The continued recruiting and emphasis on civil affairs by the Army is 

evidence that the skill sets and focus on civilians are integral to the USG 

operations. The primary focus is clearly on stability and not R2P, but the 

USG’s investment in forces to address civilian military issues provides 

evidence that human security concerns are integral to national security. 
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 An organization providing a key role in addressing protection of 

civilians is the Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute. 

Established by the US Army in 1993 it was initially known as the 

"Peacekeeping Institute"(PKI). It supports the development of doctrine as 

well as training related to peace operations, and over time the PKSOI has 

grown in both size and outreach. Today PKSOI is a regular partner at the 

UN in association with the UN DPKO and interacts across many USG 

agencies (e.g. USAID), NGOs, and IOs with a peacekeeping/stability 

operations focus, addressing both the military and non-military aspects 

of peacekeeping (Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute, 

http://pksoi.army.mil/). 

 The DOD has assigned a number of organizations responsibility for 

oversight, management, or direct support to humanitarian operations. 

The organizations are responsible for support to DOD’s mission. Based 

on tasking and the region where the crisis is occurring a wide range of 

actors provide support including: the Office of Secretary of Defense 

staff(s), primarily within USD Policy; the Joint Staff, primarily in Joint 

Chiefs of Staff (JCS)-J5; Combatant Commands with geographic 

responsibility for the area of concern; Special Operations Command with 

responsibility for Civil Affairs coordination; TRANSCOM with 

responsibility for providing the resources supporting logistic movement of 
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both personnel and material in support of operations; as well as the 

individual Services who bring specific capabilities needed to support a 

particular mission. Additionally there are agencies ranging from 

intelligence organizations, to the Defense Health Agency, and Defense 

Security Cooperation Agency, among others that play a role in 

humanitarian operations in support of the DOS missions. This 

represents an extremely large group of organizations that requires 

significant time and effort to embed norms on atrocity prevention and 

protection of civilians across the department. The following sections will 

discuss the actions that have been taken by DOD to further 

institutionalize R2P norms into an “operationalized” capability. 

Strategy: Translating National Guidance  
 
The DOD provides amplifying guidance to focus the NSS guidance on 

specific missions assigned to the department. These subordinate level 

policy and associated guidance documents focus the NSS into specific 

tasks and missions for the DOD. The amplification is provided through a 

number of documents. The initial DOD policy guidance is the National 

Defense Strategy (NDS) focused on resource planning, and is 

promulgated by the Secretary and coordinated with senior leadership in 

DOD. The NDS subsequently helps inform the National Military Strategy 

(NMS) focused on military operational planning issues. Mandated by Title 
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10, U.S. Code as amended by the National Defense Authorization Act 

(NDAA) for FY2004, DOD produces a biennial review of national military 

strategy by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in coordination 

with the other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and combatant 

commands. 

 In the 2004 NMS there were three broad military objectives. The 

objective aligning closest to humanitarian concerns was to “prevent 

conflict and surprise attack”. With such broad guidance it requires that 

the DOD determine what tasks are associated with that mission. That 

level of guidance isn’t specific enough to reflect the norms in R2P. The 

NMS provides focus for military activities by defining a set of interrelated 

military objectives and joint operating concepts from which the Service 

Chiefs and combatant commanders identify desired capabilities. In turn 

the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff assesses risk based on the 

current capabilities. The focus is on national security broadly rather 

than human security and how it relates to national security. 

 The 2005 NDS acknowledged key operational capabilities for the 

DOD. This document provided some evidence of the DOD efforts on 

humanitarian issues. The document referred to “conduct lesser 

contingencies” that included peace operations, and humanitarian 

missions (NDS, 2005 p.21). In addition related more to security 
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cooperation, but supportive of the approaches in R2P was “increasing 

capabilities of partners—international and domestic”. This effort was 

implemented under the Global Peace Operations Initiative. The effort was 

started as the U.S. contribution to the broader G8 Action Plan for 

Expanding Global Capability for Peace Support Operations adopted at 

the 2004 G8 Sea Island Summit (NDS 2005 p.19). The primary objectives 

for the program’s first five years (Phase I) included training 75,000 

peacekeepers, and building regional capacity to conduct peacekeeping 

operations. It reflects the US recognition of the key role stability in 

various regions helps support our broad goals of expanded democratic 

states in a stable international environment and the enduring value of 

the US on human rights (https://www.state.gov/t/pm/ppa/gpoi/). It 

also shows how the USG reflects the norms in R2P while the motives are 

not altruistic but driven by national security concerns. 

 In 2008 the NDS characterized the international environment for 

the foreseeable future as being defined by a global struggle against a 

violent extremist ideology that seeks to overturn the international state 

system. This threat was also recognized by the UN as contributing to 

crises and resultant atrocities (ICISS, 2001 p. ix). Additionally the 

document defined other threats including a variety of irregular 
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challenges the quest by rogue states for nuclear weapons, and the rising 

military power of other states (NDS 2008 p.2). 

 An emphasis on promoting security was seen as the best way to 

prevent war when possible, and to encourage peaceful change within the 

international system. The strategy emphasized building capacities of a 

broad spectrum of partners as the basis for long-term security. In the 

2008 strategy there is a recognition on the varied capacity of states. The 

strategy anticipates relying on many partners for certain low-risk 

missions such as peacekeeping and humanitarian assistance and 

recognition that higher end conflict will have fewer international 

partners. For that reason effort will be on support, training, advising, 

and equipping partner security forces (NDS 2008 p.15).  

 Five key objectives are defined for the DOD in the 2008 NDS: 

defend the homeland; win the Long War (Counter Violent Extremism); 

promote security; deter conflict; and ultimately if required to win our 

Nation’s wars (NDS 2008 p. 6). The broad goals again while consistent 

with the R2P’s goal of preventing atrocities and protection of civilians’, 

and conflict prevention don’t provide direct evidence of norms of atrocity 

prevention and protection of civilians. It does continue to focus the 

department on conflict prevention that R2P prioritizes in the ICISS 

report. 
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 The 2011 NMS identified a need for the military to strengthen 

international and regional security. A specific mission that aligns to the 

concerns associated with R2P includes the mission of theater security 

cooperation and humanitarian assistance: “as we must plan and exercise 

extensively across Combatant Commanders’ seams of responsibility for 

full spectrum contingencies to support U.S. diplomatic and development 

efforts and help mitigate and contain the human and economic impact of 

crises” (NMS 2011:.15). In addition the strategy talked about the need for 

security sector support in support of regional and international security, 

aligned with the preventive and rebuilding aspects of R2P and the UN. 

The UN provides a definition of security sector support that is part of the 

prevent element of R2P: 

Security Sector Reform (SSR) is a core element of 
multidimensional peacekeeping and peacebuilding, essential 
for addressing the roots of conflict and building the 
foundations of long-term peace and development 
(https://peacekeeping.un.org/en/security-sector-reform)  
 

 The 2012 NDS articulated a need for the DOD to be able to 

conduct a number of missions. Several of the missions continued to 

support the R2P framework (prevent, react, rebuild). The NDS stated: 

 
DOD must be able to provide a stabilizing presence …build 
capacity and competence of US allied and partner states for 
internal and external defense…; conduct stability and 
counterinsurgency operations military to military 
cooperation to address instability and reduce the need for 
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US forces in stability operations…; conduct humanitarian 
and other operations focused on the citizens of the countries 
involved (NDS 2012: 4-6).  
 

The 2012 NDS reflected a continued focus by the USG on humanitarian 

issues in addition to the traditional US military missions. With the 2012 

NDS, the strategy now explicitly stated: 

DOD will continue to develop joint doctrine and military 
response options to prevent and, if necessary, respond to 
mass atrocities. U.S. forces will also remain capable of 
conducting non-combatant evacuation operations for 
American citizens overseas on an emergency basis (NDS 
2012:.6 emphasis mine.). 

This represents a clear indication of an institutional embedding of the 

R2P norms of protection of civilians and atrocity prevention. The 

direction in these documents directed the DOD to continue preparing for 

the capability to conduct humanitarian operations consistent with the 

R2P norms.  

 In the 2015 NMS the strategy saw additional changes. One of the 

military objectives was to “strengthen our global network of allies and 

partners” Among the missions directed were: conduct military 

engagement and security cooperation; conduct stability and 

counterinsurgency operations; and conduct humanitarian assistance and 

disaster response. This strategy identifies more missions focused on the 

human dimension of protection than the previous two strategies but also 
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shows a continuity in focusing on humanitarian issues generated by 

conflict.  

 Although not formal documents directing specific actions, there 

were other efforts in DOD that began to recognize the relationship of 

civilian populations and human security issues with national security 

objectives. An example is the Chairman’s Joint Chief of Staff initiative to 

guide force development and experimentation through a Capstone 

Concept of Joint Operations (CCJO). These documents address 

“emerging concepts” and provide insight prior to including into formal 

DOD doctrine and concepts. The CCJO established a common framework 

to think about future joint operations. The concept recognized a need to 

“conduct and integrate a combination of combat, security, engagement, 

and relief and reconstruction activities according to a concept of 

operations designed to meet the unique circumstances of that situation” 

(CCJO v3 2009). 

Relief and reconstruction addressed: 

…activities…to restore essential civil services in the wake of 
combat, a breakdown of civil order, or a natural disaster. 
Like security, they may be required in conditions ranging 
from military occupation to counterinsurgency to a 
humanitarian crisis (CCJO 2009:18). 
 

 In 2012 the CJCS reissued a CCJO reiterating a need for a number 

of new capabilities not referenced in the earlier 2009 concept. They 
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included: provide a stabilizing presence; conduct stability and 

counterinsurgency operations; and conduct humanitarian, disaster relief, 

and other operations. The language shows a more defined focus on non-

traditional military missions that emerged as increased emphasis for the 

DOD on functions aligned to protection of civilians and norms aligned 

with R2P (CCJO 2020 2012).  

 The policy and guidance documents reflect a senior level focus 

more broadly on humanitarian operations. There is a recognition that the 

operational environment as reflected in the increased number of failing 

or failed states has resulted in instability in the international 

environment. This instability and conflict has resulted in more man-

made crises that require the international community to address the 

needs of states that fail to protect the human rights of the population. 

 These broader strategies are then translated into missions and 

tasks for the Services and Combatant Commands that range from 

traditional combat operations to engagement with other countries, as 

well as missions associated with humanitarian operations. To ensure the 

force is capable of implementing the derived missions and tasks as well 

as develop appropriate capabilities to support them the DOD utilizes 

doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures that provide more detail to 

accomplish the assigned missions that are being directed. 
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Joint Doctrine – Operationalizing R2P  
 
 The 2008 Genocide Prevention Taskforce specifically talked to the 

issue of doctrine: 

The 2006 National Security Strategy states, “Where 
perpetrators of mass killing defy all attempts at peaceful 
intervention, armed intervention may be required, preferably 
by the forces of several nations working together under 
appropriate regional or international auspices.” Yet the task 
force found no clear evidence of corresponding high-level or 
internal military follow-on guidance to prepare for such a 
situation, such as within corresponding defense planning 
scenarios or planning directed either by the Joint Staff or led 
by the regional commands (Genocide Prevention Task Force 
p.78). 

 This section on doctrine will highlight the significant changes that 

have occurred subsequent to the taskforce recommendations. The 

timelines for implementation are subject to traditional DOD doctrinal 

development processes so results often take a number of years to become 

apparent. The tension that could result from integrating human security 

with national security issues is resolved at the operational level to some 

extent because human security issues are integrated into the doctrinal 

practices of the DOD. 

 The evolution of joint doctrine from a primary focus on warfighting 

to a focus across the spectrum of conflict including support to the 

civilian populations and the recognition of the need to provide protection 

from atrocities and violence from state or non-state actors has developed 

significantly over the past sixteen years. In comparing the current 
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doctrinal hierarchy with the doctrine as it existed in 2001 there is a 

clearly increased numbers of publications and emphasis on 

humanitarian non-combat missions that align with the norms 

promulgated in the R2P framework and supported by the United Nations 

and other international organizations.  

