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Fletcher PhD candidates Mike Hartnett, Nichola Minott, Thomas
McCarthy, and Chris Wrenn welcome participants to the 2009 Fletcher
Doctoral Conference.

2

About the Conference
On October 16, 2009, the third annual Fletcher Doctoral Conference was held at the Fletcher
School, Tufts University. The conference is an opportunity for leading scholars and practitioners
in the field of international relations to exchange perspectives on the most important issues
facing policymakers today. The conference proceedings include panel discussions on a wide
range of subjects, ranging from security challenges to peace-building to natural resource policy.
A diverse set of participants, from Fletcher faculty and Ph.D. candidates to alumni and
distinguished guests, bring their knowledge and experience to this interdisciplinary forum.
The keynote address of this year’s conference was delivered by PhD alum Bill Lawrence, the
State Department Advisor for Science Partnerships, on the subject of “Global Muslim
Engagement.” Dr. Lawrence was introduced by Professor Andrew Hess, chair of his dissertation
committee, who related some amusing and interesting anecdotes about Dr. Lawrence during his
Fletcher years. Dr. Lawrence began his address by qualifying that his remarks were not on behalf
of the State Department or U.S. government and were delivered in his personal capacity as a PhD
alum and former adjunct professor at Georgetown University and Visiting Professor at Johns
Hopkins University. Dr. Lawrence opened his remarks by discussing the importance of
geography, culture and history. He stressed the importance of building relations with the Muslim
world based on the principles of shared interests and mutual respect. He noted that the current
U.S. and Western presence is uneven among the 53 Muslim majority and Muslim plurality
(MMMP) countries and in Muslim communities globally. He argued that, given the youthful
demographic of most MMMP countries and many Muslim communities, the United States and
other high-income countries need to continue to strengthen diverse diplomatic and
developmental presence in the Muslim world. He argued that everyone needs to redouble efforts
to focus on youth for many years to come. Dr. Lawrence emphasized that as long as there is a
growing prevalence of Islamic identities constructed to clash with the West that it is necessary
for everyone to address the issues head on to limit problems and clear misperceptions.

Keynote speaker Dr. Bill Lawrence discusses U.S. engagement with the Muslim world in the opening session.
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Dr. Lawrence concluded by summarizing his main messages. First, engagement must be
sustained, serious, and sincere. Second, great stress should be placed in engaging the Muslim
world through scientific exchanges given the popularity of U.S. science and technology around
the world and particularly in Muslim communities, the developmental import of deploying
science to address global challenges, and the openness of all Muslim communities and even
moderate Islamists to cooperate in science and technology. Third, the international community
should engage in not just scientific programming, but the whole range of cultural and educational
programming and events targeted at all young people, including both young women and
especially young men. Fourth, it is imperative that all types of international developmental
assistance be maintained and strengthened. Finally, the capacity and solutions to improve
relations with the Muslim world often already exist within government bureaucracies and in
foreign missions; those individuals with appropriate ideas must simply be embraced and
supported.
The keynote address was followed by a lively and engaging discussion session with audience
members; a series of questions addressed Dr. Lawrence’s remarks on engaging civil society and
the Muslim governments. Dr. Lawrence noted that civil society engagement is often framed as if
civil society organizations should be engaged without a role for the host state; however, he
argued, a better strategy is for the international community to help governments engage their
own civil society rather than to frame or conduct cooperation as a circumvention. He argued this
is true not just because it is a practical way to succeed but also because there is such a large need
for capacity building in governments, and not just in civil society. He added that civil society
capacity building can often quickly outpace governmental capacity development; governments
then continue to underperform both
on behalf of civil society
organizations and for the society
and world community. Moreover,
he stressed that what can be
accomplished through civil society
is not well understood. On this, Dr.
Lawrence argued for a broadening
and deepening of international
exchange programs with hundreds
of new universities in MMMP
countries, which offer a superb
opportunity to engage with youth,
capacity
building,
and
developmental issues, as middle class education grows rapidly (and creates new expectations for
graduates.) He also stressed the importance of acting creatively and selectively. For example,
the international community needs to seek new ways to engage middle-income countries with
cooperation that does not fit traditional assistance paradigms that are focused on important
challenges like fighting poverty and illiteracy, but insufficient to help countries, communities
and individuals to join fully global communities and economies. He argued that due to the
current imbalanced demography and the urgency of creating jobs that “trade not aid” solutions
would be insufficient to respond fast enough. In most MMMP countries, the need for jobs for
young people is so acute that free trade and market access cannot help these countries achieve
the double digit growth needed to create sufficient jobs, amounting just in the Arab world to
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roughly 100 million new jobs over the next 10 years. He argued instead that homegrown science
and technology-based entrepreneurship could help fill some of the gaps created by the
demographic youth bulge. He reminded the audience that the cause of the youth bulge is not
(rapidly declining) high fertility but rather the developmental (and international) success of
declining mortality. He noted that youth would need to be empowered and mobilized at the
national and international levels to address the challenges caused by youthful demographic
imbalances for the foreseeable future.
Six panel discussions then followed the keynote address, covering a broad range of regional and
thematic topics.
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Schedule
2009 Fletcher Doctoral Conference - Friday, October 16, 2009

8:00 am – 8:50 am: Registration (Hall of Flags) and Breakfast (Cabot 7th Floor Lounge)
9:00 am – 10:00 am: Opening Remarks and Keynote Speaker (Cabot 702)
•
•
•

Dr. Jenifer Burckett-Picker, Welcome and Opening Remarks
Professor Andrew Hess, Keynote Speaker Introduction
Dr. William Lawrence, Keynote Address: Engaging the Muslim World

10:00 am – 10:20 am: Coffee Break (Cabot 7th Floor Lounge)
10:30 am – 12:00 pm: Panel Session I
A) Current Issues in Negotiation and Conflict Resolution Capacity Building (Cabot 702)
B) Critical Issues to Post-conflict Peace-building (Cabot 703)
12:00 pm – 12:50 pm: Networking Lunch (Cabot 7th Floor Lounge)
1:00 pm – 2:30 pm: Panel Session II
A) Contemporary Issues in Asia (Cabot 702)
B) The Non-military Side of Counter-terrorism: New Perspectives and Emerging Trends (Cabot 703)
2:30 pm – 2:50 pm: Coffee Break (Cabot 7th
Floor Lounge)
3:00 pm – 4:30 pm: Panel Session III
A) Leading Change in an Ever-changing
World: Challenges and
Breakthroughs (C702)
B) Implementing Natural Resource
Policy: From Global to Local (C703)
4:30 pm – 5:00 pm: Closing Remarks by
Conference Co-Chairs Elke Jahns and
Thomas McCarthy (C702)

Conference Committee member Ben C. Mason and
Conference Co-Chair Elke Jahns finish arrangements for
the conference.
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Panel Sessions
Panel IA: Current Issues in Negotiation and Conflict Resolution Capacity Building
10:30am – 12:00pm
Panel Coordinator:
Ms. Elizabeth McClintock, MALD, Ph.D. Candidate, The Fletcher School, Tufts University
Panel Moderator:
Professor Eileen Babbitt, Professor of International Conflict Management Practice, Director of
the International Negotiation and Conflict Resolution Program, The Fletcher School, Tufts
University
Panelists:
• Professor Theodore A. Johnson, Assistant Professor, Conflict and Coexistence Masters
Program, Brandeis University
• Ms. Elizabeth McClintock, MALD, Ph.D. Candidate, The Fletcher School, Tufts
University
• Professor Darren Kew, Associate Professor in the Dispute Resolution Department,
University of Massachusetts, Boston
Panel Summary:
Saurav J. Thapa, MALD 2010
Capacity building efforts in conflict and post-conflict states have focused recently on building
the negotiation and conflict resolution skills of leaders. The panelists discussed the impact of
these capacity building efforts and how training and capacity building in this field has evolved
over time. The panelists talked about various current issues facing the negotiation and conflict
resolution (CR) field, such as the need to integrate a greater understanding of culture into CR
training programs, the importance of assessment and M&E to improving the impact of CR
interventions, the need to ensure that peace-building training actually translates into
interventions that have a tangible and optimal impact, and the need to use CR terminology in a
consistent manner across the field.
Dr. Theodore A. Johnson: “The importance of understanding culture in CR Training”
Professor Johnson discussed the impact that cultural awareness (or lack thereof) has on CR
interventions in the field. He decried the fact that while building the capacity of local leaders, CR
practitioners have frequently ignored the importance of understanding culture. The traditional
CR models do not fully explore how the underlying motivations of participants, such as interests,
justice, and a sense of entitlement are rooted in a specific cultural context and that context can
determine the success of an intervention. He discussed literature by skeptics of cultural
sensitivity such as William Zartman who believe that culture is fuzzy and difficult to understand.

7

Elizabeth McClintock, Darren Kew, Eileen Babbitt and Theodore A. Johnson discuss the challenges of
designing effective capacity building interventions.

