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Restructuring the DPG
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Restructuring the FYDP to more clearly
identify the outputs desired is just a preliminary
step. An indispensable second step is determining
the outcomes desired from the outputs. In other
words, after identifying the outputs desired, what are
the relative priorities of each and what distribution

S U el

of capability and risk are acceptable to the senior
decision-makers? Addressing this issue requires
much more detailed and specific Defense Planning
Guidance (DPG) .
MG ET 455 1 B H A 1R & R (=
(TR (RET) 258 » WIRERT S E < BIZK % 4
B (NNS) - #5LLsRER SR € FH H 2 BT &
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for a New Century ) FR{I:FGHAYE 455K » EAl
TARKE - BHEYIHIE » CRAESHE T [aHY)
SO BE N TR ZE S S v AT R
B (AR FET S 2 MAPEEAGEME -
The intent of the DPG is to transmit to the
military services guidance on the capabilities desired
to meet the established National Security Strategy
(NSS) , to highlight items of specific concern,
and to identify departmental priorities. Over the
past twenty years, the content and context of the
DPG has alternated between a document containing
a relatively high degree of specificity on programs
to be pursued, and a more general document open
to broad interpretation. Recent versions of the DPG
have more closely followed the latter approach. The
defense guidance problem has been exacerbated by
the difficulty of translating the NSS into specific
programs. General Lawrence Skanze (USAF,
“While one
would have expected the White House publication

Retired) recently observed that,

in December 1999 of a National Security Strategy
for a New Century to provide crisp guidelines, it did
not. Rather it is an amorphous document, without
limits on what we seem prepared to do. It is of no

practical use to a military planner” 2

Hal TP EEE ) fsAReER AL 57
RS A LG RA = R ~ T30 > fERE L BN i
ERTRIAE Y > Rl oy SRR s ] 2 G
FeldfT - ol TEIFRIEEZ RS (DSB) A
fERE RS TR ER/FEE4 Y ) (DOD Warfighting

Transformation) [k A $& 2= 550 A &R H Al
BRAE TS ) JEEPEE T TERM
(strong words ) Al

FHR MRIEREES ) (bold
vision) » {HEEHKRS AL H A {FEREE ) JEHRAL

X

fr] FLE SRR P AC K < °

In its current form the DPG provides
insufficient detail to articulate a central vision and
direction, identify the intermediate steps necessary
to reach a desired goal, and define priorities in
a programmatic manner either within or among
the services. A recent report by the Defense
Science Board (DSB) titled “DOD Warfighting
Transformation” expresses the view that current
defense planning efforts within the Pentagon,
although containing “strong words” and a “bold
vision,” do not provide sufficient clarity or detail
on what is expected to transform the services’
current capability. *

I8/ B AN S M — R RE T (A e Fi S BLATL
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EH CRIEME2MEE) (The Rise and Fall of
Strategic Planning) —& 23| : HH A FIE]
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iR o T TRIRGRIEEZ B & ) FREZiTamad 5
FLpfT LS SRR A E R R R BB AR E R R
H2IFTETE
The failure to provide clear guidance and
direction is not unique to the Pentagon. Planning
efforts in the private sector frequently fall victim
to the same deficiencies widely seen in the public
sector. As Henry Mintzberg noted in his book, The
Rise and Fall of Strategic Planning, companies very
often engage in major planning exercises without
having first formulated a clear detailed approach to
what precisely they are attempting to accomplish.’®
Mintzberg also noted that many companies,
“do not carry the formulation of strategy much
beyond some general statement of thrust such as
market penetration or internal efficiency and some
generalized goal such as excellence,” ° and that
strategic planning can degenerate into, “‘an exercise
in repeating what everyone already knows, geared
to the generation of a set of targets and standards
' The

comments by the DSB suggest that it perceives

within the context of existing strategies--.”

many of these planning shortfalls are evident in the
Pentagon's current strategic planning.