 Doctrine provides the best practices for conducting operations and 

executing a mission in an operational environment. It is also the basis for 

training of the joint force on missions (e.g. humanitarian relief) they are 

assigned. DOD doctrine is hierarchically organized around the military 

organizational structure. Doctrinal practices continually evolve based on 

lessons learned from previous military operations. There has been a 

continual evolution of the doctrine particularly related to humanitarian 

and military operations with civilian collaboration as illustrated by the 

figures below (see Figure 17 2017; Figure 18 2001 below). 
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Figure 17 2017 Doctrine Hierarchy 

 



183 

 
Figure 18 2001 Doctrine Hierarchy 

 

 The doctrinal functional areas include operations, plans, 

intelligence, and logistics among others. Traditionally doctrine has been 

heavily focused on interstate conflict and force-on-force warfare. The 

current chart (2017) reflects an evolution that has occurred over a 

number of years. The doctrine has evolved based on the changing world 

environment and evolving tasks given to the military as a result of those 

changes. Joint doctrine is applicable to the military force and provides 

authoritative guidance that “will be followed except when in the 
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judgement of the commander exceptional circumstances dictate 

otherwise” (JP 1-0 p.VI-3(2)). It is not policy which can direct, assign 

tasks, prescribe desired capabilities, and provide guidance to the Armed 

Forces to help them prepare for their assigned roles. DOD policy can 

create new roles and new capability requirements. Policy generally drives 

the doctrine development. The joint doctrine supports the training and 

education of forces involved in joint operations.  

 Doctrine has a two-year cycle for review to assess if there is a need 

to make changes. If after a review by the entire DOD it is determined that 

no changes are required the current doctrine is retained. Although 

doctrine may be updated more frequently, or less frequently depending 

on the extent of changes in practice. The primary doctrine that provides 

the operational forces with information needed to perform the various 

military operations is Joint Operations 3-0. This doctrinal publication is 

applicable across the operational forces ensuring a wide dissemination of 

the concepts included in the document. It also provides the framework 

for the subordinate doctrine under operations. An example of this is JP 

3-29, Foreign Humanitarian Assistance. Based on general planning in the 

JP 3-0 the JP 3-29 provides specific guidance and considerations that 

make the tasks unique, and provides the detail necessary to accomplish 

the assigned tasks. The following discussion of doctrine will trace 
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subordinate doctrinal publications chronologically to highlight the 

evolving focus of humanitarian operations within the DOD and highlight 

where protection of civilians and atrocity prevention have become 

operationalized.  

 In the 2001 version of JP 3-0, Doctrine for Joint Operations, the 

missions focused on humanitarian operations were combined under the 

term Military Operations Other than War (MOOTW). This included 

missions such as foreign humanitarian assistance, nation assistance, 

and peace operations. Peace operations are categorized as peacekeeping 

operations undertaken with consent of all parties; and peace 

enforcement that is undertaken under international authority. The 

doctrine introduced issues related to interaction between military and 

non-military organizations. It also addressed multi-national operations 

involving both combat and non-combat missions. However, direct 

discussion of humanitarian intervention for protection of civilians was 

not one of the concepts discussed. 

 In 2006 JP 3-0 was reissued. It eliminated the term MOOTW no 

longer providing any specific focus to humanitarian operations. There 

was generalized discussion on the range of military operations that 

included some of the missions considered under humanitarian efforts. 

However, by the 2011 rewrite of JP 3-0 the document discussed the 
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range of military operations to include discussions on military 

engagement and security cooperation and deterrence. As described in the 

doctrine, these activities are “ongoing routine activities that establish, 

shape, maintain and refine relations with other nations” (JP 3-0 2011). 

In the rewrite in 2017 the range of military operations expanded to 

include: stability activities, defense support of civil authorities, foreign 

humanitarian assistance, peace operations security cooperation, military 

engagement and mass atrocity response. Of particular note, in the 2017 

version of JP 3-0 (included due to development during the Obama 

administration), there is a specific reference to “protection of civilians”:  

Protection of civilians may be the primary purpose of a 
mission or a supporting task. The protection of civilians from 
deliberate attack as a strategic or operational imperative is 
distinct from the legal obligations of US forces to minimize 
harm to civilians during the conduct of operations. Effective 
protection of civilians depends on adaptive units, a 
command climate that emphasizes its importance, and 
leaders who can make timely and appropriate decisions 
based on critical situations on the ground. Moreover, joint 
forces must have in place ROE that prioritize and account 
for the protection of civilians in the planning process (JP 3-0 
2017: III-42). 
 

What is significant about this particular quote is that interviewees from 

several DOD organizations had discussed the desire to get protection of 

civilians into JP 3-0 to ensure a broader military audience was exposed 

to the issue. Additionally as doctrine personnel have expressed there is 

limited space in doctrine and competition to get concepts included. This 
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evolution from 2001 until 2017 illustrates how the operational 

environment with conflict and failing states has expanded the mission of 

the military from a force-on-force state conflict approach to a more 

diverse set of operational tasks focused on issues related to problems 

facing United States. The broad doctrine of JP 3-0 on operations, 

provides some level of understanding on a wide range of DOD missions, 

but requires that separate doctrine be developed to focus on specific 

aspects of joint operations. The use of the term “military operations other 

than war” was previously used to address the range of military 

operations that required DOD support but not viewed as core military 

operations. 

 The bulk of doctrine focusing on specific aspects of operations is 

identified by subordinate numbering to reflect the focus of the 

publication. In February 1999 JTTP 3-07.3 Peace Operations, was 

promulgated providing some doctrinal concepts as well as Joint Tactics 

Techniques and Procedures (the specific operational processes) that 

discussed US military involvement in multinational and interagency 

operations. The doctrine focused on peacekeeping, and peace 

enforcement providing a discussion of the international basis of the tasks 

under Chapter VI, and Chapter VII of the UN charter. 
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 In the 2012 rewrite of this publication it was changed to JP 3-07.3 

providing the principles of peace operations rather than how to 

accomplish the tasks. The August 2012 rewrite of the initial publication 

expanded the discussion of the UN and the UN Department of 

Peacekeeping Operations. It is in this publication JP 3-07.3 in 2012 that 

clear evidence of the extent of the R2P norms institutionalization within 

DOD is apparent. This publication supports operationalizing the norm to 

ensure DOD military understand the importance of protection of civilians 

in the case of mass atrocity. An entire appendix on Mass Atrocity 

Response Operations was introduced that was written by the 

Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute. This evolution of peace 

operations doctrine reflects the influence of emerging norms associated 

with humanitarian operations as codified in the R2P framework.  

 Subsequent lessons learned during military combat operations in 

Afghanistan and Iraq highlighted the need to develop doctrine to support 

stability operations overseas within DOD. In 2008 the Army proposed 

development of a joint publication on “stability operations.” The extensive 

efforts focused on post reconstruction stability from the conflicts 

provided a strong rationale for the development. While stability 

operations are broad it is focused on the critical state and institutions to 
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ensure protection of their citizens. That is why the UN concept of R2P 

includes these tasks as part of both prevention and rebuilding.  

 The doctrine, JP3-07 Stability Operations was published in 

September 2011. The scope was to provide guidance across the range of 

military operations (ROMO) to: support US Government agencies, foreign 

governments, and intergovernmental organizations; or lead such 

missions, tasks, and activities until transfer of responsibility. The 

concept behind ROMO is to show that the military has a role in 

prevention and deterrence all the way through a major conflict. The term 

reflects the integration between the various USG departments, and the 

doctrine also provided the Interagency Conflict Assessment Framework, 

developed under USAID leadership, to guide DOD forces involved in 

conflict situations to plan for conflict prevention, mitigation and 

stabilization (JP 3-07 2011 Appendix A). 

 Doctrinally it addressed the five stability functions providing a 

generalized discussion, a method of evaluating the efforts conducted, and 

a description of the military contribution for that particular function. 

These approaches are consistent with R2P norms on prevention (ICISS 

2001 p. 23) as well as the UN Charter, Article 55. The doctrine referenced 

not only USG and DOD documents but academic, international 

organizations, and others, to fully capture the concepts currently in 
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practice. This shows the permeable nature of institutions where 

normative ideas and concepts influence state institutions and processes.  

 JP 3-07 Stability was revised in August 2016 updating terminology 

and expanding discussion of the concept across the conflict continuum 

from peace through conflict. A discussion on the concepts associated 

with role of stability for states under stress and concern for “root causes” 

reflects a greater integration of the concepts that are described in the 

R2P. Specific discussion of humanitarian assistance, and the role in 

supporting basic human needs for those displaced by violent conflict 

reflects a greater emphasis on the population in addressing stability 

issues.  

The protection of civilians is an overarching category that is 
at the core of stabilization efforts. The protection of civilians 
includes addressing specific categories of threats such as 
war crimes, ethnic cleansing, sexual and gender-based 
violence, genocide, and crimes against humanity, as well as 
categories of joint force action, such as transitional public 
security, law enforcement, or atrocity prevention. Ensuring 
predictable and tolerable conditions for the population is the 
foundation for stability; efforts in other functional areas can 
be pursued as opportunities arise, but without population 
security progress will be temporary at best. (JP 3-07 2016: 
III-12 emphasis mine) 

As the quote reflects the normative terms are in the stability doctrine as 

well. The doctrine discussed the issue of mass atrocities and the need to 

detect and prevent genocide as well as ensuring the security of the 
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population. Based on the development process the terminology was likely 

introduced by 2014. 

 A more recent doctrinal publication for the DOD is JP 3-20 

Security Cooperation, to provide guidance for DOD in support of foreign 

security forces and their institutions. Its primary purpose is national 

security, with the objective of enabling other states to develop their own 

capabilities and reduce the burden on the USG. While not focused 

directly on protection of civilians or atrocity prevention, it aligns with the 

R2P prevention reinforcing the norms for protection of civilians.  

Root cause prevention may also mean embarking upon 
needed sectoral reforms to the military and other state 
security services. This might involve enhanced education and 
training for military forces; reintegration of ex-combatants; 
strengthening civilian control mechanisms, including budget 
control; encouraging efforts to ensure that security services 
are accountable for their actions and operate within the law; 
and promoting adherence to arms control and disarmament 
and non-proliferation regimes, including control over the 
transfer of light weapons and small arms, and the 
prohibition of landmines (ICISS 2001: 23 emphasis mine). 
 

This publication reflects the national security basis for much of the 

humanitarian and development support that is conducted under the 

auspices of the US NSS yet as with a number of the USG national 

security concerns the underlying norm is consistent with the UN. 

Ultimately when the US addresses these issues they support both the 

US, and UN objectives of ensuring stability and reducing potential 
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conflicts that puts civilian populations at risk. The US underlying motive 

is clear in the JP. 

S[security] C[cooperation] represents an application of the 
military instrument of national power in coordination with 
the other instruments of national power (diplomatic, 
informational, and economic) through which the USG shapes 
the theater and global OEs [operational environments] and 
helps prevent conflicts. SC programs and activities are 
normally integrated and synchronized with the other 
instruments of national power depending upon how other 
interagency partners implement the national strategy (e.g., 
national security strategy [NSS]) to achieve strategic 
objectives. (JP 3-20:1-4)  

 The SC function in support of developing partner nations (PN) is 

viewed as supporting the US strategic objectives. Among the capacities 

addressed are deploying a peacekeeping force to support a UN or other 

international organization mission along with support to issues such as 

counterterrorism capacity (that supports the UN efforts at CVE). The 

doctrine further states that the SC activities undertaken may help 

support broader interests such as condemning acts of violent extremism, 

champion human rights, rule of law, and other broad security concerns 

(JP 3-20: I-4). While the doctrine is not articulating just the normative 

concepts from R2P it does illustrate how NSS and R2P align thematically. 

 Another publication focusing on humanitarian assistance is JP 3-

29 Foreign Humanitarian Assistance. It has been doctrine since 2001 and 

was updated in 2009 and 2014. The 2009 version updated much of the 

document and highlighted the USAID as the principal agency for 
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development and assistance. The current version (2014) provides more 

expansive discussion of the range of actors from the local community, 

affected population, local NGO’s, private sector, UN agencies, 

international NGO’s, and others all highlighting the need for much 

greater coordination in these complex environments.  

 The focus on humanitarian assistance reflects a recognition by the 

USG, and specifically the DOD, of the need to effectively operate in crisis 

areas, supporting humanitarian operations for the civilian population. In 

addition the increasing use of external sources from the United Nations 

to write the doctrine illustrates the extent of integration of humanitarian 

concepts into the USG approaches to support. The doctrine leverages 

international approaches such as the recent UN “cluster approach” to 

facilitate coordinated humanitarian responses to affected states (JP 3-29 

2014: II-31). 