Groups of people defined by ethnicity, gender, generation, states/governments, and organizations
all have unique cultures. The CR field does not consciously look for these cultural distinctions,
and assumptions are often made based on the perceived universality of the model in use. Cultural
assumptions must be tested in order to ensure congruence between the model and the cultural
context in which the intervention is taking place. For example, some research shows that women
overwhelmingly believe men are not good at communication, while men in power believe
communication skills are not needed to be effective leaders. Rather than taking these at face
value, Professor Johnson’s advice is to test whether or not these assumptions are appropriate and
to subsequently adjust content and process to the culture. Finally, Professor Johnson underscored
the necessity of building an awareness of culture into our frameworks, such as in project
logframes and evaluative indicators.
Elizabeth McClintock: “Challenges in designing long-term training programs”
Ms. McClintock discussed the challenges that she has encountered in her work in the CR field
and the evolution of her thinking about intervention in post-conflict contexts. Her own CR
models are based on the negotiation and CR theory developed at Harvard Law School’s Program
on Negotiation and influenced by Roger Fisher, under whom she worked for ten years. She said
that workshops imparting CR and negotiation skills are often one-off endeavors and that this
often does not contribute to peacebuilding in post-conflict settings. Instead, donors and
practitioners alike need to think about longer-term investments in capacity building in order to
have impact.
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In addition, Ms. McClintock said that a needs assessment is critical to ensure that a long-term
program is both appropriate and responds to changing realities on the ground. During her three
years living in Burundi and ten years working in the Great Lakes region, she realized the
importance of long-term involvement, as it permits investment in M&E. She said that integrating
evaluations explicitly in program models is essential, although donors do not like to pay for it,
and this has had a significant adverse impact on the field. Evaluations allow reflection on what
we learn, helps in understanding those with whom we work, and informs us about how people
learn in particular cultures. Ms. McClintock said she rarely conducts generic negotiation training,
as it is of limited use to participants, particularly in post-conflict contexts. The training needs to
be specifically adapted to the context in which it is being offered.
Ms. McClintock also touched upon the importance of culture and language, and mentioned how
during her work in Burundi, a lot of nuance and meaning was lost in translation as French was
used. French was a second language for both her and for the Burundians. Another observation
was that no matter how good the work an NGO does is, it is critical to involve the government in
post-conflict programming, as the latter provides the infrastructure within which the work of
NGOs and other actors is situated. Furthermore, working with the government often builds local
capacity, and that is essential to interventions. Finally, she concluded by underscoring the
importance of understanding the local history and geography in enhancing the quality of CR
work in the field.
Dr. Darren Kew: “Challenges in Conducting Interventions That Make an Impact”
Dr. Kew opened his remarks by addressing the critical challenge often confronted by CR training
programs in the field: training often does not translate into real substantive intervention on the
ground and thus has limited impact on post-conflict societies. He shared several reasons for this.
One of the most important is the power relationship between donors, implementing partners and
the local CR organizations on the ground. When resources are controlled by the donor and
program design is managed by the implementing partner (often a US or European-based
organization), then the local NGO has less ability (and motivation) to actually intervene to
ameliorate a conflict situation. Without a better understanding of this relationship, civil society
relations in post-conflict states can be unhealthy and productivity compromised.
Another challenge mentioned by Dr Kew is that donors such as USAID are reluctant to build
local capacity as they think this involves giving salaries to locals and building physical
infrastructure, which is often not the case. Dr. Kew elaborated on the two main concerns of
donors: (i) the need for control, as aid is often a foreign policy tool – CR practitioners need to
talk to a range of stakeholders, some of which a donor government may find unsavory and prefer
to avoid; and (ii) accountability, as foreign governments can be very demanding of their aid
agencies and what they see as investments (for instance, the U.S. Congress demands exhaustive
reports from USAID each year). The short attention span and push for instant results tends to
restrict the cadre of local NGOs that a donor agency can work with. This tends to push donors to
these service-providing NGOs that have tremendous skills but have limited localized impact. The
default CR activity thus becomes the provision of CR training. Similarly, the training of trainers
is common but often does not deal with the issue of translating training into action, thus leaving
the bigger conflicts unaddressed.
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Dr. Andrew Hess and keynote speaker Dr. William Lawrence chat after the opening address.

Dr. Kew concluded by commenting that the overall trend has been towards the creation of a neopatrimonial pyramid structure and perpetuation of the “big man” phenomenon. This hierarchical
culture then filters down with negative results. The alternative would be to expand the number
and kind of civil society organizations involved in post-conflict peacebuilding (and not limiting
ourselves to NGOs that focus on conflict resolution) and instead involve trade unions, business
entities and other non-traditional sectors of civil society in peacebuilding activities as they are
often more influential than local NGOs and have a greater reach in society.
Professor Eileen Babbitt: “Confusion in the CR Field about Terminology”
Prof. Babbitt closed the first part of the session, tying together the points raised by each panelist
and then offered her own perspective on some of the challenges facing the field. In particular,
she talked about the confusion in the CR field in the U.S. regarding both terminology and the
impact of that terminology on the design of interventions in the field. She expressed concern
over lack of specific definitions in the CR field, which leaves practitioners and non-practitioners
to define CR terminology haphazardly. She called for the conceptual lens for the CR field to be
made clearer, and for practitioners to be more precise about how these lenses map onto different
cultural contexts. The need to ensure that the right lens is being used while mapping conflicts is
essential, as is the importance of collecting information in the right way, knowing what feedback
to look for, and knowing whether the analytic framework is correct. All of this impacts the
design of a subsequent intervention and ultimately its success. If the analytic framework is
incorrect, time and resources get unnecessarily wasted – and in some cases, lives could be lost.
10

Professor Babbitt also remarked that long-term engagement by donors is essential to ensure that
beneficial outcomes resonate at a deeper level and achieve the desired social change.
Discussion
The panel was followed by a question and answer session. A major theme discussed by the panel
and the audience dealt with ethnocentrism and ethnorelativism in CR interventions. Ms.
McClintock emphasized the need to engage with locals in getting their buy-in for CR
programming to ensure its sustainability. She also emphasized the need for practitioners to step
back from their models if the feedback they receive from participants indicates that the model is
not useful. All panelists underscored the need for anyone working in this field to constantly
maintain a “learning stance” in order to respond to the needs of the participants and the context.
In response to a question about the importance of a neutral and safe space to facilitate CR, Dr.
Johnson responded that while the geographical location of a meeting space might be important, a
more critical criterion is that the space is “safe” for all participants such that a CR process can
occur. The panel ended with Drs. Johnson and Kew offering questions for further research,
underlining the need for scholars to better understand the impact of culture and also to further
explore the relationship between donors and local organizations to ensure that programs have a
positive impact on conflict dynamics in post-conflict states.

Panel IB: Critical Issues to Post-Conflict Peace-Building
10:30am – 12:00pm
Panel Coordinator:
Ms. Marina Travayiakis, Ph.D. Candidate, The Fletcher School, Tufts University
Panel Moderator:
Professor Antonia Handler Chayes, Associate Professor of International Politics and Law, The
Fletcher School, Tufts University
Panelists:
• Professor Louis Aucoin, Institute for Human Security Associate Research Professor,
The Fletcher School, Tufts University
• Dr. Andrew Wilder, Research Director for Policy Process, The Feinstein International
Center, Tufts University
• Ms. Andrea Strimling, Ph.D. Candidate, The Fletcher School, Tufts University
• Lieutenant Colonel Dale Buckner, Military Research Fellow, International Security
Studies Program, The Fletcher School, Tufts University
Panel Summary:
Jamie Lynn De Coster, MALD 2010
The ongoing difficulties in Afghanistan and Iraq illustrate the pressing need to re-evaluate how
U.S and international partners learn from, plan for, and execute post-conflict stabilization and
reconstruction operations, particularly in non-permissive security environments. This panel
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addressed some of the key challenges that often, if left unaddressed, impede a successful postconflict recovery and threaten to unravel whatever progress has been made.

Louis Aucoin, Andrew Wilder, Andrea Strimling, Antonia Handler Chayes, and Dale Buckner discuss peacebuilding strategies in postconflict environments.