AlEE AR G TRIRGE T 488 I - B
HEADBEGHIE « 55—~ HEatFE 228
WEI A LI TR E [ 5 2 4= Bl BE R E S 2
HEAL > DART & e e 2 iy A SE A 7 H B AR
BRI A TRIBGAT EfEE ) — MR
T » FEL1970 A FHIFI1980F UK I 2 45385 3L

- B8 L @i s e A EARFTIE H IR
T

Two fundamental steps merit consideration
by OSD in preparing its DPG. First, the planning
staffs should spend the time necessary to add
significantly greater specificity to the national
security and military guidance reflecting the outputs
and outcomes the senior leadership expects. This
approach would provide a degree of specificity
in the DPG similar to its composition in the early
seventies and late 1980s. This is essentially the
approach that is increasingly common elsewhere in
the public sector.”

AN RIBAZ A i H A B 8 2 B SRS KR A
MHRIR SR & A G > AHARAIAG S g2 H R
(e |- Fe e PRI P ) B A ) - Sl HASAAT

A tE R CAE b BB E AR E DI
T e e A — AR R RS AR < 3R
AR ERIE RS ARFTRe A M - R e BRI
RO —BIANELARE 2 D AERTE it 3% ~ PRI e
AR T ETE 5 H B AR s A A
AENTLA[ IR e BUE R -2 F5E

As Mintzberg noted regarding comprehensive
strategic planning, “According to the
comprehensive model, organizations begin with
objectives that are supposed to emanate from the
top (as a reflection of the basic values of the top
management) and flow down a hierarchy in that
deductive cascade.” **In essence, this refers to

a cascade of specific outcome expectations that
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have been derived from top-level guidance in
various forms. Strategic planning is most useful in
the private sector when it directly influences the
allocation of resources—how much to invest in
which new product developments, acquisitions, and
infrastructure projects. Current strategic planning
in the Pentagon does not provide nearly the degree
of specific programmatic or fiscal guidance seen
elsewhere.

A A 2 AR P RE AR 2 SRS R AR
PRRET + E A e T T R 2] B o8 Jr s 2R 3
AR T RBERYRFIE o 18 S HH R RS B 55 77
Z FEHWAERFZ A ar (mission) - &
fiiBd it an AR AERSH Y (goals) » AITEMK
Hiyz B8 EHE (objectives) FIfiEE 7 &1 e

(measures) LA E [ERwE R H AR ZF2 R -
B2 1S AR

An examination of the strategic planning

SER

processes of several public sector organizations
indicated that they spend a great deal of their time
conducting detailed planning and developing
measures of effectiveness. The major purpose of
the strategic planning efforts for these organizations
is to consider the mission of the organization,
enunciate the goals related to the mission, establish
objectives for achieving the goals, and develop
measures to determine the degree of success in
achieving the objectives. There are numerous
examples.

—REEH A e R - S RN SE R

FIUBR AT BRGR M (MCPS) WFEE T — et s
1y THECREAIEEA R (Success for Every
Student) HREEHE » GFEFLEEHMN ~ HEE
Kttt o BRE AR G 2488 » %3t
BETMAGHER ~ 8 %O (Core
Strategies) 1 K771 I 3Mlg (Component
Strategies) 1 ° “HEfAHFR - IKEFFYT (Jonathan
Walters) {19984 ([a F&F&) (Measuring
Up) SrhfFE e Hay ~ H A BT & S
W2 JTEA R THGT & R i R
B o 0 CBRILZIL » BRI R E G
HEE R E H RV B E AR 16T » WB0 % H AR
B PR SR UHRS - 3% R (6 A0 8 ] B A
AT e —FEAE KA o

As mentioned in the Phase 1 Report, the

EE/\

“Success for Every Student” program developed
by the Montgomery County, Maryland Public
School System (MCPS) provides an example of a
detailed strategic plan containing goals, objectives,
and measures. Following guidance from the School
Board and County Council, this plan contained four
and

hierarchical goals, eight “Core Strategies,”

seventy-seven “Component Strategies.” *' This
approach reflects the goals, objectives, measures
structure described by Jonathan Walters in his 1998

book Measuring Up as, “the basic building blocks

of a performance measurement system---.” *°
In addition, senior managers within the school
system were evaluated on their success in meeting

established goals and objectives, and efforts are
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being developed to link the objectives to budgetary
requests, a final linkage that the MCPS staff
acknowledges is a continuing challenge.