As the changes in doctrine reflect, there has been an increased 

emphasis in DOD on the norms related to R2P. While the terminology 

used is not always identical to the ICISS Report and UN documentation, 

there is a strong correlation between the NSS approach focused on 

national security needs and the UN’s efforts to improve human security 

especially in the cases of atrocities. This overall consistency between 

USG approaches to security and UN approaches is a result of both 

consistent engagements in the international community actions of 
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proponents of the concepts like PKSOI, and institutionalizing R2P norms 

into the USG, and specifically into DOD practices. In addition to joint 

level doctrine the Services produce doctrine to support the forces they 

employ in the range of missions assigned to them. While all the Services 

provide support to humanitarian operations there is limited doctrine 

among the air and naval service focused on humanitarian operations. 

The US Army in contrast has been in the lead in the area of 

humanitarian operations, and has developed more doctrine because they 

have the direct contact with the population at risk. 

Service Doctrine: Training the Force  
 
 Among the Services, the Army has the most extensive doctrinal 

development related to humanitarian operations. The Army is the 

primary Service supporting humanitarian-peace operations for the DOD. 

The United States Marine Corps has some limited capability to provide 

support, but not as extensive as the Army. Both the Navy and Air Force 

support humanitarian and peace operations primarily in the area of 

logistics using both air and naval capability to move critical 

humanitarian supplies as well as personnel in support of those 

operations, and some selected units with specific skills as required (e.g. 

engineering, medical)  
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 An early publication from the Army was Field Manual (FM) 3-07 

Stability operations and Support Operations, published in February 2003. 

Four key chapters were somewhat relevant for US Army involvement in 

stability. They included Foreign Internal Defense, Peace Operations 

(peacekeeping and peace enforcement) as well as other stability functions 

such as security assistance, and humanitarian and civic assistance as 

well as foreign humanitarian assistance. The document also addressed 

refugees, and internally displaced persons along with discussion of civil 

military relations with NGO’s and regional and international 

organizations such as the United Nations.  

 This FM superseded several publications from the early 1990’s. An 

updated version of this publication was developed and promulgated in 

October 2008. The rationale for the development is highlighted in the 

foreword of that document: 

Since the terrorist attacks on the American people seven 
years ago, we have been engaged in an epic struggle unlike 
any other in our history. This struggle, what may be the 
defining ideological conflict of the 21st century, is marked by 
the rising threat of a violent extremist movement that seeks 
to create anarchy and instability throughout the 
international system. Within this system, we also face 
emerging nations discontented with the status quo, flush 
with wealth and ambition, and seeking a new global balance 
of power. Yet the greatest threat to our national security 
comes not in the form of terrorism or ambitious powers, but 
from fragile states either unable or unwilling to provide for the 
most basic needs of their people. 
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As the Nation continues into this era of uncertainty and 
persistent conflict, the lines separating war and peace, 
enemy and friend, have blurred and no longer conform to the 
clear delineations we once knew. At the same time, emerging 
drivers of conflict and instability are combining with rapid 
cultural, social, and technological change to further complicate 
our understanding of the global security environment. Military 
success alone will not be sufficient to prevail in this 
environment. To confront the challenges before us, we must 
strengthen the capacity of the other elements of national 
power, leveraging the full potential of our interagency 
partners. (FM 3-07 2008 emphasis mine) 

 

 The doctrines rationale is focused on support to National Security 

objectives that recognize the stability concerns associated with fragile 

states. It also clearly identifies that the basic needs of the population of 

these fragile states should be addressed by that state, but they may be 

“unable or unwilling” to do so. In addition individuals such as Andrew 

Natsios (former director of USAID), and James Stephenson (USAID) were 

referenced within the publication reflecting that external influences 

impact on DODs’ doctrinal publications.  

 The publication provided updated lessons on interacting with 

NGOs in crisis areas involving humanitarian operations. It reflects the 

continued involvement of DOD in these types of issues and provides 

updated guidance that reflects the involvement of non-governmental and 

UN interaction changing the doctrine to reflect best practices in this area 

both in and out of the government.  
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 FM 3-07 was again updated in 2014 providing background on 

stability operations. The document expanded discussion of stability tasks 

for the Army, and addressed the “whole of government” approach to 

ensure a focus on common goals. In addition terminology was updated to 

reflect joint terminology commonly in use. The doctrine aligns with the 

R2P framework approaches stating that “operations focused on the aim 

of stabilizing the environment enough so the host nation can begin to 

resolve the root causes of conflict and state failure. These operations 

establish a safe, secure environment that facilitates reconciliation among 

local or regional adversaries (FM 3-07 2014:1-1). 

 Additionally the publication introduced a related mission of 

“protection of civilians” that refers to “efforts that protect civilians from 

physical violence, secure their access to essential services and resources, 

and protect human rights” (2014:1-8). Military and nonmilitary stability 

partners perform tasks that support protection of civilians in the short 

term and long term. In addition to physical protection from imminent 

violence and provision of necessities, elements include setting broader 

enabling conditions” (2014:1-8). The doctrine further identifies the moral, 

political, and legal considerations that drive protection of civilians from 

physical violence associated with widespread and systematic targeting to 

include “genocide and other mass atrocities, sexual violence, human 
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trafficking, displacement, and impeded access to humanitarian 

assistance and essential service.” (p.1-8). As with a number of doctrinal 

publications the sources for much of the doctrinal input include UN, 

NGO and other international organizations, reflecting the extent the 

concepts are becoming embedded into operational practice. The language 

and focus on protection of civilians, however, clearly shows the 

operationalization of the norm from R2P. 

 Within the DOD there are some military tasks that are viewed as 

common across the Services. To help standardize the service level tactics 

and techniques, and provide a common baseline, the department 

produces multi-service publications under the auspices of the Air Land 

Sea Application Center. A multi-service tactics techniques and 

procedures level publication (MTTP) focused on operations involving 

support to peace, MTTP for Peace Operations, was reissued in the 

November 2014 timeframe providing updates to a previously published 

MTTP published in 2003. The intent of the rewrite was to align the 

terminology to reflect current international terms where appropriate, and 

consolidate a number of military tasks as well as incorporating an 

appendix on mass atrocities to ensure all the military services have the 

same procedures. The updating process reflects a continued focus by the 

department on the tasks associated with peace operations. The 
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promulgation of tactics and techniques reflects Services involved in peace 

operations “best practices” to standardize and implement humanitarian 

operations in support of peace operations. This tactics level publication 

reflects the broad operationalization within DOD on the norms. 

 Because the functions tasked by R2P tend to be aligned primarily 

with ground forces (specifically the Army) the majority of Service level 

doctrine related to humanitarian operations tends to be developed there. 

PKSOI at the Army War College has been designated as the Army’s 

proponent for humanitarian doctrine. Supplementing the written 

doctrine, policy, and tactics, the DOD implements concepts through 

training and education, as well as in military exercises. To provide a 

focus on areas of particular training or education concern for DOD, there 

are special areas of emphasis for each year. The chart below (Table 2) 

provides a snapshot from 2004-2015. Of note the majority are core 

military functions but there are a number of areas that correlate with 

areas within the R2P framework focusing primarily on prevention or 

rebuilding aspects (e.g. peace operations, stability operations, security 

force assistance, women peace and security, building partnerships). The 

recent study by the US Memorial Holocaust Museum stated:  

The state of training and education on atrocity prevention is 
significantly better than it was at the time PSD-10 was 
issued. A small group of early adopters in key agencies have 
helped develop a range of new courses and materials. 
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Although largely ad hoc, their efforts have helped promote 
the crucial role that training can play in ensuring that US 
officials are prepared when an atrocity event takes place 
(Brown 2016: 6) 

 

This reflects a further level of institutional embedding of the norms 

into the USG practices. While the study author acknowledges that there 

are still areas of duplication and a need to conduct the training as a 

government, it shows how far the norms related to military intervention 

to protect civilian populations from atrocity has become operationalized. 

Table 2 Military Education Special Areas of Emphasis 
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 Besides the traditional professional military education there is 

specific training provided to personnel who are, or will be involved in 

humanitarian operations. This training is provided by both the US Army 

War College PKSOI for many of the DOD personnel as well as the US 

Institute for Peace for the entire interagency. Given the limited time 

available for professional training of the force the inclusion of concepts 

related to non-traditional missions for the DOD is significant. There are 

trade-offs being made by the DOD that result in other mission areas 

getting less time or having portions of training eliminated as other areas 

are added to curriculum. A DOD respondent stated that:  

There has been an “explosion” of effort in PME on “electives” 
with issues of R2P, Stability and Peacekeeping studies in 
curriculum for joint education and capstone courses. Army 
directed that Stability become part of core curriculum for the 
Army on par with offense and defense. This is a mixed blessing 
because it gets lots of training to a wider audience on Stability 
related operations but the issue of who is the proponent and 
ensures it’s accomplished is brought out. The trend line 
however is more course time and focus, many times it’s as a 
“Guest lecturer” on the topic in the broader curriculum. 
Sometimes this causes the topic to be more generalized and 
watered down. Getting material in education and training is 
problematic because as topics go in others have to go out 
based on time available for student in the course (Interviewee 
# 15 March 2017). 

 One other indication of how the concepts of R2P are becoming 

embedded into the USG and operationalizing the efforts in USG practices 

is through the use of training exercises. While the impetus for the effort is 
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justified on national security objectives the objectives of stability and 

protection of civilians, and responding to mass atrocities are concepts that 

are part of the R2P framework. Two DOD interviewees highlighted this 

point:  

I think for those entities that see it as part of their operational 
environment…AFRICOM in particular… they have a 
willingness to include MARO type scenarios in their exercises 
and they sort of well lived it with Libya in 2011. Kind of was 
very prominent in their planning at the time and NATO and 
EUCOM subsequently (Interviewee #10 October 2015). 

Now, what we do try to do is that if they’re going to have any 
kind of training exercise, table-top exercise, (TTX) or 
something where they’re going to have some sort of MARO or 
MAPRO inject or atrocity prevention inject. A lot of times there 
was like, “Hey could you kind of just give a read out like what 
are you doing or how are you doing this or if you haven’t 
thought about this in the future when you’re doing those can 
you think about or how have you decided or thought about 
putting atrocity prevention injects into those exercises. So 
that way we demonstrate that we’re meeting our requirements 
(Interviewee #13 June 2016). 

The introduction of MARO and ultimately protection of 

civilians as a focus into CCMD planning and exercises is a 

significant shift in focus from a high operational tempo approach 

to warfighting and counter-terrorism to a focus that include 

potential missions related to internal state conflicts. 

Departmental Summaries 
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 The extensive changes made within the key departments of DOS, 

USAID, and DOD in their organizational structures, policy, doctrine, and 

practice reflect how the concepts are becoming part of the normative 

practices in the USG. While there are distinct national security factors 

that mitigate the timing and extent of US engagement in humanitarian 

crises reflected in the R2P there has been significant change to the USG 

over the past two administrations. These changes have come from both a 

top-down direction at the national level as well as bottom up through 

collaborative efforts between the various departments as well as with 

NGO’s and academia. The changes over the course of the two 

administrations reflect the influence of a number of actors both in and 

outside the USG. In addition, the USG’s political process that places 

personnel into senior positions through the Congressional nomination 

process brings in senior personnel with unique backgrounds and 

perspectives (e.g. Samantha Powers, Sarah Sewall). In these positions of 

authority they are able to significantly influence change within an 

organization. 

 The USG has begun the efforts to operationalize the norms on 

atrocity prevention and protection of civilians in DOD practice. The USG, 

and the elements of R2P share a common approach to prevention and 

rebuilding. Because both are based on broad human security 
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approaches, they are consistent. The underlying motives are likely, but 

not necessarily different, but the approaches are similar.  

 The focus of USG efforts has shifted from strictly a state focus to a 

focus that includes the population and human security. The USG has 

begun to recognize the relationship of human security and state security. 

This has resulted in USG foreign policy approaches that recognize the 

“center of gravity” for stability is the population of the states. It has 

resulted in greater attention to the underlying root causes for conflict 

just as the ICISS report cites. The changes to USG over the past two 

administrations illustrates the institutionalization of the R2P norms not 

only in the national level policy, but in the operational practices of the 

executive branch departments.  