Professor Louis Aucoin: “Establishing the Rule of Law in Post-Conflict Environments”
Professor Aucoin opened his remarks by providing a synopsis of his major arguments. He argued
that the problem of establishing the rule of law in post-conflict environments is that there is no
precise definition of “post-conflict” and there are competing definitions of the “rule of law.”
They are terms to start to help understand what the goals are. He stated that it is important to get
the overall strategy correct and to do that you must pay attention to methodology and the
mistakes that have been made in the past.
Professor Aucoin stated that mistakes occur when we think about what the ends of the rule of
law are. He argued that it is important to think about the rule of law in context and then to
develop the strategies. He articulated five points that should guide establishing the rule of law in
post-conflict environments. First, identify the problem and do not lose sight of the end-state
objective. Second, involve locals from the start, focusing on strategies that help build capacity
and that can be easily transferred to local ownership. Third, a big mistake that is often made is
that international intervention engages with the elites of society because it is the easiest course of
action. One should ask how to reach and involve grassroots and civil society organizations.
Fourth, accountability processes must be thought out throughout the conflict, and incorporated
into a post-conflict rule of law strategy from the beginning. Finally, the creation of law and
order through democratic policing and due process must be emphasized.
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Dr. Andrew Wilder: “Challenging Stabilization Assumptions in Afghanistan”
Dr. Wilder opened his comments emphasizing how little we know about Afghanistan. There is
not enough expertise and there is little funding available to promote analytical work. He then
stated some challenges around state-building and identified key stabilization assumptions that
have misguided post-conflict operations. The first assumption is that the international community
can actually do state-building. He wonders if the international community has the institutions and
people in place to actually do state-building in these post-conflict contexts. Dr. Wilder believes
that the trouble in Afghanistan has less to do with the limited resources or troops thrown at the
problem, but that the international community has tried to take on too much and set hopeless
time limits without an overarching strategy. In sum, unrealistic objectives were set within
unrealistic timeframes, creating high expectations that have not been met. However, Dr. Wilder
does not believe that achieving a common, overarching strategy is even feasible given the
different states and actors involved who are there for different and sometimes contradictory
reasons. Dr. Wilder further discussed the international communities’ over reliance on technical
approaches such as the number of equipment, the types of training methods, and the kinds of
infrastructure needed to reconstruct Afghanistan. He emphasized a need for a greater political
understanding of the situation in Afghanistan.
Another fundamental assumption of state-building, Dr. Wilder asserted, is that aid has a
stabilizing effect. The central idea to the counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan is that
applying more development resources in the most insecure areas will contribute to stability.
However, there is limited evidence that aid has a stabilizing effect. A third assumption is that
modernization and reconstruction lead to stability given that poverty is a major source of
instability. Contrarily, field research has suggested that the number one cause of instability is
bad governance, corruption, and the lack of rule of law. Poverty, in fact, does not feature
prominently. Additionally, many interveners assume that development and aid will win hearts
and minds. Dr. Wilder argued that development in many cases is unpopular because there are
winners and losers, that is, development in one area means no or limited development in another.
The final assumption Dr. Wilder challenged is that aid should extend the reach of the central
government in order to achieve greater stability. However, ample evidence does not show this to
be the case. For many, the central government is not trusted. For them, extending the reach of
the central government only heightens their sense of instability.
Ms. Andrea Strimling: “Achieving Coordination When No One is in Charge: Structure and
Process in Stabilization and Reconstruction Operations”
Ms. Strimling discussed her dissertation research on civil-military coordination and the urgent
need for coordination in stability and reconstruction. She identified four indicators to assess or
measure the effectiveness of coordination. First, negative interactions between activities have
been avoided or mitigated. Second, the duplication of efforts has been limited. Third, the
complementarity of resources and expertise has been understood, as well as the complementarity
of outputs. Fourth, there are efforts to promote synergy and long-term coordinated interaction.
Ms. Strimling argued that although there is a growing focus on coordination, the results have
been disappointing. Although organizations have responded to the lack of coordination with a
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proliferation of coordinating mechanisms, there remains a lack of synergy. Ms. Strimling
wondered why, in spite of such investments, have efforts not been more successful? She claimed
that civil-military coordination is extremely difficult because of the number of actors involved,
the competition between them, and the insecure context situation in which coordination is
attempted. In her research, she has found that not everyone will agree on how to achieve more
effective coordination, and, in fact, nobody really desires to be coordinated. Ms. Strimling
challenged the idea of establishing an overarching strategy for coordination. She felt that there
are two problems with this approach. First, it is simply not possible. Second, even if it were
achievable it would not be desirable because it inhibits the ability to adapt quickly to a dynamic
and changing situation on the ground. She argued that decentralization is necessary to avoid
constraining innovation in problem solving. This problem has led Ms. Strimling to ask how to
obtain coordinated results in the absence of a coordinated authority. She asserted three factors in
resolving this dilemma. First, there is a need to bring representatives together in the same
physical location – in centralized convening structures. Second, there is a need to create a
decentralized decision-making structure. Third, there is a need to promote greater information
sharing and joint analysis. Together, these three factors will create the conditions for individuals
in organizations to learn, and therefore, will result in greater coordinated actions and results.
Lieutenant Colonel Dale Buckner: “Civil-Military Affairs: Reality in Combat”
LTC Buckner opened his remarks by discussing how the Department of Defense (DOD) has
finally embraced the importance of civil-military operations. In the past, he acknowledged that
the DOD was not prepared, funded or trained to conduct such operations. Today, however, DOD
is spending more money on civil-military coordination efforts and putting people in more
countries worldwide. Currently, the civil-military affairs components are over-tasked and
continue to grow. It took a long time and required the overcoming of organizational cultural
biases to force the interagency to coordinate priorities and move in the same direction.
LTC Buckner further noted that forcing the military to engage with their civilian counterparts
marked the beginning of success in Baghdad. Prior to face-to-face engagement, nobody knew
who was in charge and there was a disconnect between those who had the money to fund
projects and those who prioritized the projects. He further observed that security and recovery on
the ground were intimately related. To accomplish this required increased coordination of both
military assets and civilian expertise. Finally, LTC Buckner emphasized the importance of
military and civilians meeting each other halfway. He encouraged civilians entering the combat
zone to prepare themselves and train for the combat environment. He ended his comments by
challenging civilians to increase their capabilities to lead civil-military operations, because in the
end, DOD will need to hand off
some of the civil-military
projects.
Discussion
The panel presentations were
followed by a lively question and
answer session with audience
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Fletcher PhD students Leigh Nolan and Mike Hartnett converse
after the conclusion of a panel discussion.

members. One audience member addressed LTC Buckner’s remarks, wondering how the local
Iraqis were involved and their priorities were considered in reconstruction projects. LTC
Buckner emphasized that the priorities of the Iraqis sometimes were not feasible given the
security environment; for example, in some areas it was not feasible to provide funding for a
small business owner. LTC Buckner addressed the importance of utilizing intelligence to
determine the priorities of development projects. On this point, Ms. Strimling added that
although there have been significant examples of civil-military coordination, it is not the norm.
In Iraq, the DOD lead civil-military operations by default as their numbers greatly exceed those
of civilians in the country. Professor Aucoin, however, warned that greater civilian involvement
should also stress local participation.
Another conference participant wondered how we define success in the field. LTC Buckner
noted that there was a direct correlation between the level of violence and the number of
successful programs implemented. For example, violence went down from 469 attacks in
Baghdad per day to 10-14 attacks as the number of development projects increased.
Additionally, the reduction in unemployment and the increase of availability of electricity also
greatly contributed to stability in the area.
Dr. Wilder was asked to make a few comments on the recent elections in Afghanistan. He argued
that elections are important in the post-conflict reconstruction phase, but great consideration
must be made in deciding at what stage in the process elections should be held. There is an
assumption that once elections take place, a democracy is established. However, it is important
to not lose sight of the objective – the need to end a tragic conflict and promote lasting peace and
reconciliation. Recently, democracy has become analogous to anarchy for Afghans and it is
something they fear more than the Taliban. He said Afghans desire stability and security above
all else. Dr. Wilder further stated that there is no reason to believe a runoff in the Afghan
presidential election will be better than the previous election. He argued that because elections
are expensive, they should be postponed until the issues can be better resolved and to avoid an
“election overload.”
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PhD Program Director Jenifer Burckett-Picker, Conference Co-Chair Thomas McCarthy, and Fletcher PhD
candidate Ivan Rasmussen take a break on the Cabot patio.

Panel IIA: “Contemporary Issues in Asia”
1:00pm – 2:30pm
Panel Coordinators:
Mr. Kei Koga, PhD Candidate, Fletcher School, Tufts University and Vasey Fellow, Pacific
Forum CSIS
Ms. Courtney Richardson, PhD Candidate, Fletcher School, Tufts University and Visiting
Fellow, The Center on International Cooperation, New York University
Panel Moderator:
Professor Robert L. Platzgraff, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security
Studies, The Fletcher School, Tufts University
Panelists:
• Dr. Muthiah Alagappa, Distinguished Senior Fellow, East-West Center
• Lieutenant Commander Joseph Gagliano, USN, PhD Candidate, The Fletcher School,
Tufts University
• Mr. Kei Koga, PhD Candidate, Fletcher School, Tufts University and Vasey Fellow,
Pacific Forum CSIS
• Ms. Courtney Richardson, PhD Candidate, Fletcher School, Tufts University and
Visiting Fellow, The Center on International Cooperation, New York University
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Panel Summary:
Joo Yi, MALD 2010
Professor Pfaltzgraff introduced the panel by noting that Asia has an ever-growing importance
on the geostrategic landscape. Given the rise of India and China, the events on the Korean
Peninsula, and the growing prominence of regional arrangements like ASEAN, this year's panel
on Contemporary Issues in Asia aims to explore some of the developments in the region, with
presentations from a variety of disciplines.
Dr. Muthiah Alagappa: “Explaining War and Peace in Asia since 1945”
Dr. Alagappa introduced his new book project, focused on explaining war and peace in Asia
since 1945, particularly looking at the transitions from wars to peace. He defined war as a
conflict between two entities with power resulting in more than 1000 deaths, and categorized
wars into 3 types: internal, conducted between actors within a state; extra –state, between a state
and non-state actor; and international, between two states. Dr. Alagappa defined Asia to include
Northeast, Southwest, South and Central Asia, and included mention of the United States and
Russia, to the extent that they are part of the security in the region. He stated that the perception
of Asia as a flashpoint of conflict is primarily a Western construction, and that the transition to
peace is very real, with stability in Southeast Asia and the Northeast and Southern regions as
somewhat enduring. While international relations theory has mainly been developed in Western
Europe and the United States, Asia is becoming the dominant world region, and international
relations theory should reflect the learning from Asia.
In addition to traditional views, there have been specific theories regarding the transition to
peace in Asia, such as the rise of China and the acceptance of hierarchy, bipolarity in the
geography, and collective identity in the development of peace. However, there is no overarching
theory using the Asian experience of war and peace, and Dr. Alagappa concluded his talk by
restating his initial hypothesis: that the transition to peace happens through two processes: first,
state making, wherein post-colonial entities become states with resources and political regimes,
and state consolidation, where these states become more legitimate through capacity building to
a political status quo.
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Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Courtney Richardson, Joseph Gagliano, Muthiah Alagappa, and Kei Koga share a light
moment during the panel discussion.

LCDR Joe Gagliano, USN: “Role of Congress on Sino-US relationship”
Lieutenant Commander Gagliano focused his presentation on Congress’ stance on the Sino-US
relationship since the Cold War. He has found that Congress either views China as a threat or a
partner depending on whether the issues at stake concern security or defense, or whether the
issues concern economic interests. Not much has been previously written on the patterns of
congressional behavior towards China, and LCDR Gagliano analyzed four specific areas to see if
there was a pattern. With regards to proliferation of weapons of technology, there were 15 laws
enacted regarding U.S. non-proliferation policy, so China is viewed as a threat even though this
endangers economic interests. In trade, with China being brought into the WTO under the
Clinton administration, Congress views China as a partner overlooking other policy issues.
Concerning human rights, Congress was active in the reversion of Hong Kong to mainland
control and views China as a threat, despite the fact that this may jeopardize U.S. economic
interests. In cross-strait relations, China is consistently viewed as a threat; Congress passed the
Taiwan Relations Act of 1979 and voted to allow President Lee’s visit. In closing, LCDR
Gagliano outlined his hypothesis that if China is perceived as a threat in political affairs, then
Congress is willing to risk U.S. economic interests to confront the threat.
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Fletcher PhD candidate Kei Koga and Dr. Muthiah Alagappa after the conclusion of the panel discussion.