B HRBEMN TR EH ] (Managing for
Results—MRF) &3 @ ax 2R TRACE
[ < RME FRENRAZ ) > ERELEIER T RS B e
RN HIY ~ HAE R A G 21 7 sl eE
HIERAA - IRt &R E % e e S ThURE
) HESRIEEET00H 2 % - iR
(7 e e ) B BT > HLORHR 70 (R 2 R 25 i
ZEtE o FEINRBVAEARS > TRREH ) A
RHAE T —RABHAEEE » FEEHGE -
S R AL 5 H BN R B SR 7oK > LA
SENNBUR 2 B 5 M DA i 26 R R 2K
TARNBUR RS BLE R e < HEY ~ HAR R £
TR B B B R 2 B RIE T -

The State of Maryland's “Managing for
Results” (MFR) initiative, described by the state
as a future-oriented strategic planning process,”
takes the same approach in its extremely detailed
articulation of goals, objectives, and performance
measures for all agencies of government. The
MFR planning document providing this approved
guidance to the various agencies is over 700 pages in
length containing significant levels of detail, much
of it approved from agency input. Beginning with
the Governor’ s office itself, the MFR establishes
a lengthy set of goals and objectives intended to

“increase governmental accountability by more

effectively and efficiently meeting the needs of the

State of Maryland’ s customers and stakeholders

’

(emphasis added ) .” A schedule is provided
showing that the development of goals, objectives,
and key performance indicators will transition
from optional to mandatory at the state agency and

program level over the next two years.” %

PEHEIN RN =t b A\ i Fe S ARy i
(B - MR AEMEERZF » H—EE 1
DS NI YN w el PR SR e S g DE
18 (A =R PR ISR — SR H AR EE R »

[ 1£2000F LARI » I8¢ fee = s i< i ke 2= 1Y »
PR E LI IGERR A\ R 3E2s o 1 Sa(E H AR
WERRGETE » FFEE N R A S TR A A
B~ BT E ~ a5 Al Be 22 B 1 S v S R fi e

(BLN) FIERIAE « [k » EARFHE
.2 THREEE ]  (the Department of Natural
Resources) 41l EH#Y ~ 5IH HF K 6IHFF 2%
HE S AFEH IR AL A BB A P

The guidance provided to the Governor's Office
for Individuals with Disabilities is an excellent
example. Of the office's four goals, one calls for
the creation of a “climate in which meaningful
employment opportunities exist for people with
disabilities.” This general aspiration is refined
in a supporting objective directing, “By the year
2000, a network of employers will be in place and
active Statewide to increase employment outcomes
for individuals with disabilities.” This objective
is attached to performance measures (metrics)

detailing the expected numbers of referrals by the




office, training hours conducted, facilities with
projects initiated, and members in the business
leadership network.” Similarly, in a much different
domain the Department of Natural Resources has
four goals, with five objectives, and six metrics
including objectives on the numbers of hunting and
boating safety programs conducted.*

HEHHESE (Governing Magazine) #f—
1A YR 4 B RS YN 2 —RUHES TERE N
ACEAH & 2 I RIS ) 5 2= A s B € H
)~ BEER —ERORETRIETRTTIE « “3%NH
B RAR M & AR B BR BB — A B TR e
PR BT > BHARZIN THESFHERRE ) FE i
B8 SRR TSRS AR ~ AT & A
R IIIRR A o TR AN
R R 2 A EE R 7 B 2 BRI A H il
85 > R BT BRG] et H 2 RO - MR
HF A0 n] e 2 B P PEL BB 20 — E RS TE AR
&~ R R T E - 188 0 R R i ) S 55 Bl i
e