 Many of the changes could be seen just as a reflection of the 

administration and its particular emphasis on human rights. However, 

the extent of changes to institutional structures, policy, doctrine, and 

practice within key executive departments, the alignment of values of the 

United States constitution, and consistent national security policies over 

an extended period of time, has resulted in a change in the focus of the 

departments. There is a clear recognition of the need to address human 

security as part of national security. In a similar fashion, the UN also 

recognizes that human security issues are related to state stability, and 

therefore also approach conflict resolution from that perspective. 
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 The extensive use of formal processes and documented strategies, 

policies and tactics reflects the environment and culture of the USG 

departments and agencies. The USG with its three branches of 

government is comprised of a number of formal departments under the 

executive branch. These hierarchical organizations increase the 

complexity of the environment in which decisions are made. With a 

complex set of departmental organizations and agencies responsible for 

various elements of foreign policy and national defense, the coordination 

and collaboration becomes difficult. The geopolitical environment, with 

the numerous crises and security issues worldwide, present problems for 

the USG to effectively address the full range of problems as urgent crises 

divert leadership attention. The extent of documented processes also 

reflects the organizational cultures of the various departments.  

 The DOS generally produces broad guidance and some distinct 

strategies and policies to address crises as the lead department for 

foreign policy and humanitarian affairs. The DOS organizational culture 

is influenced by a tradition of an organization with a country specific 

focus in the field, and regional and functional approaches at the 

department. This creates a need to coordinate issues within the 

department to gain consensus on priorities and approaches for foreign 

policy, based on top down guidance and direction from the President, 

and the National Security structure. Over the course of the last two 
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administrations a number of internal changes have been made to 

facilitate coordination not only internally but within the whole of 

government.  

 The alignment of USAID under the Secretary of State provided a 

mechanism to facilitate closer coordination with DOS in establishing 

foreign policy priorities, and meeting its responsibility to coordinate 

foreign aid for the USG. USAID as the implementer of much of the foreign 

aid related to development, has a development focus and has established 

processes and best practices to support it. They are technocratic utilizing 

the latest research and techniques to implement programs of 

development (in coordination with the broader development community) 

to effectively implement aid decisions. The establishment of resource 

portals that facilitate collaboration within the broader development 

community (IGOs, NGOs and States) reflects a technical approach to 

development. In addition, the development of effective metrics to assess 

impact of US foreign and development aid also reflects a technical 

approach. Because development is a lengthy process, USAID tends to be 

focused on the long term efforts. 

 The DOD culture is focused predominantly on core military 

operations and the majority of the policy, doctrine and tactics developed 

reflects that focus. The military also tends to focus on operations 

designed to achieve operational effects over a discrete period of time. 
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Long term efforts that tie up military forces and capabilities present 

problems for sustained involvement. Of the three departments, the DOD 

is the most focused on planning. This includes both future planning to 

prepare for potential crises as well as crisis planning to rapidly execute 

operations in support of foreign policy objectives. Despite that focus on 

warfighting the emphasis on humanitarian issues and protection of 

civilians has emerged as a more important aspect in the doctrine and 

practice. While the department institutionally accepts the broad 

humanitarian norms and the need to protect civilians from mass 

atrocity, the rationale is also based on the significance of these issues to 

stability, the desire to avoid violent state and regional conflict, to help 

regional and international security exacerbated by fragile and failing 

states. 

 DOD has recognized the need to collaborate and better integrate 

planning and operations in crises to ensure that efforts of IGOs, NGOs, 

and other partners are synchronized to more effectively achieve 

operational success and provide the necessary protection of the 

population in conflict. The extensive development of doctrine and tactics 

focused on civil military operations and humanitarian affairs is reflective 

of the changes that have occurred since 2001. In addition, the changes 

to force structure leveraging Civil Affairs units and closer collaboration 
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with interagency and international partners to develop common practices 

reflects a significant change to DOD practice. 

 Over the course of the Bush and Obama administrations the USG 

has recognized the norms of protection of civilians, and atrocity 

prevention, and their value to both human security and national security 

concerns. The norms are reflected in an expanded view of protection of 

civilians in conflict situations, beyond the narrow focus of collateral 

concerns and protection of civilians during combat operations, to include 

protection of civilians at risk due to intra-state conflicts and violence 

(Sewall, 2014). The USG in its NSS has recognized the limits of state 

sovereignty when civilians are placed at risk within a state. Despite that 

institutionalization of the norms, the USG will continue to evaluate crises 

in terms of national security when it comes to the extent of USG 

involvement in any particular crisis. 

 The USG didn’t really have a significant body of policy, doctrine, or 

processes to implement humanitarian operations to include protection of 

civilians until around the 2011 timeframe. The DOS began speaking of 

improving protection of civilians during Congressional oversight in 2011 

under then US Ambassador to the UN Susan Rice. In reviewing the DOD 

doctrine it’s not until 2012 that protection of civilians is referenced in JP 

3-08 Peace Operations, for example. The term wasn’t used in the base JP 

3-0 Operations publication until 2017. There is a natural lag of around 
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two years in publication changes based on the normal doctrine 

development process, so the concepts are often being worked into policy 

earlier but takes time to appear in the doctrine, training, and operational 

processes. These changes since 2001, reflect significant 

institutionalization of the norm over the past two Presidential 

administrations.  

 The significant increase in focus since the release of PSD 10, 

Presidential Study Directive on Mass Atrocity, in the 2011timeframe 

shows the extent the R2P norms have become operationally embedded 

within the executive branch. While the documentation provides evidence 

of institutionalization, there have been limited cases where R2P involving 

military intervention to determine how it is implemented in practice. As a 

recent analysis of USAID and DOD development points out: 

Increasingly over the last 15 years, United States national 
security strategies, DOD doctrines and USAID policies have 
all pushed for further interagency integration and 
collaboration. However, implementation clearly lags far 
behind these doctrinal statements; and much that has been 
written as official guidance still only exists as ‘words on paper’ 
(Kaufield p.47). 
 

 Clearly the three departments have been moving forward 

operationalizing the normative concepts into the doctrine and policy 

reflecting further institutionalization, but ultimately the strongest 

evidence of change is manifest in the implementation of the norms in 
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practice. That however is contingent on USG responses to emerging 

conflicts where potential atrocities occur. 

The previous three chapters focused primarily on what has been 

documented officially within the various departments that provides 

evidence of normative changes over the course of the past two 

administrations. The next chapter focuses on the speeches (official, not 

personal, statements) of key leaders within DOD and the USG to examine 

how they are speaking to R2P concepts. I also assess how these R2P 

concepts compare thematically to the themes of US national security 

concerns. To help triangulate these official statements, I conducted over 

eight hours of semi-structured interviews of various practitioners to 

provide some insight into thinking, but not enough data to make broad 

assessments. 
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Chapter Seven: Conclusions and Significance 

In this concluding chapter I review and answer the research 

questions raised in this dissertatation. I then briefly discuss their 

significance and limitations, and end by suggesting a potentially fruitful 

direction for extending this inquiry. 

What is the institutional environment in which the USG negotiates its 

mandates regarding the implementation of R2P? 

 The USG is hierarchical, and bureaucratic with the various 

executive branch departments competing for resources within the budget 

process controlled by Congress. The departments have their own 

organizational culture that influences the approach the department takes 

in “translating” Presidential guidance into the policy and practice. This 

departmental level focus can impact coordination when the issues 

require other agency support to effectively implement them. In addition 

there are significant institutional imbalances between the three 

organizations that influences capabilities to implement change.  

 DOD has over 1.3 million personnel, and a budget of over $580 

billion 

(http://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy20
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17/FY2017_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf), while DOS has about 

75,000 and USAID has 40,000 and they share a budget of around $ 50 

billion (https://www.state.gov/documents/organization/252179.pdf). 

This mismatch of resources impacts the ability of the agencies to 

effectively coordinate issues. A recent DOD publication on best practices 

stated: “A primary challenge for integrating civilian and military planning 

into a whole-of-government process is addressing the different planning 

capacity and culture in agencies in contrast to DOD” (JP 3-08 2011: II-

2). 

 To effectively operationalize R2P into USG practices requires a 

coordinated effort within the executive branch departments. This effort 

begins as the department level as each organization interprets the USG 

national guidance provided through the NSS, and in the case of the 

Obama administration actions directed in the Presidential Study 

Directive on Mass Atrocities (PSD-10 2011). The assumptions of each 

department informs their approach on what needs to be done, and the 

form they choose to implement it (e.g. policies, practice, etc.). To increase 

the extent of institutionalization of R2P required actions from all three 

organizations. The international environment and national security focus 

influences the departments’ priorities and tempo in implementing 

change. R2P emerged at the same time the USG was faced with the 
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impact of terrorism and the attacks on the US in September 2001.To 

operationalize the norms in R2P required efforts within (and between) all 

three departments. The USG recognized the need for a unified approach 

to ensure through interaction, and coordination between the key 

Executive departments. The extensive efforts to document the process 

and implement changes by the departments reinforced this 

understanding in the USG.  

 Within the DOD the need for better coordination has led to 

development of doctrine to provide the department with a greater 

understanding of the wide range of organizations involved. The doctrine 

describes the difficulty in negotiating the institutional environment: 

organizational differences exist between the US military and 
USG departments’ and agencies’ hierarchies, particularly at 
the operational level…. decision making at the lowest levels 
is frequently thwarted because field coordinators may not be 
vested with the authority to speak for parent organizations 
(JP 3-03 2016:.I-12 – I-13). 

 

 As a USAID career officer described in an interview the agency has 

recognized the need to coordinate complex issues. This requires an 

understanding of the other organizations, their culture and processes 

they use. The interviewee spoke of the constant turnover on the part of 

DOD, while the USAID and DOS have more stable assignments. This 

resulted in a continual need to reestablish relationships. All three of the 
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departments have recognized that need. Today for example as indicated 

by the USAID interviewee there are liaisons in all the combatant 

commands, and USAID has created an office of civil military coordination 

(https://www.usaid.gov/military) to help implement mandated 

interagency operations. The DOS has the Bureau of Political Military 

Affairs, and DOD has a Defense State Liaison Office. It is within this 

large bureaucratic structure that the departments have to integrate 

efforts to institutionalize practices. Promulgation of joint publications, 

such as JP 3-08, Interagency Coordination (2016) as well as development 

of an atrocity assessment framework 

(https://www.state.gov/j/cso/archive/ap/241116.htm) provide evidence 

of the complex nature of interagency coordination. 

 To specifically address atrocities each department and agency 

created a focal point in the department to provide external agencies an 

entry point to help in coordination efforts. The DOS created the conflict 

and stabilization operations bureau within DOS. USAID developed the 

Bureau for Democracy, Conflict, and Humanitarian Assistance to provide 

the entry point (https://www.usaid.gov/who-we-

are/organization/bureaus/bureau-democracy-conflict-and-

humanitarian-assistance) while DOD uses Deputy Assistant Secretary of 

Defense for Stability and Humanitarian Affairs 
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(http://policy.defense.gov/OUSDP-Offices/ASD-for-Special-Operations-

Low-Intensity-Conflict/Stability-and-Humanitarian-Affairs/). 

These organizational changes were developed because the various 

departments function autonomously on many issues. To consistently 

implement USG support for humanitarian issues including intervention 

ensuring a consistent approach requires a coordinated “whole of 

government” approach. The lack of coordination often results in 

duplicative efforts, wasted resources, and inefficient operations critical to 

effective humanitarian aid. This has been reflected in a number of 

reports and findings (Carter 2015, GAO 2000; GAO 2005; GAO 2009; 

Ulin 2017). 

 These offices as part of normal bureaucratic practices within the 

USG work both within their departments to internally coordinate the 

policy as well as coordinate within the interagency. There has been 

continued development, and the organizations continue to update the 

doctrine, and frameworks in the various departments (e.g. Foreign Affairs 

Manual(s), State; Automated Directive System, USAID; and DOD 

Directives, Instructions, and Manuals) on humanitarian issues. The 

extensive changes reflected in the review of the departments’ policies and 

organizations indicates the continued mandate to support humanitarian 

issues, including atrocity prevention issues related to R2P. 