Mr. Kei Koga: “Internal Transformation of ASEAN”
Mr. Koga’s research, focusing on the case of ASEAN’s transformation, addressed the question of
why some security institutions survive even though they lose their initial objective. According to
neo-realist thinking, if an institution loses its common objective it will dissolve; in neo-liberal
institutionalism, however, institutions reduce transaction costs when objectives are lost, so that
they are likely to survive. Both explanations are incomplete, however, because realism cannot
explain the persistence of NATO and institutionalism cannot explain the dissolution of the
Warsaw Pact Organization. To answer this question, he divides institutions into two categories-those that are security oriented institutions - state based, and have implicitly based political and
security interests (where ASEAN falls), and those that are security institutions - state based and
have explicitly based interests. His initial hypothesis is that institutions with a high degree of
resiliency are likely to survive despite external shock, and this resiliency can be defined as the
flexibility to redefine objectives and functions, which is likely to be undertaken by internal
transformations. Also, institutional benefits as perceived by each member state’s cost-benefit
analysis, including common security perceptions, would also make the institution more resilient.
ASEAN has evolved internally during the Cold War by expanding its institutional objectives to
serve member states’ interests, while in the post-Cold War phase it has evolved to serve interests
of both members and external actors.
Ms. Courtney Richardson: “Chinese Engagement in UN Peacekeeping”
Ms. Richardson began by providing the historical and current context of Chinese peacekeeping
practice – from abstaining from any involvement in the UN peacekeeping regime to active
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participation in a variety of peacekeeping missions. As of August 2009, China has 2155 troops
in ten peacekeeping missions and ranks 14th out of 119 troop-contributing countries. These
troops are primarily police, military observers, and mission support units (comprised of
engineering, medical and transportation personnel). Beijing is also pushing for more leadership
positions within the UN peacekeeping bureaucracy. Moreover, Chinese government agencies
have become more vocal, with the Ministry of Public Security advocating that police should
receive peacekeeping training and be sent on more peacekeeping missions, for example. Ms.
Richardson also cited five “golden principles” guiding Beijing’s peacekeeping approach: UN
Security Council authorization; host state consent; a minimum use of force; non-intervention in
the host state’s domestic affairs, and a preference for UN-led missions. Ms. Richardson suggests
that Beijing is driven by a desire to protect Chinese sovereignty – although in practice China
participates in peacekeeping missions in states that have diplomatic activity with Taiwan, and
that China also participates in peacekeeping missions with increasingly interventionist mandates.
Ms. Richardson also notes the importance of the link between China’s reputational concerns and
Beijing’s peacekeeping approach and participation.
Discussion
Following the presentations, members of the audience raised questions. One audience member
pointed out that Asia is ripe for rivalry, and that as Asia rises, the region’s collective ability to
spend on defense increases, potentially leading to instability in the region. Dr. Alagappa
responded that normative structures, economic growth and development leading to
interconnected profit motives may keep the rivalry in check. In terms of a shift in power from the
West to Asia, Dr. Alagappa noted that it could be a gradual progression and not a straightforward
shift.
Professor Pflatzgraff posed a question about whether China realizes the differences in opinion
between the executive and legislative branches of the US government. LCDR Gagliano
responded by saying that Chinese officials did not know the difference initially, while Taiwan
was second only to Israel in sending lobbyists to Capitol Hill. However, Beijing has since
evolved a much more textured understanding of the American political landscape, with
researchers tracking Congressional statements and votes on issues pertaining to China.
Another audience member asked about the role and the future of the ASEAN Regional Forum
(ARF). Mr. Koga commented that ARF’s function aimed at developing its function through three
phases, starting with confidence building, preventive diplomacy and finally, conflict resolution.
However, it has already taken over 15 years to be between the first phase and the second phase,
and it is unlikely that any collective security mechanism will exist in the foreseeable future.
Professor Lee, of the Fletcher School and an alumnus of the Fletcher PhD program, asked about
the definition of security-oriented institutions and why ASEAN was selected as a case; Mr. Koga
commented that ASEAN has implicitly included its security purpose into their mission and that
makes ASEAN a security oriented institution.
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Fletcher alumnus Grant Rhode with Fletcher PhD candidate Courtney Richardson.

Panel IIB: The Non-military Side of Counter-terrorism
1:00pm – 2:30pm
Panel Coordinator:
Benedetta Berti Alberti, PhD Candidate, Fletcher School, Tufts University
Panel Moderator:
Gregory “Jack” Kammerer, U.S. Army Fellow, Fletcher School, Tufts University
Panelists:
• Colonel Robert Cassidy, PhD, Instructor, U.S. Naval War College, Senior Fellow,
Center for Advanced Defense Studies
• Benedetta Berti Alberti, PhD Candidate, Fletcher School, Tufts University
• Ethan Corbin, PhD Candidate, Fletcher School, Tufts University
Panel Summary:
Erik Iverson, Fletcher PhD candidate
Counterterrorism (CT) and counterinsurgency (COIN) strategies and methods have been the
topic of much debate in recent months. In this panel, three experts offered complementary
recommendations regarding how these challenges should be approached. Colonel Cassidy
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emphasized the establishment of real and perceived legitimacy in South Asia that could decouple
people from the insurgents and terrorists. Ethan Corbin drew on the experience of the Syrian
Government to demonstrate how savvy leaders learn to draw on shifting sources of legitimacy
over time. Benedetta Berti concluded with a thought-provoking reexamination of the behavior of
non-state armed groups that establish political wings and engage in political activism.
Colonel Robert Cassidy: "Leadership and Ideas: the Essence of Irregular Wars"
Colonel Cassidy prefaced his remarks by underscoring the severity of the challenges posed by
terrorism and insurgency in Afghanistan and Pakistan. He argued that a serious analysis of the
history of the region and the actors most relevant to these conflicts begins to reveal the keys to
their successful resolution. Colonel Cassidy began with a short historical overview of
Afghanistan, noting that the notion that Afghanistan is inherently ungovernable is erroneous.
During certain periods of its history, Afghanistan has exhibited more unity and stability than
many of its European counterparts. The protracted conflicts in both Afghanistan and Pakistan,
where United States has a major role, has its roots in the 1973 deposition of the Afghan monarch,
Zahir Shah. The Soviet invasion in 1979 only exacerbated extant insurgent catalysts in
Afghanistan, and coincided with a then ongoing radicalization of Islam in Pakistan under
General Zia. In Pakistan, General Zia-ul-Haq deposed President Ali Bhutto in 1978. He quickly
set about radicalizing religious schools and accelerated the nuclear weapons program. The
current conflicts in Afghanistan and Pakistan are coupled with and stem in part from poor U.S.,
Pakistani, and Afghan policy and leadership in the 1970s.
Colonel Cassidy next turned to a brief discussion of the internal actors—leaders, tribes, and
political factions—that are influencing the progression of these conflicts. He also recognized
that numerous external actors are active in the region. Specifically, he noted that it is possible
that elements associated with the government of Pakistan continue to cooperate with some of the
Afghan Taliban and that other governments and regional actors have machinated to foment
instability within Afghanistan. Cassidy argued that our current debate about decoupling the
counterinsurgency effort from counterterrorist actions is disingenuous. Counterterrorism has not
worked sufficiently well over the last eight years and it alone will not work. Likewise, a policy
of attrition is doomed to failure. Instead, the U.S. must focus on legitimacy-building measures.
Specifically, it must determine how to build a legitimate Afghan government, as well as how to
train and field a legitimate indigenous security force. On the other hand, we should
simultaneously seek to discredit the legitimacy of our adversaries. Colonel Cassidy concluded
his remarks with an anonymous quote meant to underscore the urgency of the tasks at hand,
“Although the Americans may have all the nice wristwatches, we (the insurgents) have all the
time.”
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Robert Cassidy, Benedetta Berti, Ethan Corbin, and Jack Kammerer field questions during the counterterrorism panel discussion.

Ethan Corbin: “Under His Thumb: Bashar al-Asad and Counter-Insurgency in the Ba’thist
State”
Ethan Corbin proposed that governments around the world could learn a few lessons in COIN
and CT from authoritarian states such as Syria. Although distinct in many important respects,
there are some undeniable parallels between authoritarian power preservation policies and COIN
and CT campaigns. In the case of Syria, Corbin noted that the local leadership has overcome four
serious uprisings over the course of the 20th century. Echoing Colonel Cassidy’s conclusions
regarding the centrality of legitimacy, Corbin noted that Syrian leaders have constantly
endeavored to maintain shifting forms of legitimacy. In the 1970’s, al-Assad accrued legitimacy
from the 1973 war against Israel. Later, legitimacy would be secured through the provision of
“strategic rents” in the form of oil revenues or otherwise. Similarly, religion and collectivist
ideologies would alternately serve a similar purpose. Today, Syria faces a number of serious
challenges that include a process of “re-Islamization”, a “youth bulge” combined with under- and
unemployment, and a growing need to import oil. Here again, the Syrian Government is shifting
its weight to portray itself as the righteous defender of Islam and draw upon the strength of the
Assad legacy.
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Benedetta Berti Alberti: “Understanding the Political Activism of Armed Groups and Its
Regulation - The Role and Strategy of Hezbollah in Lebanese Politics”
Benedetta Berti focused her remarks more specifically on how governments should use policy to
deal with Non-State Armed Groups (NSAGs). She asked first why NSAGs decide to participate
in political activities and then what happens organizationally once NSAGs actually do create a
political wing. Berti called into question the prevailing assumption that NSAGs engage in a
linear process of development through political engagement. Instead, she proposed a decidedly
more cyclical model that is more context-driven than many might believe. In particular, she
cited four variables that significantly affect decisions regarding political engagement: the level of
institutionalization of the NSAG, the availability of resources, the presence of a political
opportunity system that is conducive to participation, and an internal commitment to change.
Berti concluded that the creation of a political wing is not evidence of a trend towards
moderation within a NSAG. In fact, she notes that if the armed and political wings of the
organization are not engaged in a
contentious power struggle for
overall leadership, then there is
little hope for strategic change and
“moderation.” Only by examining
the
internal
organizational
dynamics
of
NSAGs
can
governments craft policy that will
encourage moderation.
Daniel Tulley, Jack Kammerer, and
Pedro Lopez converse after the panel
discussion.