The State of Virginia, considered one of the
best managed in the nation in a recent survey by
Governing Magazine, also spends considerable
time and effort establishing goals, objectives,
and an elaborate set of measures for all of its
state activities.”® The State Secretary of Finance
provides all state agencies and institutions a
handbook on “Planning and Performance” that
provides guidance on its “performance budgeting

process” described as a “blend of strategic

planning, performance measurement, and budgeting
techniques.” * The handbook describes its role
in the state’ s strategic planning process that it
portrays as helping, “an agency understand its
present situation, examine how current and future
trends may affect it, and describe how to best
manage anticipated challenges. A precise set of
concepts, procedures, and tools help an agency

interpret emerging trends and issues.” ¥

BB ERseE  Ef TEABGETEEE ) AR
E15% 77 > Je TEIMGETE155E 1 Ardeft < Mifh g
ke s AW PN PSS P IE S Dyl
AR AT ERCARAIHE & FE m MR e Hied - B
iz TEIbGE s ) AR S MIEERT - RIS
At EfEE ] HUMESRALN D RE AR B R I 0 &
Jg e - [RIFE e tr IV Bshe s th 17
W 5 (H—feEERIFEE R 2 BRAT - Bl
T2 5 e 2= [ EHA T HARE ~ BE B B R &An
FHEYRFC R  EHTHR ZEBICIEF BT AR
ST LTI SRR 2 o AR BN SR IS
FIER AT ARG A TR E HEAA B 1 2 H T B
MEPhaT g ) WA R A DR
Bl RGP ERE A A fE S T
(TRRAN - L2 2 R 1 O S A T T A
BT R GHESR -

The time and effort invested in preparing the

i)
7N

DPG within the Pentagon, and the level of detail
it provides, are quite distinct from this detailed
approach. Unlike the specific guidance of MCPS,
the State of Maryland, and the State of Virginia,
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the Pentagon's DPG is very vague and general. It
does provide some top-level guidance on such items
as force structure limits, and the fiscal guidance
provided separately from the DPG is quite specific,
but generally its substantive guidance is sparse
leaving significant latitude for interpretation by the
military services as to what is expected, what is
important, and what is to be measured. It has little to
offer in way of priorities for funding, and is almost
completely silent on establishing performance
measures. Unlike the MCPS that establishes goals
and measures to which it holds schools accountable,
the DPG offers very little that a service secretary
or chief need address below the macro-level
specification of force structure, and even here the
services are free to define what their fundamental
force structure elements actually contain.

AIEsEANAR - IRERF AT RR Y « SRR
FEGERHY H A B E AR IR 19934 T UM HESURIR
e 1 RV kS EAV S E RV ek = P
THBRE -

As Jonathan Walters has pointed out,
developing such detailed goals and objectives is the
essence of the Government Performance and Results
Act of 1993. Walters suggested that this requirement
presents a challenge to DoD :

1993 F BRI RIERE BB
B — AR AR ZH e B 48 2 A AR T
e HOR - HrhuJE e B RS T D
FIs 2 BB 5 (EA SR 5 A8 It -

T E ARSI AR E R - 038 > —
{EFRARE HAGER TS (HAR) A E R
BN » Hri 223Gt St Z2mE s
AE o

As required under the Government
Performance and Results Act of 1993, every
department in the federal government is going
to have to submit annual performance plans
to Congress. Naturally, one department that is
going to have to submit such a performance
plan is the Department of Defense. But in order
for DoD to do that, it first must figure out what
its basic job is. After all, it's pretty pointless
to come up with a performance plan in the
absence of a clear idea of what it is you' re
supposed to be achieving as an organization —
your purpose in life.*