216 

How do the distinct institutional cultures of DOS and DOD shape and 

influence positions on military intervention in a humanitarian crises? 

 The second question examined helped to assess the extent of 

institutionalization within the USG, and examined some of the influence 

of organizational culture on the department’s ability to make changes 

reflecting greater institutionalization through operationalizing the R2P 

concepts. DOD has a very hierarchical organization, and formal 

command leadership direction that traditionally approaches issues by 

detailed planning thorough an analysis of risk of the conflict to personnel 

safety, and chance of success. DOS in contrast heavily involved in foreign 

policy issues has a primary focus on influencing through diplomatic, 

political, economic, and social instruments of power. The consequences 

of failure at DOS are a greater political problem, but usually not a risk to 

life. When a crisis transitions, and there is a decision to militarily 

intervene the DOD has significant leverage on use of military forces 

based on its expertise. 

 Historically within DOD, humanitarian operations were not always 

viewed as a core mission. The primary operations publication JP 3-0 in 

2001, characterized humanitarian operations as the traditional UN 

peacekeeping missions focused on operating predominantly in a post 

conflict environment. This approach in DOD doctrine has changed to a 
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broader and more encompassing view on human rights and the 

protection of civilians in the current doctrine. By 2017, Joint Operations 

incorporated mass atrocity response (JP 3-0 2017: V-2) Protection of 

civilians has evolved from a concern for collateral damage and military 

proportionality focused on avoiding civilians during military conflict 

associated with traditional law of armed conflict concerns, to a concern 

for the protection of civilians in atrocity situations. Another characteristic 

highlighted by interviews in chapter one discussed the tendency in DOD 

to prefer shorter term commitments. Commitment of DOD resources for 

long periods of time creates risk in other areas of the globe and factors in 

to how DOD responds to potential crises involvement.  

 DOS is viewed as less rigid in planning, and as a number of DOS 

respondents admitted during interviews they are less likely to read the 

limited plans or strategies that are being created. DOS is viewed as 

resource poor having less success with Congress in getting funding 

needed for their mission, which limits the ability to influence policy 

decisions (https://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-

Policy/2010/0423/Gates-Clinton-oppose-cuts-to-State-Department-

budget). Several interviewees identified that due to the DOS 

organizational structure that has headquarters focusing on regions and 

functional areas (e.g. atrocity) while in the field, the embassy structure is 
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aligned to individual countries often with direct communication at the 

Presidential level during crises creates competing priorities with different 

approaches within DOS often resulting in increased tension in 

addressing disconnects to achieve coherent foreign policy approaches to 

the emerging issues.  

USAID is seen as technocratic leveraging technology and experts 

on various aspects of food, energy, poverty, governance and other 

development areas (National Academies of Science Engineering Medicine, 

2017). They tend to be on the ground in the countries working directly 

with NGO’s the local governments as well as leveraging contracted 

expertise to accomplish specific tasks. As indicated during interviews 

with USAID in chapter one the culture is viewed as “mission driven”, and 

the activities reflect that approach. They are an “operational” arm of DOS 

implementing programs to support foreign policy objectives. In contrast 

their efforts tend to be longer term development compared to the DOD 

that tends to focus on getting a task done, and moving on to the next 

problem. These cultural perspectives influence how each department 

approaches an issue such as atrocity prevention. 

DOD is ultimately the organization that would have to conduct a 

military intervention if the USG decided to implement one. Because DOD 

implements US policy but doesn’t create it efforts by DOD to document 
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approaches to atrocity prevention conduct training and exercises to 

prepare for this mission indicates a greater operationalization of the 

concepts. This operationalization, developing doctrine and training is 

therefore a stronger indication of USG institutionalization. To help in 

assessing this I asked another question:  

What is the relationship between the DOD (and its various offices) and the 

other US departments and agencies as well as civil society (NGO’s) with 

which it works to implement R2P? 

Humanitarian operations are viewed as a mission within the DOD 

along with other traditional combat missions (JP 3-0, 2017: VII-2). The 

department has a number of offices that influence the department’s 

efforts on issues such as atrocity prevention and humanitarian affairs. 

The various offices include: ASD/SOLIC with a primary focus through a 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Stability and Humanitarian Affairs, to an 

office in the Joint Staff JCS-J/5 within Strategic Plans and Policy, Global 

Plans and Partnership, that serves as the interface for planning on 

humanitarian affairs with appropriate offices in DOS, USAID, and the 

USUN Military Mission. There are related offices such as the 

Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute at the Army War College 

with a mission of facilitating information sharing, coordination, and 

integration among US military USG civilian agencies, international 

organizations, and multinational partners. They are also designated as 
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the US Army’s focal point for doctrine on humanitarian issues. Another 

organization is the Center for Complex Operations (CCO) established in 

2008 under OSD/Policy, and subsequently realigned to NDU in 2009. 

The mission of CCO is to serve as an information source and support 

knowledge management in areas of training and curricula and education 

on complex operations (those operations that require close civil-military 

planning and cooperation in the field). In addition they are viewed as a 

resource within DOD for subject matter experts on these issues.  

During the past two administrations the USG, and specifically 

DOD has recognized the importance of working many of these complex 

issues through a “whole of government” approach. The extensive network 

of offices within DOD as well as external (e.g. US Institute of Peace) has 

increased the dialogue between a wide range of actors. During the semi-

structured interviews the discussion revealed that the individuals in 

these organizations knew each other. In fact my use of a snowball 

approach to interviews resulted in getting interviews with individuals in 

all these organizations. The discussions, and sourcing for the various 

frameworks, and doctrine input revealed the extent of collaboration 

between the organizations. 

The increased coordination between the departments as well as 

internal coordination within them has resulted in closer efforts in 

developing a common USG approach if the decision is made to intervene 
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in an crisis involving atrocity prevention and protection of the civilian 

population.  

With an understanding of the relationship between the various 

departments and their offices involved in atrocity prevention to answer 

the broader question of the extent R2P norms have become 

institutionalized through operationalizing practices its important to look 

at the approaches taken by the departments particularly DOD to see how 

they support understanding of any increase in institutionalization. To 

accomplish this another question was addressed in the research: What 

processes, procedures and action has the USG implemented to help 

operationalize R2P? 

 The USG particularly since 2010 has integrated priorities on mass 

atrocity prevention not only in the National Security Strategy and 

national level policy documents, but also into departmental level policy, 

doctrine, and procedures there is an increased focus particularly at the 

DOD level on protection of civilians as well as in improving civil-military 

operations to posture the USG to support potential crises involving 

atrocities. 

 The Army is in the lead for the DOD in support of the department’s 

decision to increase its focus on humanitarian operations. Due to a 

primary responsibility to respond with forces on the ground, and the 
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Army’s efforts to increase both its reserve and active duty civil affairs 

units within its functional specialty of Civil Affairs. In addition, SOCOM 

has a number of core missions (civil affairs operations, security force 

assistance, and foreign humanitarian assistance) that provide the 

operational focus on R2P related functions. The DOD has improved 

interagency coordination with a common understanding of the issues 

and concepts of atrocity prevention, but still faces challenges as reflected 

by a study conducted by the US Holocaust Memorial Museum of 

education within the USG (Brown 2016). The DOD, DOS, and USAID 

have developed guidance and procedures to standardize approaches in 

atrocity prevention and protection of civilians (e.g. JP 3-07.3 2012; 

Atrocity Prevention Framework 2015). These documents also reflect an 

increasing effort to integrate planning with international organizations 

and civil society.  

The DOS, USAID, and DOD have developed a number of programs 

to improve the understanding of atrocities and protection of civilians 

within the USG. Increased training in the US military academies 

(https://www.ushmm.org/professionals-and-student-leaders/military-

professionals/jsamaps), professional military education courses, training 

occurring on atrocity prevention and protection of civilians during 

theater exercises to provide CCMD staffs with a background on 
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protection of civilians, and a greater understanding of the issues as well 

as table top exercises used in professional military education to train on 

issues related to atrocities. In addition there are a number of courses 

throughout DOD and the USG used by all three departments (Brown 

2016). The focused attention from the US Institute of Peace on education 

for senior leadership and personnel involved in atrocities prevention both 

in the US as well as overseas has improved key leaders in the various 

departments’ awareness on the issues. 

After addressing the previous questions it provides evidence that 

the USG specifically the DOD has continued to institutionalize the R2P 

norms. This instituionalization is not just in dialogue, but in documents 

and associated procedures and practice that provides an operational 

understanding of the issues if the USG elects to intervene in an atrocity. 

This doesn’t reflect the intent of the USG to directly intervene, but does 

provide evidence of preparation. This kind of activity is clearer evidence 

of instituionalization because the effort undertaken has used USG 

resources, assigned personnel, and developed a capacity level to support 

atrocity prevention. An additonal question to ask is: How has the USG 

institutional action and thinking (focused primarily on DOD and DOS) 

changed over time (from their first case of R2P intervention to the most 

recent)? 
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 Given the lack of specific cases of military intervention in support 

of atrocity prevention as characterized by the three elements of R2P it is 

not possible to determine the effect on USG’s responses to crises that are 

raised to the UNSC. What can be evaluated is the change to USG’s 

processes and procedures that would support any US military 

intervention in support of atrocity prevention.  

 Operations in Iraq and Afghanistan throughout the last decade 

have sensitized the DOD to the importance of human security in conflict. 

Based on the nearly continuous conflict since 2001 the DOD has 

recognized the relationship of population security to state security and 

regional and international stability. In the first several years after the 

promulgation of the ICISS report there was an increased focus on civil 

military operations and humanitarian operations in the context of the 

elements of R2P. DOD updates on doctrine related to support to 

humanitarian operations and civil affairs saw development or updates to 

joint publications ranging from JP 3-08 Interorganizational Coordination 

and JP 3-20 Security Cooperation to JP 3-57 Civil Military Operations and 

JP 3-07.3 Peace Operations. These efforts focused on a range of issues 

that are reflected in the elements of R2P that address prevention, and 

rebuilding as well as intervention. The scale of UN operations has 

subsequently increased in the last decade with operations occurring East 
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Timor, Burundi, Chad, Central African Republic, Cote d’ Ivoire, 

Democratic Republic of Congo, Eretria/Ethiopia, Liberia, Sierra Leone, 

Sudan/Darfur/Abyei/South Sudan, and Syria briefly in 2012. In the 

majority of these cases the US efforts have been focusing on R2P 

elements short of military intervention. Direct military support has been 

minimal and more related to enabling the forces within the state to 

address the conflict, or supporting UN assigned forces with training, 

transport and equipment. 

 Most of these operations were with the consent of the State and did 

not involve external military interventions so R2P interventions by the 

international community without government consent have been limited. 

Libya while cited as an example of R2P was conducted by NATO, and the 

continued conflict and resulting influence of terrorism reflects an 

incomplete effort. In addition the military action resulting in regime 

change created additional tension in the UNSC with regard to pursuing 

military action to address atrocities. The current military intervention in 

the crisis in Syria is also not viewed as a case of R2P, but rather a failure 

of states to act by some, 

(http://www.globalr2p.org/media/files/syriapaper_final.pdf) and an 

intractable conflict where intervention would be unsuccessful 

(https://www.npr.org/2012/02/06/146474734/the-worlds-
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responsibility-to-protect), and therefore should not be undertaken based 

on R2Ps criteria for intervention (ICISS 2001: 32). 

 Because there are limited examples for evaluating changes in 

USG’s response over time it is not currently a viable approach to evaluate 

the institutionalization of the norms. There have been a number of crises 

as mentioned above in which the framework focusing on prevention, 

reaction (with state support), and rebuilding reflect the USG’s protection 

of civilians in conflict short of military intervention. It remains an open 

question to assess whether the norm has been institutionalized to the 

extent that the USG commits forces directly to address protection of 

civilians from atrocity. 

 In looking at the question of increased institutionalization of the 

norms of R2P there were significant changes triggered after the 2008 

Genocide Task Force recommendations. These included efforts 

establishing the Atrocity Prevention Board and the promulgation of PSD 

10 by Obama in the 2011 timeframe. Subsequently the Executive 

departments developed supporting policy, doctrine, and practices that 

have begun to “operationalize” the institutionalized norms.  