Panel IIIA: Leading Change in an Ever-Changing World: Challenges and
Breakthroughs
3:00pm – 4:30pm
Panel Coordinator:
Mr. Noel Twagiramungu, Ph.D. Candidate, Fletcher School, Tufts University
Panel Moderator:
Professor David Deese, Professor of Political Science, Boston College
Panelists:
• Professor Lawrence Harrison, Director of the Cultural Change Institute, The Fletcher
School, Tufts University
• Dr. Colette Mazzucelli, Professor at the Center for Global Affairs, NYU and Adjunct
Associate Professor in Political Science, Hofstra University
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Panel Summary:
Kristin Mencer, MALD 2010
What kind of leadership does it take to usher a nation through a revolution? What impact does a
leader have on a nation’s culture, or vice versa? What is international political leadership and
where does it begin? This panel of both scholars and practitioners answered these questions as
they brought to light the current issues surrounding leaders in the international arena. Each
panelist took a different approach. One panelist took a more community perspective by
analyzing the faction politics of Iran, another examined leadership from a more individual
perspective and the last panelist discussed how a leader and national cultures impact each other.
Dr. Colette Mazzucelli: “Faction Politics in Iran: Implications for Western Policy-Making”
Dr. Mazzucelli focused her speech on the recent changes in Iran. She stressed the importance of
the factions that have dominated Iranian politics since 1979. Dr. Mazzucelli stated that there
were five main approaches to analyzing these factions, and mentioned that analyzing how these
factions break down on socio-economic issues is most important when looking at the leadership.
Important questions that could be asked include: Do leaders take a more pragmatic versus
ideological approach? Where do they fall on the broad political spectrum? Are they more
towards the left or the right? She also mentioned that ideology becomes more important than the
personality factors of a leader when ideology begins to turn into political ambition. This is very
much evident when looking at the breakdown of the factions in Iran today.
The most important faction in present day Iran, according to Dr. Mazzucelli, is the second
generation right.
This is the group that surrounds the current president, Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad. This group’s main goals include reviving the ideology of the revolution and
bringing over the moderate left. Due to the strong rhetoric of President Ahmadinejad, much of
the media and the attention of those focused on Iran has shifted towards him and the second
generation right. President Ahmadinejad has managed to put more emphasis on his role as the
president versus that of Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei, who is the ultimate authority of Iran.
Consequently, the Supreme Leader is now also looking towards the extreme right, as they
continue to assume more control, as made evident by the June 12 elections.
So the question is: how does all of this influence Western policymaking? Dr. Mazzucelli
believes that engagement with Iran is key, but that this engagement must not solely focus on the
nuclear issue. If engagement is focused solely on the nuclear issue, then the US might miss
several other important opportunities as Iran becomes more factionalized. Dr. Mazzucelli
recommended that the Obama Administration pursue a policy of broader engagement with Iran,
and believes that in doing so the US may be able to attempt to make contact with the Supreme
Leader. The Supreme Leader, as the ultimate authority, plays a very important role when
engaging with Iran; however, the approach to engaging him directly will be complex, as he is a
product of the 1979 revolution. Therefore, Dr. Mazzucelli points out that long-term engagement
would require a change in the Supreme Leader. She also cautioned that in pursing engagement
the US must also not forget to bear in mind the factions in Iran, as they play an extremely
important role in the political process.
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Lawrence Harrison, David Deese, Collette Mazzucelli, and Noel Twagiramungu discuss the role of leadership
in international relations.

Professor Lawrence Harrison: "How Leadership Shapes Culture”
Professor Harrison focused his lecture on how leadership can and does shape culture, which in
this instance refers to values, beliefs and attitudes. Culture is located in all aspects of society and
is constantly in flux. Some country’s cultures tend to be more apt to change than others, and
this is typically dependent on a country’s type and amount of cultural capital. A country’s
cultural capital typically encompasses either more progress-prone or progress-resistant strategies.
Capital in this sense operates on Adam Smith’s version of capital and in societies there are two
types of cultural capital: human capital, a combination of people’s preparation and ability to
work, and social capital, the tendency in some cultures to spontaneous merge to solve problems.
Professor Harrison provided several examples of cases where leadership has facilitated major
cultural changes in nations, including Japan’s shift during the 1800s, Turkey’s establishment
under the rule of Ataturk, Quebec’s Silent Revolution during the 1960s, and Ireland and
Botswana’s transition from being one of the poorest countries in their respective regions to one
of the most well educated in Europe, in the case of Ireland, and most economically successful, in
the case of Botswana. Each of these nations had leaders who left their countries, experienced
other societies and returned with a more well-rounded perspective on how other societies can and
do function. They each saw the fundamental problems affecting their society and found ways to
address them. Each of these countries experienced a major cultural shift and this was prompted
and facilitated by good leadership.
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Dr. David Deese: “Individual Level Leadership in International Relations”
Dr. Deese focused on the individual leader and the influence of this role on international affairs.
He first defined an international political leader as someone who provides the focal point for a
nation’s foreign policy and/or a nation’s international negotiations. He stated that international
political leadership begins at the level of the nation-state and expands into the international arena
from there. It is this type of leadership that helps us understand the dynamics of international
negotiations and politics. He emphasized five elements which successful international political
leaders tend to exemplify: 1) they tend to emphasize a broad array of ideas, languages, etc.; 2)
they have a committed pursuit of specific policies, especially those which overlap with other
states and international organizations; 3) they also tend to balance that pursuit with prudence and
moderation; 4) they tend to be flexible and modest when policies are not working and need to be
readjusted; and 5) pertaining to appointed officials, they tend have a strong relationship with
elected officials, including their head of state and cabinet members.
According to Oran Young, as referenced by Dr. Deese, this type of leadership takes shape in
three different forms: intellectual, structural, and entrepreneurial. Intellectual leadership is
important, as these leaders tend to generate the ideas; however, ideas are often times hard to
trace. Therefore, more research needs to be done on intellectual leadership. Structural leadership
is the richest of the three dichotomies, and occurs most often when there is a situation of coleadership. This occurs frequently in larger states, those considered to be in the G-2, G-3 or G-4.
For example, this type of leadership was key when the Doha Development Agenda was
launched. The leadership from the G-4 nations – India, Brazil, the US and the EU – was the
minimum leadership needed in order to push the agenda through. Lastly, entrepreneurial
leadership tends to exemplify the top leaders in public international organizations. These
leaders often times consist of ministers of medium power countries, and they are important
because they bring to bear vast experience and help immensely in establishing new regimes in
international affairs.

Discussion
The panel presentations were followed by
an informative and lively discussion.
Several questions were posed to Dr.
Mazzucelli in regards to Iran, and the
possibility of major change over the next
five years, including a question concerning
the debate in Washington on whether now
is the right time to engage with Iran, as
Ahmadinejad is now considered to be
weak.
Fletcher PhD candidates Tom McCarthy, Christof Kurz, and Noel Twagiramungu converse over coffee
following the afternoon panel.
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Dr. Mazzucelli responded by saying that the US must continue to engage Iran, especially
considering that the factions seem to be sharpening as a result of engagement. She also
mentioned that the leadership dilemma in the political system in Iran is as much a problem of
structural leadership as it is culture. In regards to major change in Iran she mentioned that it
would take a decade or more before we might see change, as there is the question of where the
leadership directing this change will come from. At this point, the majority of them have either
been tortured or jailed. Approximately 70 percent of Iran’s population is under 30 years of age,
and as more and more of that 70 percent begins to mobilize and the gender imbalances begin to
decrease, the leadership will eventually start coming from this group. However, that pressure
from the bottom must continue to increase, and that may take at least 10 years time.
Another audience member posed a question about the leadership in counties that have shown
signs of economic success, including Singapore, Taiwan, Ghana and several Eastern European
Countries. Professor Harrison responded by saying that there have been many positive
progressive elements in many of these countries, but that they have not attained the success of
the countries he specifically mentioned for several different reasons. In the case of Singapore he
specifically mentioned the authoritarian aspect of the government, which has extended to all of
the leadership.
Dr. Deese also pointed out that at higher levels of economic success
authoritarian states tend to lock themselves in; therefore, he emphasized the importance of sound
economic policies. He also mentioned that countries who have experienced significant cultural
or political progress made moves to improve economically first, then went back to focus on the
other issues.

Panel IIIB: Implementing Natural Resource Policy: From Global to Local
3:00-4:30pm
Panel Coordinators:
Ms. Anna Schulz, PhD Candidate, Fletcher School, Tufts University
Ms. Nancy Gleason, PhD Candidate, Fletcher School, Tufts University
Panel Moderator:
Professor Jonathan M. Harris, Director of the Theory and Education Program at the Tufts
Global Development and Environment Institute (GDAE)
Panelists:
• Joshua Newton, PhD Candidate, Fletcher School
• Georgia Kayser, PhD Candidate, Fletcher School
• Nancy Gleason, PhD Candidate, Fletcher School
• Hengwei Liu, Post-Doctoral Research Fellow, Energy Climate and Innovation Program,
Center for International Environment and Resource Policy, Fletcher School
Panel Summary:
Nicholas Davidson, MALD 2010
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Scientists have assembled a rich collection of research and academic findings that document the
causes and effects of environmental degradation. Current research is also underway to connect
these discoveries with the implementation of appropriate policies necessary to mitigate future
degradations. This session of the 2009 Fletcher PhD Conference focused on this connection,
building bridges that link environmental science with the necessary policy actions by world and
community leaders. Spanning such diverse topics as water, forests, and energy, all of the
panelists provided insights into their current work on appropriate policy implementation
practices, both globally and locally.

Jonathan Harris, Hengwei Liu, Nancy Gleason, Josh Newton, and Georgia Kayser during the natural resource
policy discussion.

Joshua Newton: “The Fifth World Water Forum and Global Water Governance”
Mr. Newton presented the outcomes of the 5th World Water Forum that took place in Istanbul,
Turkey in March 2009. For the past 12 years, the World Water Fora have been a key arena for
national governments to discuss water issues at the international level. During his presentation,
Mr. Newton highlighted several milestones made during the previous four World Water Fora,
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including the establishment of the World Water Vision and three concluding ministerial
statements, and provided a framework for examining global water governance.
The outcomes of the most recent forum have been mixed. On the positive side it produced the
Istanbul Water Guide, a substantive document that addresses the major issues of global water
governance. The resulting ministerial statement also mentioned two other important issues for
the first time, corruption and financial flows. However, all the agreements reached during the
forum are non-binding, and after 12 years of hard work and capital invested into this project,
there is still no action on the ground. Mr. Newton’s research presented an interesting case for the
need for global water governance now and in the future.
.
George Kayser: “Clean Drinking Water in Central America: Measuring the Steps toward an
Improved Millennium Development Goal for Water”
Ms. Kayser’s research examines the relative merits of technological and programmatic options
for improving health conditions through the provision of water services in small drinking water
systems. She presented her research on household health, economic and sustainability impacts
of piped water into individual dwellings versus community-based drinking water treatment.
Using case studies in small rural and peri-urban areas in Honduras and El Salvador, she reported
that while 85% of people in Latin America have piped-in water, not all of it is safe to drink, nor
does “access” specify what is available. Ms. Kayser is examining this issue through studies of
household filters, community systems, and post-construction support systems. Preliminary
results have shown that post-construction support systems in particular make a dramatic
improvement to the quality of potable water. Her research has hopeful implications for
improving the Millennium Development Goals relating to access to clean drinking water.
Nancy W. Gleason: “Social Values Towards Time and Their Influence on Surinamese Forest
Cover”
Ms. Gleason presented preliminary results from her recent trip to Suriname where she is
exploring the impacts of a future-directed temporal orientation on sustainable forestry
management. Ms. Gleason explored the reasons for Suriname’s relatively successful forest
preservation efforts with more than 85% of their original forest cover still intact. After providing
a working definition of time, Ms. Gleason offered several different instances that highlighted
different perceptions of temporal orientation. For example, indigenous communities operate on a
“hunting cycle” based on the health of the animals rather than on a monthly or yearly calendar.
When the animals are not fit, hunting is shifted to fishing for several years to allow the animals
and their ecosystem to recover from degradation. Traditional timbering practices incorporate the
entire life cycle of the tree, with several species having spiritual attributes that make them
immune to logging, further protecting the forests from destruction. The broad disbursement of
these trees throughout Suriname’s bio-diverse forests make clear-cut timbering techniques
difficult (if not impossible), further contributing to Suriname’s extensive healthy forest cover.
Ms. Gleason notes that several other factors play a crucial role in the preservation of Suriname’s
forests, including forest governance, low population, diverse population demographics, and
heterogeneous forests, but believes that perceptions and social values about time may also play a
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role. She stresses that this aspect of cultural values is missing from the literature and could
contribute to our efforts to preserve forests in Suriname and elsewhere in the future.

Hengwei Liu: “Should China Adopt a Strategy of Controlling Its Total Energy
Consumption?”
China has pioneered the use of Energy Intensity and Renewable Energy Targets as proxies for
green house gas (GHG) reduction. The Chinese government is now in the process of
incorporating improvements in this area as a measure of its efforts to address energy security and
climate change. In his presentation, Dr. Liu showed that China has made great improvements in
its use of renewable energy resources, particularly wind, in order to address climate change
related problems. However, as China adds electrical capacity equivalent to the size of Britain
every year, this challenge proves very daunting. Every five-year plan misjudged the amount of
coal usage from previous years, and the current plan will miss its projection targets by the
biggest margin to date. To transform to a sustainable pathway, it is necessary for China to
introduce a Total Energy Consumption indicator to improve the current energy measurement
system.

Conference Committee member Ben C. Mason, Fletcher MALD students Carlos Munoz-Brenes and
Nicholas Davidson, Conference Organizer Elke Jahns, PhD candidate Nancy Gleason, MALD student Li
Zhu, PhD candidate Benedetta Berti, and MALD student Christine Martin pose for a picture before lunch.
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Panelist and Moderator Bios