 The time lag in development and promulgation of policy and 

doctrine is a result of the bureaucratic process that drives doctrine 

development in DOD. It normally takes at least two years to develop 
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doctrine from the decision to develop to promulgation via Joint Staff. In 

order to get doctrine written it requires a coordinated response across 

every Service, Agency, and Combatant Command agreeing that the 

doctrine is required to even start the process. The fact that there is 

doctrine, and that it has been revised since the 2014 timeframe provides 

an indication that there was support by DOD to develop doctrine and to 

focus more attention on the humanitarian intervention issues, human 

security, and protection of civilians from mass atrocity.  

The research data provides positive evidence that in cases of 

atrocities (genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity and ethnic 

cleansing) previously agreed to in treaty obligations within the United 

Nations the norm pertaining to the “protection of civlians” has become 

more deeply institutionalized and, moreover is becoming operationalized 

as part of the DOD doctrine, training, and exercises of the department 

that is ultimately responsible for conducting a military intervention. 

Whether the USG will act militarily in future cases is an open question. 

The USGs national security focus has evolved particularly since 

the US intervention into Afghanistan and Iraq toward a focus on the 

population of the state as a critical “center of gravity” for successful 

resolution of conflict.The extensive efforts at stabilization by the USG and 

subsequently with the support of other international forces over the last 
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two decades has reinforced the importance of the civilian population. 

These crises helped frame how the US subsequently addressed stability 

operations, peace operations, and specifically human security in terms of 

“protection of civlians”. It is also a factor in the US acceptance of the 

norms in R2P. The rationale for the US acceptance of the norms may be 

serving both the altruistic notions aligned to the UN as well as the US 

security concerns for the state. 

The early invovlement of individual actors on the Genocide Task 

Force, such as former Secretary of State Albright, former Secretary of 

Defense Cohen, as well as USUN Ambasssador Power, and Under 

Secretary Sewall who operated both outside and ultimately within the 

government played a significant role in pushing the USG to implement 

the current set of policy, doctrine, and practice that exists. There were 

also pockets of advocacy including the Army’s PKSOI, and DOSs’ CSO 

among others who helped push policy, doctrine, and training to highten 

the USG visibility on atrocity prevention issues. These individuals in 

many cases knew each other, and routinely coordinated issues. 

These findings reinforce those in existing literature on the 

influence of agency on institutional change (Battilana 2006; Bode 2015; 

Campbell 2009; Kennedy & Riga 2012; Scott 2011). The direction set 

under the Obama administration particularly after 2010 to increase the 

USG’s focus on humanitarian issues (and specifically atrocity prevention) 
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was also influened by the organizational culture of the three key 

departments in terms of the changes to policies, doctrine, practice, and 

organizational relationships to address these issues.  

As of 2016 there has been an increased emphasis on atrocity 

prevention and protection of civilians. This effort took time to develop 

occuring over the course of the last two administrations. The normative 

concepts of R2P including military intervention in humanitarian crises 

have become more deeply embedded into USG policy and doctrine below 

the national policy level. It’s unclear whether the momentum will 

continue and if the concepts will be used in practice. Given the evolving 

international environment and potential shift in focus from conflict in 

fragile states and protection of civilians to higher end miltiary operations 

with near peers and states and emerging nuclear capabilities the focus 

on humanitarian intervention may change within the USG 

(http://www.dsca.mil/news-media/news-archive/carter-quantifies-shift-

dod-resources-asia-pacific). 

As Brooks (2014) also states in her discussion of evolution of 

customary international law in an ideal state an accumulation of state 

practice would eventually become a binding norm of customary 

internationl law, but the reality is more accurately reflected in norms for 

humanitarian intervention. 
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Norms relating to humanitarian intervention offer a typical 
example. We are in a period in which we are seeing a norm 
struggling to emerge, if you will, but that process is not a 
smooth one, has not been a smooth one, and is unlikely to 
be a smooth one in the future. Indeed, when we think about 
norms related to humanitarian intervention or the 
Responsibility to Protect, if anything what we have seen has 
been a process of reaction, counter-reaction, counter-
counterreaction and counter-counter-counter-reaction. We 
are still going through that cycle (p.162)  
 

Human security issues however, have entered the lexicon in the 

national security structure as evidenced by reference to protection of 

civilians in cases of genocide in the 2006 NSS where conflict prevention 

and resolution, conflict intervention, post conflict stabilization and 

reconstruction are also included as national security goals in support of 

regional security. Obama continued the trend in his 2010 NSS where he 

articulated the need to support humanitarian operations to prevent 

genocide or mass atrocities during peacekeeping and conflict scenarios. 

In addition the strategy acknowledges the use of the ICC despite the fact 

that the United States is not a formal party to the agreement on the ICC. 

 The 2015 NSS continued to put human security in the form of 

genocide prevention and preventing mass atrocities as well as caveated 

support to the ICC. Discussions with DOD representatives indicated that 

a 2017 version of JP 3-07.3 being finalized for release. It is scheduled to 

be released by the endo of 2017, or early 2018. Illustrating the continued 

focus by the USG as well as the fact that these changes reflecting 
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normative changes are slow the process has taken several years to 

complete. What is significant however is that the 2017 doctrine directly 

cites human security, and rather than just a focus on mass atrocity the 

doctrine discusses R2P and protection of civilians. 

To what extent have the R2P norms been instituionally embedded into the 

administrative practices of the USG? 

Turning to the primary question of the dissertation the analysis 

provided evidence that R2P norms of protection of civilians, and atrocity 

prevention have become more institutionalized within the USG, 

specifically within the DOD. The extensive effort to develop interagency 

frameworks for atrocity prevention providing a standardized approach to 

responding to atrocity by the USG along with the development of 

doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures by the DOD used to 

support training, and exercises to prepare for the mission if directed 

reflect a level of institutionalization that extends to the key departments 

and agencies responsible.  

This research also showed the influence of civil society through 

incorporation of concepts related to atrocity prevention and protection of 

civlians. The agency of key individuals is also clearly reflected in 

providing the impetus to the USG to begin implementing the ideas of 

atrocity prevention and protection of civilians directly into USG policy, 

doctrine, and processes. The analysis shows that organizations and 
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people outside the governmental structure can influence changes to 

some extent. These changes in turn help shape how norms are 

internalized in a state to address the myriad of humanitarian crises the 

USG continues to face. 

The decision to intervene however is political and will be made by 

the President, mediated by national security concerns. It is unclear 

whether the motives for an intervention would be altruistic or support 

national security interests. From the standpoint of protection of civilians 

in the case of atrocities the motives are less important than the act of 

saving lives. These issues however, are beyond the scope of the 

dissertation. This research makes a contribution to the field of political 

sociology as well as peace and conflict studies by providing the analysis 

of an emerging norm of R2P that is changing both the accepted concept 

of sovereignty for states, but more importantly illustrating how protection 

of civilians and human security concerns have influenced state practice 

as evidenced by changes to the USG’s policies, process, and procedures. 

Limitations and Future Research 

The dissertation approach yielded mixed results. I had anticipated 

more discourse focused on atrocity prevention and protection of civilians 

when analyzing the speeches of the senior leadership over the past 

sixteen years. The content analysis did clearly show that the focus 

increased in 2010 under President Obama. However, the senior 
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leadership discussons were related to more traditional national security 

issues that addressed the crises that were occuring during the time the 

speeches were given but also did reflect humanitarian issues and 

development approaches consistent with conflict prevention measures 

identified in the ICISS R2P framwork. There were likely additional 

statements made at the Under Secretary level of the various departments 

in other words by those who have specific responsibility for implementing 

the guidance on atrocity prevention. That is there may have been more 

language focused on the R2P concepts at that level of responsibility.  

I focused at the Secretary level because the key issues for a 

department tend to rise to that level if it’s viewed as a critical issue. The 

analysis did reveal that the “tipping point” in terms of further 

instituionalizing the norms occured after the 2011 PSD during the 

Obama administration. This also shows that the USG change is 

influenced by the administration in power. In addition without survey 

data of both the leadership and the subordinate department personnel to 

help clarify the underlying attitudes and motivations it’s difficult to 

ascertain the extent R2P has affected the attitudes and beliefs of the 

personnel addressing the atrocity prevention mission.Use of selected 

interviews did provide insight into views but does not necessarily support 

generalizations that we can make about the departments as a whole. 
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To provide more validity for claims about the intensity and extent 

of embeddedness of the concepts of R2P in US government practice 

specific rating of the content of speeches by senior leaders can be 

accomplished to provide a more nuanced and scaled assessment of the 

speeches to measure of how strong the speech supports or does not 

support the concepts of R2P. In addition because the departments have 

specific bureaus or offices that focus on particular topic areas a review of 

the subordinate leaderships speeches would provide insight into the 

extent the views are permeating the leadership within the USG 

structures. 

A survey of a statistically significant sample of personnel in the 

various departments would also provide insight into the extent that the 

normative concepts are being embedded into the government personnel. 

The survey would cover more than offices who have humanitarian issues 

as part of their portfolio in order to ascertain both how the norms have 

spread and the level of understanding on the concepts.  

Extending the research to the next administration could also 

provide some insight into the extent that the concepts have become 

embedded in USG’s operational practice. The key finding of this 

dissertation is that after 2010 there has been an increase in the 

development of formal policies, procedures, and practices emphasizing 

the protection of civilians against mass atrocity and humanitarian 
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operations. These changes occurred consistently over a sixteen-year 

period. These changes, I argue, reflect an increased emphasis by the two 

presidential administrations (Republican and Democratic) on the R2P 

related norms. I conclude that these normative changes place protection 

of civilians–both within and outside the United States-as a priority for 

the USG reflected in “sovereignty as responsibility”. How the 

institutionalization of these R2P related norms shaping the USG 

practices develop under future presidential administrations of course 

remains an open empirical question. But for now US executive branch 

action will be operating in a context in which the responsibility to protect 

civilians is normatively institutionalized not only as an expectation of the 

UN and many foreign government and civil society actors, but also within 

the structures (organizational, political and cultural) of the United States 

key departments and agencies responsible for operationalizing 

humanitarian intervention.  
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Appendix 1 Methodological Tools 

To generate the thematic content analysis for the speeches of 

senior leadership, I used a software application called Internet Enabled-

Spatial Paradigm for Information Retrieval (IN-SPIRE). The software 

creates mathematical representations of the documents, organizes them 

into clusters and visualizes the clusters into "maps" to support analysis.  

The text engine scans through the document collection and 

automatically determines the distinguishing words or "topics" within the 

collection, based upon statistical measurements of word distribution, 

frequency, and co-occurrence with other words. The distinguishing words 

are those that help describe how each document in the dataset is 

different from any other document. These distinguishing words create a 

mathematical signature for each document analyzed. It then does a 

rough similarity comparison of all the signatures to create cluster 

groupings.  

The software compares the clusters against each other for 

similarity, and arranges them in high-dimensional space (about 200 

axes) so that similar clusters are located close together. The clusters can 

be thought of as a mass of bubbles, but in 200-dimensional space 
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instead of just three. The software then flattens the cluster down to a 

comprehensible two-dimensions—trying to preserve a picture where 

similar clusters are located close to each other, and dissimilar clusters 

are located far apart. The last step for the software is to create 

mathematical representations of documents analyzed, which are 

organized into clusters and visualized into “maps” representing the 

topical and document relationships used for the content analysis.  

To provide a better understanding of the content analysis 

visualizations employed by IN-SPIRE I will provide some background on 

the three unique visualizations generated to help assess thematic 

content of the speeches from the various executive departments.  

The Story Flow view shows documents frequency for groups within 

a group folder (or facet) actively selected from the list of available groups 

either selected through a manual process focused on group themes 

created to reflect the specific analysis desired, or by the algorithms that 

generate groups based on overall analysis of the entire corpus. The 

software provides flexibility to allow a focus on themes of interest. In 

addition, the visualization can be tailored to focus on a specific 

timeframe that is manually selected. 
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Figure 19 Story Flow Visualization Example 

 

The Story Flow visualization shows, for a set of time intervals, the 

themes computed for those intervals, with the “size of the river” 

indicating the number of documents in that theme, which may link 

themes over time into stories. The visualization places time across the 

horizontal axis and orders themes along the vertical axis. Themes are 

consistently ordered for each interval by their number of assigned 

documents so that the theme order for each day is unaffected by future 

days. This preserves the organization of themes in the story flow 

visualization across days and supports information consumers’ extended 
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interaction over days and weeks. (PNNL About IN-SPIRE. http://in-

spire.pnnl.gov/about.stm) 

In the Galaxy visualization, individual documents are represented 

as dots. The intent of the visualization is to give a view of the dataset 

where closely related topical documents are generally located close to 

each other, and dissimilar documents are far apart. The documents in 

this visualization are clustered together in their group. The software also 

provides a cluster centroid that represents the mathematical center of 

the plot of all the documents that have been clustered together. In 

addition, the words used to label the cluster centroids are terms with the 

highest frequency count only. Theme Clouds are the blue areas which 

indicate areas of document concentration, and this can be turned on or 

off to visualize the concentration of documents. Peak labels are the areas 

of document concentration in the Galaxy, which correspond to the peaks 

(and their labels) in Theme View Classic.  
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Figure 20 Galaxy Visualization Example 
 

The Theme View provides another perspective on the documents. 

The Galaxy view previously described, can be seen as the “flat” sea-level 

foundation for a Theme View.  
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Figure 21 Theme View Classic Visualization Example 

 

Each document which has content related to a major theme in the 

overall document collection will add a little to the height of the peak in 

that location (how much it adds will depend on the strength of that 

theme's relevance to that document). If a document is not at all related to 

that theme, it won't add any height to the layer there. Repeating this 

layer-building process for all 200 or so major themes (i.e., topics) in the 

dataset, stacking the layers on top of each other and smoothing the 

results, creates the thematic summary view, the Theme View. The Theme 

View labels are the words with the highest topical content in the region. 

These factors help explain why the peak labels often differ from cluster 

centroid labels. 
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The labels above the peaks reveal the strongest themes under 

those peaks. Areas of documents having very similar thematic content 

contain tall peaks, while areas of documents having weaker thematic 

relationships to each other never rise “above sea level”. The coloring of a 

Theme View and height of peaks lets you know how far above “sea level” 

a region is—yellow being the highest. If the documents in a region are 

practically void of any thematic content, they are represented at sea level 

height on the Theme View. If there are only one or two documents in a 

region, but they are unusually packed full of topical content, they are 

represented as tall peaks on the Theme View. 

The Theme View landscape is created by piling up the similar 

topics of individual documents, so you see higher peaks in areas of high 

document density. The number, placement, and height of peaks are 

really only an indirect correlation to the clusters, however, since they are 

based strictly on the Galaxy documents underneath, not the cluster 

groupings. An area under the peak may, and often does, include 

documents from multiple clusters. 

Essentially while both Galaxy and Theme View both show the 

documents in the same x/y dimension, Galaxy is showing the individual 

documents and how they cluster, while Theme View is showing the 

distribution of themes among those clusters.  
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To optimize the software, I initially ran the program with the 

standard set of stop and stop major words. Once the program generated 

the groups and themes I examined the themes and determined what 

words were used to describe the groups and themes. To reduce the 

number of themes and groups to those most related to the focus of my 

research on operationalizing R2P in the US government I created a stop 

major list (Appendix 1) that included terms I found less useful to my 

research to prevent them from being included as topical words that show 

up as groups within the theme view. This process still allowed the 

documents to be indexed and searchable by the software. I then 

examined the document themes and reduced the number of themes by 

integrating them into key groupings using key terms for both R2P and 

NSS to create specific groups related to the pillars for R2P and the NSS 

core areas (see appendix 1). I wanted to use the groupings to provide a 

thematic story flow over the past two administrations to illustrate 

emphasis by the US government as represented by statements from the 

President, Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense, USAID officials and 

US Ambassador to the UN.  

In addition to the use of content analysis software, I conducted a 

series of semi-structured interviews using a “snowball” approach to 

attempt to solicit input from sources in the various executive 

departments as well as the UN and NGOs. Using a standard set of 
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generalized questions for the three categories (UN, NGO, USG) I 

encouraged the interviewees to provide insight into how they see R2P 

being implemented, what parts of R2P were seen as most critical and 

what the issues were for implementation.  Overall the interviews 

provided over eight hours of discussion by various individuals who 

provided a personal perspective on their views of the norms and extent of 

operationalization within the US government. To evaluate how the 

government is functionally integrating the concepts from the framework 

in R2P I examined the formally published documents that implement the 

concepts in practice. I reviewed the national level documents such as the 

NSS, PDDs, and policies from the President, as well as departmental 

policy documents directing implementing of the broad presidential 

guidance. I also examined the joint and service doctrinal publications, 

agency frameworks, as well as implementing policy directives, education, 

training and exercise efforts.  
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Appendix 2 Content Analysis Data Setup 

R2P Key Terms 

Responsibility to Protect 

R2P 

Protection of Civilians 

Atrocity Prevention 

Genocide 

Ethnic Cleansing 

War Crimes 

Crimes Against Humanity 

Sovereignty as Responsibility  
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Major Stop Words 

The list of terms below was selected as stop words to avoid having the 
software key on the terms to generate thematic groupings. Due to the 
nature of the content (governmental speeches) there are a number of 
terms and phrases constantly used that would skew results to look at 
groupings that are not relevant to the research intent of examining the 
influence of the lexical terms identified in the previous listing above. 

US Government Run 
American President 

African American 

African American president 

Behalf of president bush 

President spoke 

President met 

Real question 

NPR Michele Kelmen 

That’s obviously 

Lost loved ones 

Secretary Clinton 

President Carter 

President Obama 

President Bush’s vision 

Hillary Clinton 

Obama 
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Secretary Kerry 

Secretary Rice 

Secretary Powell 

Secretary Gates 

NBC 

ABC 

Madame 

Question 

Applause 

Laughing 

Cheers 

Inaudible 

Discuss issues 

Nbcs 

Thanked the minister 

I’m aware 

Excellent question 

American administration 

American congress 

Particularly thank 

Generous welcome 

Believe that’s 
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That’s correct 

President Obama believes 

That’s a great question 

I’m hearing 

President Obama spoke 

Thank the united 

I’m that’s 

I’m honored 

I’m thinking 

That’s correct 

Remain  

I’m prepared 

There’s a question 

That’s what the president 

President laid 

I’m glad  

Editorial board 

I’m convinced 

I’m concerned 

Difficult process 

I’m grateful 

I’m happy 
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I’m sorry 

I’m confident 

I’m proud 

I’m coming 

I’m delighted 

I’m afraid 

I’m meeting 

I’m meeting 

I’m pleased 

I’m talking 

I’m telling 

I’m encouraged 

I’m hopeful 

I’m honored 

I’m particularly grateful 

President elect 

That’s ok 

Raise the question 

That’s probably 

Quick question 

Discuss issues 

Related question 
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President Obama is committed 

President Obama announced 

Foreign minister and I discuss 

President understands 

Thank the foreign minister 

Welcome the foreign minister 

That’s why president Obama 

Quick questions 

Personal question 

That’s ok  

Welcome Secretary Kerry 

Specific question 

That’s probably 

That’s exactly 

Look forward 

Thank secretary 

Cbs 

CBSs Bob Scheiffer 

CBS Margaret Brennan 

NBC Andrea Mitchell 

Thank Secretary Kerry 

Real question 
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Democratic Leaders 

Matt Lauer 

Via interpreter 

Senator Lugar 

Senator Biden 

President Kennedy 

President Obama’s leadership 

Interview 

Question that’s 

Fy 

government that’s 

third question 

president makes 

President announced  

President is committed 

Personal question 

Ambassador Crocker 

Foreign relations committee 

Senate Foreign relations committee 

Push forward 

Senator Mitchell 

Wolf Blitzer 
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Final question 

Welcome 

Move forward 

Availability 

President talks 

President believes 

Vice president Biden 

Run for president 

Vice president 

Abcs 

President of the United States 

Behalf of president Obama 

Thank president bush 

Specific question 

Fox 

Sean Hannity 

Haven’t 

Im 

Laughter 

(2) USAID Run 

USAID has helped 

USAID sponsored 
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USAID launched 

USAID believes 

USAID testimony 

USAID joined 

USAID leveraged 

USAID provides 

USAID provides technical assistance 

USAID requests 

USAID seeks 

USAID strategy 

USAID is providing assistance 

USAID personnel 

USAID program 

USAID has helped 

USAID mission 

USAID staff 

USAID targets 

USAID trained 

USAID investment 

USAID inspectors 

USAID is continuing 

USAID assistance has helped 
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Share what USAID 

Successful program 

Bring aid, Testimony senior deputy administrator 

Testimony senior deputy assistant administrator 

Deputy assistant administrator, testimony deputy assistant 

 administrator  

Senate subcommittee 

Acting assistant administrator 

Testimony acting assistant administrator 

(3) US UN Ambassador Run 

Sheet 

ambassador 

Secretary Clinton 

Ambassador Susan Rice 

Madam chair 

Agenda item 

Thank special representative zanier 

Ambassador churkin 

Madam Ambassador 

President of the council 

Resolution adopted 

Ambassador dicarlo 
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President of the Security Council 

Security Council expresses  

Madam President 

Ambassador Samantha powers 

UN can draw 

Level event 

Senior Advisor 

Key role 

Ambassador brooke 

Council adopted resolution 

United States welcomes 

Todays vote, todays votes 

United States is determined 

Country’s future 

Anderson 

Council heard 

Topic 

special 

Government continues 

Rededicate ourselves 

Allow the UN, UN family 

Common efforts 
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United States calls 

United states committed, united states remains committed 

Council colleagues 

UN entities 

Provide assistance 

Deputy Representative 

Council met 

United states remains concerned 

United states congratulates Kosovo 

Continuing efforts 

Direct negotiations 

United states welcomes 

Madam president, united states supports 

Security council chamber, united nations new York city 

Mission to the united nations 

Ambassador rice,  

Look forward 

Ambasssador Samantha power 

Secretary generals 

President Obama, ambassador power 

United states continues 

President Obama announced 
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Un estimates 

Un agencies 

Un troops, un base 

Un secretary 

Un missions 

Un can draw 

Un actors, un operations 

Madam ambassador 

Ambassador churkin 

President of council 

Security council expresses 

Ambassador dicarlo 

David pressman 

President obamas leadership 

Deputy secretary 

Fellow council 

Ongoing efforts 

United states welcomes 

Madam president, united states supports 

United nations new York city 

Mission to the united nations 

Ambassador rice, security council stakeout 



258 

Look forward 

Special political affairs 

Ambassador Samantha power 

President Obama, ambassador power 

United states continues 

Un can draw 

Un actors, un operations 

United nations was created 

Un high commissioner 

Un meetings, un was created 

Todays vote, todays votes 

Remain deeply concerned 

Deputy permanent dicarlo 

Dicarlo united 

Deputy prime minister 

United states is determined 

Madame president 

Un efforts 

Un office 

Ambassador david dunn 

Thank secretary 

Briefed the council 
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United states remains deeply concerned 

Secretary generals call, 

Anderson, significant progress 

Council heard 

71st session 

Behalf of president Obama 

Government continues 

Allow the un, un family 

United states remains committed, remains committed 

United states calls 

Un bases, un seeks 

Council colleagues 

United nations system 

Government continues 

Allow the un, un family 

69th UN, un efforts 

United states recognizes 

United states reaffirms 

Un compound 

United states congratulates Kosovo 

United states remains concerned 

War ii 
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Continuing efforts 

United states recognizes 

Underscores the united 

Advisory committee 

United states reaffirms 

Security council expressed, security council stakeout following 

consultations 

Council met 

Rick Barton  

Carol Hamilton 

Leslie kiernan 

Torsella 

I’m happy 

Madame 

Group Search Terms 

Responsibility to Protect Terminology Search 
 
Prevention: Security Cooperation, Security Assistance, Development 
Assistance, Preventive Military Deployment, Legal Action, Travel 
Restrictions, Economic Sanctions, Diplomatic Isolation, Political 
Sanctions, Demarche, Diplomatic Sanctions, Democratic governance, 
security sector reform, rule of law, economic development 
 
React: Responsibility to React, Intervention, Armed Intervention, Military 
Intervention, Travel Restriction, Membership Expulsion, Sanction of 
Income Production, Financial Sanctions, Stop Military Cooperation, Arms 
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Embargo, Economic Sanctions, International Criminal Court/ICC, 
Protection of Civilians 
 