Muthiah Alagappa
Muthiah Alagappa, a native of Malaysia, is a distinguished senior fellow at the East-West
Center. Previously a visiting professor in the East Asian Institute and the political science
department at Columbia University and a senior fellow at the Institute for Strategic and
International Studies in Malaysia, Alagappa's research interests include international politics and
security in Asia Pacific; regional institution building; Asian comparative politics with a focus on
political change and constitution of political authority. Some of his recent publications include
edited volumes, Asian Security Order: Instrumental and Normative Features (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 2003) and Asian Security Practice: Material and Ideational Influences
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998). Alagappa holds a doctorate from the Fletcher
School, Tufts University.
Louis Aucoin
Professor Louis Aucoin is an Institute for Human Security Associate Research Professor. He
teaches courses on Transitional Justice, the Rule of Law in Post-conflict Societies, and
Comparative Legal Systems. Aucoin previously served as Program Officer in the Rule of Law
Program, United States Institute of Peace (2000-2003); Supreme Court Fellow, United States
Supreme Court Judicial Fellows Program (2001-2002); and Consultant, Justice in Times of
Transition Project (March 2002-present). He also has taught at Boston University School of Law
(1984-2000); ESSEC (Ecole Supérieure des Sciences Economiques et Commerciales);
Université de Poitiers, and Ecole des Hautes Etudes Internationales, Paris. Aucoin is Co-founder,
The Mekong Delta Regional Law Center; Member, The Association of American Law Schools,
Section on International and Comparative Law and The American Society of International Law.
He received his B.A. from College of the Holy Cross and his J.D. from Boston College Law
School.
Eileen Babbitt
Eileen F. Babbitt is Professor of International Conflict Management Practice and Director of the
International Negotiation and Conflict Resolution Program at the Fletcher School of Law and
Diplomacy at Tufts University. She is also a Faculty Associate of the Program on Negotiation at
the Harvard Law School and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations. Her research
interests include identity-based conflicts; coexistence and trust-building in the aftermath of civil
war; and the interface between human rights concerns and peacebuilding. Her practice as a
facilitator and trainer has included work in the Middle East, the Balkans, and with U.S.
government agencies, regional intergovernmental organizations, and international and local
NGOs. Before joining the Fletcher faculty, Professor Babbitt was Director of Education and
Training at the United States Institute of Peace in Washington, D.C. and Deputy Director of the
Program on International Conflict Analysis and Resolution at the Weatherhead Center for
International Affairs, Harvard University. Professor Babbitt’s latest publications include the
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forthcoming article, “The Evolution of International Conflict Resolution: From Cold War to
Peacebuilding.” Negotiation Journal, 25th Anniversary Issue, and Human Rights and Conflict
Resolution in Context: Colombia, Sierra Leone, and Northern Ireland, co-edited with Ellen Lutz
and published by Syracuse University Press. Dr. Babbitt holds a Master’s Degree in Public
Policy from the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and a Ph.D. from MIT.
Benedetta Berti
Benedetta Berti is the Earhart Doctoral fellow at the Fletcher School (Tufts University), and a
Neubauer Research Fellow at the Institute for National Security Studies (Tel Aviv University).
She is also an expert analyst for the Jamestown Foundation. Ms. Berti specializes in international
security studies and Middle Eastern politics.
Dale R. Buckner
LTC Dale R. Buckner attended the University of Mansfield, Pennsylvania, and was
commissioned as an Infantry Officer in June 1990. His initial assignment was with the 25th
Infantry Division (Light), Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, as a Rifle Platoon Leader, Scout Platoon
Leader, and Company Executive Officer. After branch transferring to Military Intelligence, LTC
Buckner served in the 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault) at Fort Campbell, Kentucky as the
G-2 Plans Officer. He then completed the Special Forces Detachment Officer’s Qualification
Course in 1996 and was assigned to Company A, 3rd Battalion, 7th Special Forces Group
(Airborne), at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, where he served as the Detachment Commander of
SFOD-A 775 (Scuba). LTC Buckner then Commanded SFOD-A 792 (Assault) in Panama and
later became the Company Executive Officer and then the Company Commander of the
USSOUTHCOM CINC-In Extremist Force (CIF), Company C, 3rd Battalion, 7th Special Forces
Group (Airborne), at Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico. LTC Buckner was then
assigned to the Human Resources Command (HRC), Alexandria, Virginia as the Special Forces
MAJ and LTC Assignment Officer followed by his current assignment to the 4th Infantry
Division (Mechanized) as a G-5 Plans Officer and later the Division Special Troops Battalion
Commander.
Bob Cassidy
Robert M. Cassidy is a member of the Royal United Services Institute and he is a senior fellow
with the Center for Advanced Defense Studies. He has advanced degrees in international
relations and diplomacy from Boston University and the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy.
He earned his Ph.D. from the Fletcher School where he concentrated in international security,
strategy, and irregular warfare. Cassidy also holds the Diplome d'Etude Supérieure de Défense
from the French Joint Defense College at the École Militaire. Colonel Cassidy has served in a
variety of organizations as a special operations strategist, a special troops battalion commander, a
special assistant to the Commanding General of U.S. Army forces in Europe, and as a brigade
operations officer in the 4th Infantry Division. He has served on operational deployments to Iraq,
Afghanistan, the Arabian Peninsula, Egypt, and the Caribbean. He has served as an assistant
professor of international relations at West Point and is currently teaching at the U.S. Naval War
College. Dr. Cassidy has published several articles in a host of journals. He has been the author
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of two books: Peacekeeping in the Abyss: British and American Doctrine and Practice after the
Cold War (2004) and Counterinsurgency and the Global War on Terror: Military Culture and
Irregular War (2006). Stanford University Press published the latter in paperback (2008).
Colonel Cassidy most recently published "The Virtue of Punishment: the Enduring Salience of
the Soviet War in Afghanistan" in the Fall 2009 issue of Defense Concepts.
Ethan Corbin
Ethan Corbin is currently a Ph.D. student in Security Studies, with a proposed dissertation topic
of power transition in authoritarian states in the Middle East. Prior to coming to The Fletcher
School Ethan received a Master’s in Middle Eastern history from the Sorbonne in Paris, and a
B.A. in European history from Bowdoin College. For several years he worked in emerging
market finance at an investment bank, a career that took him to Europe and the Middle East
extensively. Since coming to The Fletcher School, he has continued his work on the Middle East
that he began as a master’s student. Ethan wrote his MALD (Masters of Arts in Law and
Diplomacy) thesis on the transition of power from Hafez to Bashar Asad in Syria. He has
published articles on the subject, as well as completed a recent book project on the U.S. role in
global peace operations with Fletcher School Professor, Ian Johnstone, for which he wrote the
introduction. Ethan is also engaged in a research study for the Maritime Studies department with
a national security focus. In addition, he is the current Earhart Fellow in The Fletcher School’s
International Security Studies Program.
Antonia Handler Chayes
Professor Chayes is Visiting Professor of International Politics and Law at the Fletcher School of
Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University. She has taught at the Kennedy School of Government,
Harvard, and the Harvard Law School. She chairs the Project on International Institutions and
Conflict Management at the Program on Negotiation at the Harvard Law School. Chayes was
Vice Chair and Senior Consultant of Conflict Management Group (CMG), a non-profit
international dispute resolution organization. She was a mediator of corporate disputes for
JAMS/Endispute, for eight years. As a Board member of United Technologies Corporation for
21 years, she chaired its Public Issues Review Committee, and served on its Executive
Committee until retiring in 2002. During the Carter Administration she was Assistant and later,
Under Secretary of the US Air Force, where she was awarded the Distinguished Service Medal.
She has served on several Federal Commissions, including the Vice President’s White House
Aviation Safety and Security Commission, and the Commission on Roles and Missions of the
United States Armed Forces. She has also practiced law in a Boston law firm. She is a member
of the Council on Foreign Relations. She serves as a consultant to the Office of Compliance,
Adviser, Ombudsman of IFC and MIGA of the World Bank. She is on the Executive Council of
the American Society of International Law since 2009. She is the author of a number of books
and articles. Some of her recent publications include “How American Treaty Behavior Threatens
National Security” in 33 International Security, 45 (2008), and Imagine Coexistence: Restoring
Humanity After Violent Conflict, Antonia Chayes and Martha Minow, Eds, (San Francisco, CA
2003). Chayes was honored with the Radcliffe Alumnae Award in recognition of her career of
distinguished service. She received her B.A. from Radcliffe College of Harvard University,
attended Yale Law School, and received the J.D. from George Washington University.
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David Deese
David A. Deese teaches and researches the politics and institutions of international economic
relations at Boston College. His most recent book is World Trade Politics: Power, Principles,
and Leadership, 2007. His edited book, The New Politics of American Foreign Policy, remains a
leading text in this area. A chapter, "From Executive Crafting to Pluralistic Politics: Political and
Economic Reform in Developing States," frames the new book Development and Democracy:
New Perspectives on an Old Debate, edited by Jeffrey Cason and Sunder Ramaswamy. Professor
Deese serves on the Graduate Committee of the Department of Political Science and the
Advisory Board of Boston College's International Studies Program. He received his PhD from
Fletcher and served as keynote speaker at the 2008 Fletcher Doctoral Conference.
Joseph Gagliano
Lieutenant Commander Gagliano is a Ph.D. candidate at the Fletcher School, Tufts University.
His research focuses on the Sino-U.S. relationship and how Congress has acted to make China
policy since the end of the Cold War. He has 14 years of experience in the Navy working as a
China analyst in various Washington-based strategy development organizations and in an
operational capacity onboard Navy ships. Lieutenant Commander Gagliano is currently the
China analyst for the Navy Quadrennial Defense Review at the Pentagon. He holds a Bachelors
Degree from the U.S. Naval Academy and a Masters Degree (MALD) from the Fletcher School.
Nancy W. Gleason
Nancy Webster Gleason is a doctoral candidate in International Relations at the Fletcher School
of Law and Diplomacy with a focus on sustainable development. Ms. Gleason's academic focus
is on the cultural and political challenges behind environmental issues. Ms. Gleason has a
background in both Latin American studies and Middle Eastern politics. She holds a master's of
arts from The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts, a master's of science from the
London School of Economics and a bachelor's degree from George Washington University's
Elliot School of International Affairs. Her international work experience includes teaching
Business English and Practices at Amideast in Cairo, Egypt. She has also worked for a USAID
contractor in preparing development proposals in the areas of natural resources management,
conflict resolution and relief and reconstruction. She has recently consulted for both USAID and
UNESCO.
Lawrence Harrison
Lawrence E. Harrison is the Director of the Cultural Change Institute at Fletcher. He is the
author of Underdevelopment is a State of Mind, Who Prospers? The Pan-American Dream, and
The Central Liberal Truth, and co-editor (1) with Samuel Huntington, of Culture Matters, (2)
with Jerome Kagan of Developing Cultures: Essays on Cultural Change, and (3) with Peter
Berger, Developing Cultures: Case Studies. Between 1965 and 1981, he directed USAID
missions in the Dominican Republic, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Haiti, and Nicaragua. Harrison was
associated with Harvard University's Weatherhead Center for International Affairs for eight
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years during the period 1981-2001. His articles have appeared in The New York Times,
Washington Post, Wall Street Journal, Boston Globe, Atlantic Monthly, Foreign Policy, and The
National Interest, among other publications.
Theodore A. Johnson
Theodore A. Johnson is an Assistant Professor in the Conflict and Coexistence Master’s program
at Brandeis University where he teaches courses in International Mediation, Conflict and
Development, Diversity and Development and Research Methods. He is also the Advising Head
for students in the Dual Degree program in Conflict and Coexistence and Sustainable
International Development. He has been on the faculty at Brandeis since 2006 and prior to that
time was a senior program manger and legal advisor for Mercy Corps based in Cambridge. He
also worked for Conflict Management Group from 1994 to 2004. During that time he conducted
negotiation training in numerous countries including South Africa, Angola, Cyprus, Iraq, and the
Balkans. He has also worked extensively with corporations such as IBM and Microsoft, and
numerous UN organizations including WHO, UNCTAD, FAO, UNEP as a negotiation trainer
and consultant. He continues occasional consulting with UN organizations at CM Partners in
Cambridge MA. Before his international work, he was a Deputy District Attorney and Judge Pro
Tem in Orange County California where he established legal education programs in elementary
and secondary schools and was an arbitrator for the State Bar of California. He has an LL.B and
JD from Western State University, and also received an MALD and Ph.D. from the Fletcher
School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University. Dr. Johnson has published articles in the
Western State University Law Review, the Harvard Environmental Treaty Journal, and the
Harvard Law School Negotiation Journal. He is currently working on an article for the Journal of
Peace and Conflict Studies focusing on the intersection of Culture, Conflict, and Communication
in International Organizations.
Gregory “Jack” Kammerer
Before assuming his role as an Army Senior Service College Civilian Fellow, Jack served as the
Legislative Assistant to the Secretary of the Army and the Deputy Chief of the Congressional
Activities Division, Office of the Chief, Legislative Liaison, U.S. Army. As the Secretary of the
Army’s Legislative Assistant he was responsible for coordinating the Secretary’s direct
interaction with Congress, assisting him with hearing testimony and all other congressional
engagements. Prior to that assignment, he was the Military Legislative Assistant to Senator John
Cornyn as a Brookings Institute Legislative Fellow. Jack is a retired Army infantry officer who
commanded the 3rd Battalion, 7th Infantry (Mechanized), 3rd Infantry Division (M) with duty in
Kosovo with the Kosovo Force (2001) and in Iraq for Operation Iraqi Freedom (2003). He also
held a variety of command and staff positions in a twenty-plus year Army career, to include
Deputy Chief of the Kosovo Planning Group at U.S. European Command during Operation
Allied Force. Jack holds a Masters in Military Arts and Sciences from the U.S. Army Command
and General Staff College, Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas, a Masters in Public Administration from
the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, and a Bachelor of Science from the
United States Military Academy at West Point.
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Georgia Kayser
Georgia Kayser is a Ph.D. candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy. She
concentrates her studies in the fields of international environmental policy, development
economics, and water resources management. In her research, she uses socioeconomic tools to
study water-related problems. Georgia’s dissertation research measures the relative merits of
various technological and programmatic options for improving health through the provision of
water services in small systems. Specifically, she will analyze the relative merits of household
versus community-based water treatment systems in Honduras, and the efficacy of "build-andwalk-away" drinking water systems versus "build-and-support-with-on-going technical
assistance" water systems in rural areas and small urban areas of El Salvador. To complete this
research, she has received funding from the National Institute of Health, the Fletcher School, the
Water, System, Science, and Society Program here at Tufts, and the Dutch Government. As a
student at the Fletcher School, Georgia studied the socioeconomic threats to water quality on six
trans-boundary watersheds in Belize, Guatemala, Honduras and Mexico as part of an
interdisciplinary team that conducted an integrated water resources assessment for the
Mesoamerican Barrier Reef Systems Project and the GEF. Previous work has led Georgia to
India to study water resources management in agriculture with Cornell University, to Saudi
Arabia to teach International Environmental Policy, to Ecuador to serve in the Peace Corps, to
Washington DC to work for the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and to Wyoming
to work with at-risk youth as a therapeutic wilderness guide. Georgia received her MALD from
the Fletcher School (2006) and earned a BS from Cornell University (2000) in political science.
Darren Kew
Darren Kew is an Associate Professor in the Dispute Resolution Department at the University of
Massachusetts, Boston. Professor Kew studies the relationship between transformative conflict
resolution methods and democratic development, particularly in terms of democratic institution
building in Africa and the growth of political cultures that support democracy. Much of his work
focuses on the role of civil society groups in this development. Professor Kew has worked with
the Council on Foreign Relations' Center for Preventive Action to provide analysis and
blueprints for preventing conflicts in numerous areas around the world, including Nigeria,
Central Africa, and Kosovo. He has also been a consultant to the United Nations, USAID, the US
State Department, and to a number of NGOs, including the Carter Center in a 1999 effort by
former President Carter to mediate the Niger Delta conflicts. Professor Kew is recognized by
policymakers in Washington and academics here and in Nigeria for his deep, firsthand
knowledge of Nigerian politics and society. His work on how conflict resolution methods
promote democratization of national political cultures is among the first of its kind linking these
important fields. Professor Kew holds an MALD and a PhD from the Fletcher School, Tufts
University.
Kei Koga
Mr. Kei Koga, from Japan, is Vasey Fellow at Pacific Forum CSIS and a PhD candidate in
International Relations at the Fletcher School, Tufts University. His research interests include:
international relations theory, international security, terrorism, East Asian regionalism, U.S.-
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Japan relations, and ASEAN. Before attending the Fletcher School, he served as Research
Fellow at the Japan Forum on International Relations (JFIR) and as assistant executive secretary
at the Council on East Asian Community (CEAC), where he researched political and security
cooperation in East Asia on traditional and non-traditional security issues. He also teaches
International Relations and East Asian Security at the Open University of Japan. He received an
MA in International Affairs from the Elliott School of International Affairs at George
Washington University and a BA in International Affairs at Lewis & Clark College.
Hengwei Liu
Dr. Hengwei Liu is a research associate with the Energy, Climate, and Innovation (ECI) program
at the Fletcher School, Tufts University. He is also an associate with the Energy Technology
Innovation Policy (ETIP) group at the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University.
Before joining the Harvard Kennedy School in August 2008, Hengwei worked as a research
fellow for Tsinghua-BP Clean Energy Research and Education Center at Tsinghua University, in
Beijing (2006-2008). His current research interests include China’s energy strategy and policy
with a focus on advanced coal technology policy in China. Hengwei holds a Ph.D. in thermal
engineering (2006) from the Education Ministry Key Laboratory of Enhanced Heat Transfer and
Energy Conservation at Beijing University of Technology (BUT). His dissertation title is
“Development of Supersonic Separator and Study of Its Flow and Heat and Mass Transfer
Characteristics”. Hengwei is also actively involved in various ways in bringing together the
energy communities in the Boston area. He is a co-founder of the MIT China Energy Association
(MIT-CEA) and the coal committee of the MIT Energy Club.
Colette Mazzucelli
Colette Mazzucelli (MALD, Fletcher; PhD, Georgetown) has taught international relations and
ethnic conflicts on the faculty at the Center for Global Affairs, NYU, since 2005 and is an
Adjunct Associate Professor in Political Science, teaching undergraduate comparative politics, at
Hofstra University. Mazzucelli acquired a background in technology-mediated learning while
teaching at the Institute of Political Studies, Paris and the Budapest University of Economic
Sciences. As the recipient of Bosch Fellowships, she was assigned to the Foreign Office in Bonn
to assist with the ratification of the Treaty on European Union ("Maastricht"), 1992-93, and was
in residence at the American Academy in Berlin, spring 2001. Her most recent publications
appear in The Ashgate Research Companion to Political Leadership and The EU in the Global
Political Economy. Colette's research interests focus on: 1) leadership and influence in the
factional politics of Iranian foreign policy; 2) the relevance of a new strategic concept for NATO
to global security challenges, particularly non-proliferation; and 3) the role of education in
developing strategies for prevention in areas experiencing post-conflict reconstruction.
Elizabeth McClintock
Elizabeth McClintock is a Managing Partner with CMPartners. In her work, Ms. McClintock
offers consulting services to and designs and implements training programs for public sector
organizations in the United States, Europe, Canada, Asia, Australia, and Africa. Currently, Ms.
McClintock is the manager of a leadership-training program in Timor-Leste. Prior to this, she
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acted as the lead facilitator and program designer for the Burundi Leadership Training Program,
financed by the Department for International Development (United Kingdom), the European
Commission, and the World Bank. In addition to this work, she has trained and managed a cadre
of Burundian conflict management facilitators in their work with local leaders in Burundi under
the auspices of the USAID-OTI sponsored Community-based Peace and Reconciliation
Initiative. Ms. McClintock has designed and implemented training in negotiation and joint
problem-solving skills for rural women and youth in Rwanda. She has also developed and
implemented courses with the World Health Organization, focused on improving the ability of
WHO member states to better manage the global health diplomacy process. Other recent projects
include advising the government of Sri Lanka’s negotiation team, leadership training for the
newly elected government and civil society members in Liberia and RD Congo, and facilitating
training for the World Bank’s Nile Basin Initiative. Ms. McClintock is currently a PhD candidate
at the Fletcher School at Tufts University. She holds a Master of Arts in Law and Diplomacy
from the Fletcher School and an AB from Dartmouth College.
Joshua T. Newton
Joshua Newton is a doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy. He has
recently completed work with UNESCO and the World Water Council in Paris, France,
coordinating the Political Process of the 5th World Water Forum. Joshua graduated from the
Fletcher MALD program in 2006 and has been working with water issues around the world for
the past ten years, mostly concentrating on conflict and cooperation over shared water resources.
Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr.
Besides teaching at the Fletcher School, Dr. Pfaltzgraff has also held a visiting appointment as
George C. Marshall Professor at the College of Europe, Bruges, Belgium, and as Professor at the
National Defense College, Tokyo, Japan. He has also served as Honorary Professor, University
of St. Andrews (Scotland). He has advised key U.S. government officials on military strategy,
defense modernization, the future of the Atlantic Alliance, proliferation and counterproliferation
issues, and arms control policy. He has lectured widely at government, industry, and academic
forums in the United States and overseas. These include the NATO Defense College, National
Defense University, the Marine Corps University, the Army War College, the Air University, the
Naval War College, and the Armed Forces Staff College. Dr. Pfaltzgraff is a member of the
Department of State’s International Security Advisory Board (ISAB). The ISAB, which meets on
a regular basis in Washington, D.C., provides the Secretary of State and other senior Department
officials with insights/advice on vital national security challenges encompassing topics such as
WMD terrorism, proliferation, and U.S. space policy. Dr. Pfaltzgraff is also founder and
President of the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis. IFPA is an independent, nonpartisan
organization, whose major purposes are to conduct research, produce, and publish studies in the
form of reports, briefings, point papers, policy recommendations, monographs, and books. Dr.
Pfaltzgraff holds a BA with Honors from Swarthmore College; an MBA in International
Business from The Wharton School; an MA in International Relations, and PhD in Political
Science from the University of Pennsylvania.
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Courtney Richardson
Courtney Richardson is a Ph.D. candidate in International Relations at the Fletcher School, Tufts
University and an associate at the Center on International Cooperation, New York University.
Her dissertation investigates Chinese peacekeeping practice, and she has completed fieldwork in
Beijing, Shanghai and Hong Kong. Courtney completed her BSc (Hons) in International
Relations at the London School of Economics and Political Science and her MA in Security
Policy Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University. She
is also a graduate of the Middlebury Chinese Summer Language School, where she was a
Katherine Davis Fellow. Prior to her doctoral studies, Courtney worked at the National Defense
University and Jane's Information Group, and has volunteered at the United Nations and the
International Institute for Strategic Studies. This academic year, she is serving as a Graduate
Institute for Teaching Fellow at the Fletcher School, teaching in the Role of Force in
International Politics.
Andrea Strimling
Andrea Strimling is a Ph.D. candidate at The Fletcher School, a Research Fellow with the
International Security Program at the Harvard Kennedy School, and a regular consultant to the
U.S. Department of Defense on stabilization and reconstruction operations, including civilmilitary cooperation, strategic planning, evaluation, and training and education. She served for
over a decade (1996-2007) as a Commissioner with the Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service, where she directed FMCS’s Inter-Organizational Cooperation Program and worked with
the U.S. Departments of Defense and State, and USAID on interagency, governmentalnongovernmental, and civil-military cooperation. She also served for two years as Chair of the
Board of Directors of the Alliance for Peacebuilding (AfP), a Washington, D.C. – based NGO,
and for an additional six years as a member of the board. She has taught and lectured on
negotiation, mediation, conflict prevention, post-conflict peace-building, Track Two diplomacy,
civil-military relations, and interagency coordination, at the U.S. Institute of Peace, U.S. Military
Academy at West Point, Foreign Service Institute, Northern Command, National Defense
University, Marine Corps University, Harvard University, Emory University, George
Washington University, Johns Hopkins University, University of Maryland, and Clark
University. She is a former graduate research fellow with the Program on Negotiation at Harvard
Law School and holds a B.A. from Dartmouth College and a M.P.P. from the Harvard Kennedy
School.
Andrew Wilder
Andrew Wilder joined the Feinstein Center in January 2007 to lead the Center's research on
Politics and Policy in countries affected by conflict. Wilder's areas of interest include statebuilding, governance, and aid-effectiveness, with a specialization on Afghanistan and Pakistan.
Prior to joining the Center, he worked in Afghanistan where he established and was the Director
of Afghanistan's first independent policy research institution, the Afghanistan Research and
Evaluation Unit (AREU). Between 1986 and 2001, Andrew worked for several different
international NGOs managing humanitarian and development programs in Pakistan and
Afghanistan, including for six years as the Director of the Pakistan/Afghanistan program of Save

40

the Children (US). He is the author of The Pakistani Voter (Oxford University Press, 1999), a coauthor of A Guide to Government in Afghanistan (AREU, 2004), and the author of several book
chapters, journal articles, and briefing papers. His recent research and publications have looked
at police reform policies in Afghanistan, Afghan refugee education policy in Pakistan, the
politics of civil service reform in Pakistan, electoral politics and policies in Pakistan and
Afghanistan, and the politics of sub-national administration in Afghanistan. Wilder has a BSFS
degree from Georgetown University, and a MALD and Ph.D. from The Fletcher School, Tufts
University.
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Muthiah Alagappa, East-West Center
(PhD alumnus)
Stephen Allen, The Fletcher School
Caroline Andresen, The Fletcher
School
Vicki Assevero, The Fletcher School
Louis Aucoin, The Fletcher School
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Dory Gannes, The Fletcher School
Jillian Gladstone, The Fletcher
School
Nancy Gleason, Tufts University
Jonathan Harris, The Fletcher School
Lawrence Harrison, The Fletcher
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Patrick Neeley, The Fletcher School
Joshua Newton, The Fletcher School
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Jared Ordway
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School
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Aparna Polavarapu, The Fletcher
School
Eric Purcell, The Fletcher School
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Rebecca Schutte, The Fletcher
School
Basak Sefii, The Fletcher School
J.R. Siegel, The Fletcher School
Alexandros Simoglou, The Fletcher
School
Kelly Sims Gallagher, The Fletcher
School
Hannah Skelly , The Fletcher School
Margaret Smith, American
University (PhD alumna)
Rachel Smith, The Fletcher School
Yong-min Song, The Fletcher
School
Edward Spang , The Fletcher School
Kelsi Stine, The Fletcher School
Andrea Strimling Yodsampa, The
Fletcher School
David Sussman, The Fletcher School
Matteo Tomasini, The Fletcher
School
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