Rebuild: Rebuilding, Peacebuilding, Reconciliation, Development 
Assistance, Institution Building, Economic Assistance, Security 
Assistance, protection of civilians’ 
 

National Security Strategy Terminology Search 
 
a) Democracy – democracy; sovereignty of the people; consent of the 
governed; Majority rule and Minority rights; Free and fair elections; 
Constitutional limits; pluralism; compromise, rule of law 
 
b) Development – “millennium challenge”; “sustainable development”; 
“ending extreme poverty”, development assistance, reduce poverty 
 
c) Economic security - Trade; “global entrepreneurship”; “strong 
foundation for economic growth”; “complete, competitive education”; 
“open global economy”; “cutting edge of science and education” 
 
d) Energy security- “alternative fuels”; oil; “energy efficient”; “cleaner 
technology”; “diverse energy markets”; “clean energy”; “nuclear energy”; 
“low carbon energy”; “energy access”; “oil and gas production” 
 
e) Food security- food production and supply; food safety; agricultural 
development; combat hunger; food relief;  
 
f) Homeland security – “catastrophic attacks”, “critical infrastructure 
protection”, “guard against terrorism”, “aviation security”,  “border 
security”, “counter homegrown terrorism”, “counter transnational 
organized crime”, “protect cyber and physical infrastructure”, “border 
patrol”, “immigration control” 
 
g) Human Rights- “human rights”, “right to life”, liberty, “equality before 
law”, “right to association”, “freedom of speech”, “freedom of religion”, 
“freedom of worship”, equal treatment, “freedom of movement”, “freedom 
from torture”  
 
h) Military capabilities –force structure; strategic mobility; basing; power 
projection; “prevent and deter threats” “full range of military operations”, 
“defend against state and non-state actors”, 
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i) Nuclear non-proliferation – Weapons of Mass Destruction, WMD; 
counter-proliferation; ballistic missile defense 
 
j) Regional_ international security – “wider regional strategy”, “bolster 
regional organizations”, “strengthen regional capacity” 
 
k) Security cooperation security assistance; IMET; International Military 
Education and Training, FMS; FMA; Foreign Military Sales/Assistance 
 
l) Terrorism _CVE – resilience; radical extremism; al-Qaida and its 
affiliates and adherents; whole of government approach; global coalition 
to counter-ISIL; strong cities network 
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Appendix 3 Semi-Structured Interview Questionnaires 

General Comments: The following questions were used to generate 

discussion with interview subjects. The interviewee was able to address 

issues broadly. The intent was not to direct specific answers but to solicit 

their views on the concepts in R2P and how/if they utilized them in the 

course of their operational execution or planning of activities. The 

interviews also touched on the organizations and their relationships to 

each other highlighting the differences and the efforts to generate closer 

coordination to improve USG response to genocide and R2P. The 

interviewee sample included individuals from NGO’s, DOD, State, USAID 

and the United Nations. In some cases, individuals experience included 

both government time as well as time in the private sector working in 

non-profit, consulting or NGO’s. The interviewees worked at various 

levels of authority. Some of the respondents were in senior decision 

making positions while others were lower level personnel who worked the 

issues related to humanitarian operations, peacekeeping, or the policies 

associated with those functions. Although the sample wasn’t large 

(n=17), it did include the full range of organizations that interface within 

and between the USG agencies responsible for implementing R2P. The 
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interview questions were similar for government, UN, and NGO personnel 

with slight changes to reflect their particular missions and responsibility.  

Interview Plan -USG 

Responsibility to Protect  

MAIN QUESTIONS ADDITIONAL 
QUESTIONS 

CLARIFYING 
QUESTIONS 

Can you describe your 
position and the role(s) 
you play in addressing 
humanitarian intervention 
concerns(plans, policy, 
execution) 

  

Can you provide some 
background on your 
involvement in decisions 
to engage or planning to 
implement humanitarian 
intervention using U.S. 
government and 
particularly U.S. military 
capability?  

Have you been 
involved in specific 
humanitarian 
interventions? 

From your 
perspective what 
specific criteria (if 
any) qualify as 
meeting a threshold 
for humanitarian 
intervention by 
UN/US forces?  
 

Are you familiar with 
“Responsibility to Protect” 
as codified in UN ICISS 
Report and subsequent 
UN endorsements? 

If so what do you 
see as the key 
element(s) of 
Responsibility to 
Protect, and how do 
you see the 
USG/UN 
implementing 
them? 

Does the 
planning/operationa
l implementation 
address the full 
range of R2P (react, 
respond, rebuild) in 
the planning 
process? If not do 
you just address the 
“execution phase” of 
operations and 
anticipate handing 
off any longer term 
actions needed to 
stabilize and ensure 
intervention results 
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in a desired end 
state? 

Are you aware of specific 
doctrine, policy, or 
guidance that establishes 
criteria and processes to 
implement humanitarian 
intervention?  
 

Does the doctrine 
and policy provide 
clear guidance to 
conduct 
operations? 

How closely does 
your organization 
follow the 
doctrine/policy in 
crisis planning 
processes? 

From your 
perspective/understandin
g do any of the up-front 
assumptions and 
planning criteria (in your 
specific documents) for a 
decision to intervene vary 
between US executive 
departments (e.g. Defense, 
State, and Intelligence 
Community)? (States and 
International Agencies for 
UN personnel)  
 

If you are involved 
in planning either 
in a coalition or UN 
environment do you 
see differences 
between the various 
parties involved in 
up-front 
assumptions or 
other planning 
factors?  
 

From your 
perspective when 
involved in planning 
for humanitarian 
intervention is there 
enough clarity on 
the desired end-
state and measures 
for assessing when 
that criteria is 
actually met?  
 

For any humanitarian 
intervention plans can 
you describe the process 
and trace the planning 
from the early warning of 
an impending crisis 
through execution and 
post intervention phases? 

Does your 
organization 
support all the 
phases from the 
start through 
completion?  

If not, how are the 
tasks handed off 
between 
organizations (both 
within the USG and 
with UN and NGOs)?  

Are there any 
organizational 
culture/process 
differences that create 
potential seams in 
working integrated 
planning and execution 
efforts? 
 

Does the planning 
identify a clear 
process and 
associated 
resources to ensure 
the intervention 
addresses early 
warning/prevention
, coordinated 
intervention, and 
potential 
rebuilding? 
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Interview Plan UN 
 
Provide IRB required issues. Discuss dissertation topic, identify desire to 
have respondent provide personal insights on how they perceive R2P and 
how their organization addresses humanitarian intervention issues – 
planning –execution-post event? 
 
Responsibility to Protect  
1. Can you describe your position and the role you play in addressing 
humanitarian intervention concerns? 
  
2. What other internal organizations do you coordinate with or have an 
influence on your functions? 
  
3. Are you familiar with “Responsibility to Protect” as codified in ICISS 
Report and subsequent member state endorsements? 
  
3a. If so what do you see as the key element(s) of Responsibility to 
Protect, and how do you see the UN implementing them? 
  
3b. What activities do you believe can be addressed “organically” with 
resources resident in UN organizations currently?  
 
4. Can you provide some background on your involvement in decisions to 
engage or planning to implement humanitarian intervention and how you 
integrate U.S. government (and other states) and particularly military 
capability?  
  
4a. Have you been involved in specific humanitarian interventions? 
  
4b. From your perspective are there clear and specific criteria (if any) 
that qualify as meeting a threshold for humanitarian intervention by the 
UN?  
 
5. Are there specific doctrine, policy, or guidance the UN uses that 
establishes criteria and processes to implement humanitarian 
intervention?  
 
5a. If so, how were they derived and by what process?  
5b. Are they scenario dependent or a baseline criterion? 
 
5c. Does the doctrine and policy provide adequate guidance to effectively 
conduct operations? 
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5d. If not, what additional details should the UN be providing to ensure 
states agree and understand what is needed.  
 
6. From your perspective are the up-front assumptions and planning 
criteria (in your specific documents) for a decision to intervene consistent 
with member states perspective and NGOs involved? (Especially US)   
 
6a. If you are involved in planning either in a coalition or UN 
environment do you see differences between the various parties involved 
in up-front assumptions or other planning factors? 
  
6b. From your perspective when involved in planning for humanitarian 
intervention is there enough clarity on the desired end-state and 
measures for assessing when that criteria is actually met?  
 
7. Are there any organizational or process differences that create 
potential seams in working integrated planning and execution efforts 
between UN offices and functions and member states? 
 
7a. Between UN and NGOs?  
 
7b. Between UN and States involved?  
 
8. What is the level of coordination that occurs between UN 
organizational structures (both at UN HQ and forward) and member 
states? 
 
8a. Are you aware of the member states criteria? Is it consistent with UN 
developed (if any) criteria in their planning?   
 
8b. Are the criteria jointly developed by participating members or 
promulgated based on UN internal organization development?  
 
9. Has the level of common understanding and perspectives between 
member states and UN agencies changed over the course of your 
involvement in UN humanitarian crisis planning? 
 
9a. How has it changed?  
 
9b. Are states perspectives coalescing to a common understanding, or 
are there still significant differences in how crises are viewed? 
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10. Are you aware of any plans to make changes or improve policy and 
processes for aspects of the R2P framework currently in development?  
 
10a. If yes, can you elaborate?  
 
11. Any other insights on how the UN plans & executes humanitarian 
operations you would like to share?   
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Interview Plan- NGO 
 
MAIN QUESTIONS ADDITIONAL 

QUESTIONS 
CLARIFYING 
QUESTIONS 

Can you describe 
your position and the 
role you play in 
addressing 
humanitarian 
intervention 
concerns? 

How do you in your 
position and 
organization interface 
with IGOs and states 
involved in a 
humanitarian crises? 

 

Are you familiar with 
“Responsibility to 
Protect” as codified in 
UN ICISS Report and 
subsequent UN 
endorsements? 

If so what do you see as 
the key element(s) of 
Responsibility to 
Protect, and how do 
you see the USG/UN 
implementing them? 

Do other 
organizations 
participating have a 
common 
understanding of the 
framework and 
criteria to effectively 
implement the 
concepts? 

Can you provide some 
background on your 
involvement in 
decisions to engage or 
planning to 
implement 
humanitarian 
intervention using 
U.S. government and 
particularly U.S. 
military capability?  

Have you been involved 
in specific 
humanitarian 
interventions? 

From your 
perspective what 
specific criteria (if 
any) qualify as 
meeting a threshold 
for humanitarian 
intervention by 
UN/US forces?  
 

Are you aware of 
specific doctrine, 
policy, or guidance 
that establishes 
criteria and processes 
to implement 
humanitarian 
intervention?  
 

If your organization has 
specific 
processes/procedures 
and policy -  
Is it in providing 
adequate, operationally 
relevant guidance to 
conduct operations? 

Are you involved in 
the development of 
these documents? To 
what extent? 

From your perspective 
are the up-front 
assumptions and 

If you are involved in 
planning either in a 
coalition or UN 

From your 
perspective when 
involved in planning 
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planning criteria for a 
decision to intervene 
consistent between 
states (US) and IGOs 
and your 
organization?  

environment do you see 
differences between the 
various parties involved 
in up-front 
assumptions or other 
planning factors?  
 

for humanitarian 
intervention is there 
enough clarity on the 
desired end-state 
and measures for 
assessing when that 
criteria is actually 
met?  
 

Are there any 
organizational 
/culture/process 
differences that create 
issues in working an 
integrated planning 
and execution effort? 
 

If so, can you describe 
them? 
(Include your 
assessment of 
importance or criticality 
to overall success.) 

Are these differences 
being worked out 
between the various 
organizations 
involved? 

How consistent are 
the states in their 
alignment to the 
ICISS R2P process 
and criteria?  

Does the UN or other 
IGO have sufficient 
oversight and authority 
to effectively shape 
individual state efforts?  

Are the efforts 
conducted consistent 
with your perception 
of individual state 
responsibility for the 
particular 
humanitarian crises? 

What aspects of R2P 
are in most need of 
improvement and 
clarifying to make the 
concepts and 
framework more 
operationally 
relevant? 

Has your organization 
provided any 
recommendations to 
the UN or other IGO’s 
to improve the process?  

If so, how were they 
received? 

Are there any other 
issues I haven’t 
addressed related to 
R2P, humanitarian 
intervention and 
conducting 
coordinated 
operations and 
planning you would 
like to share? 
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