REORI > — (RS O BERE I T Ef S —4
fLEHE ~ B R BB RIEF 2R e 5 » 44
AR R E R E R R EAE (RENER
AREBER ) —IRECIEHEDK - 15 .2 0 3%
[R5 E T R S RES TR B B 3R A& s A A
BRETE T R < IR B R 2 158 - A
FH 2 SRR A BB A R f e I A AHBRE =
A AT MR [T H R i <%
(POMs) HAMK » JF 1k ZCoth ih 3 2% TS B » 3l
IR H TiREFREEZAEE) (JROC)
HE% o SWESHEET T TGRS o 47
It > EEEE 2T T R R BRI - JTRESIE
frEEd (fhan) - mIERA (REEM) -
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Seemingly, a well crafted DPG that provided
goals, objectives, and specific tasks with some
relative priority, structured in the context of the
FYDP MFPs, the department's major output areas,
would fulfill this requirement. In other words,
the DPG would provide detailed guidance on its
expectations for all of its FYDP programs, derived
from the National Security Strategy, and task
the services to place this guidance in their own
context. They would then coordinate their activities
informally during the preparation of their programs

(POMs)

and then submit it to OSD for analysis, evaluation,

, and more formally through the JROC,

and integration. This would then allow the OSD
staff to focus on outputs (the mission areas) rather
than inputs (the services) in analyzing duplications
and omissions.

] 77 400 £ 1 6 ) o A 2 5 ) S e
TSR A ARG R o Se s — R B
Frol A T2EEBUNEBZE® 1 (the Senate
Governmental Affairs Committee ) FY#t 5 & 5
A ARIR U RE R SR 1 P 4 22 A BE A A T
= 0 BIRGAER RN TR Bl n] FPERYHIY ) TIE
b WEENNST) s BRI AR AR MR TE
BIR% o ¥

The current Pentagon planning process does
not meet the outcome expected by certain influential
observers. The report of the Senate Governmental
Affairs Committee, cited previously in the Phase
1 Report, which stated that DoD needed to do a

more diligent job in establishing “specific and

x5

measurable goals” as required by annual GPRA
performance plans, demonstrates that much
additional work needs to be done.**

2 AP ER ] 7 SR AT B R S
P AR A S AT A R BB T S E E R TE ]
FEpEA RIS SR SRS ) - BE B
(ESE R BB E T B fa S B AT B A AT WEW*A
WIZE0 o EIRET 20 N R EEEITAt e
BT R THE R R Z S - (H2 E%MB%
BUaH BB ML T ZK NEY) - BT e
ARG - D BB 2t - K
CRGHES S —F ~ ZHEEUEEM — R B
FHEAZ 2R AR -

The second fundamental step the Pentagon
might consider is abandoning the practice of an
annual planning process leading to the publication
of an annual DPG. The effort required to publish an
annual DPG contributes substantially to its relative
vagueness and superficiality, as well as its chronic
tardiness. Although many argue that an annual DPG
is required by the current necessity of an annual
budget process, it is seemingly more reflective of
bureaucratic habits than statutory demands. The
DPG is not presented to Congress and is rarely
seen outside the Pentagon. Therefore, whether it
is produced on an annual, biennial, or quadrennial
schedule is conceptually independent of an annual
budget submission.
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None of the companies examined for this study
conducted planning on an annual basis. Instead,
major planning efforts and reviews of the company's
direction and focus happened at irregular intervals
usually over three to five years. The companies
examined, and even the MCPS in the public
sector, tended to conduct extensive planning and
review efforts when there was the belief by senior
management that it was required. All expressed
the belief that there was little utility in conducting
extensive planning on a regular schedule preferring
to conduct detailed planning when conditions arose
suggesting a reconsideration of existing policies
and direction was necessary. When planning was
conducted, and top—down guidance provided to
various business units, the planning tended to focus
on addressing major, selected issues and to provide
relatively detailed guidance and resource allocations

regarding expectations and performance measures.

AR ENINE S REE
Restructuring the OSD Staff
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i =ik BLHRTE 2R Bl 223
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H Bl & AR RE AR AT [ AN FAE
Restructuring the DPG to provide detailed
guidance in the context of newly defined Major
Force Programs would best be accomplished and
institutionalized if the Secretary of Defense’ s staff
were to be somewhat reconfigured and its functions
better synchronized with the Joint and service staffs.
In order to determine the goals and objectives of the
MFPs, and to analyze the degree to which service
POM submissions conform to them, requires that
there be specific staff elements within the OSD staff
that have such an orientation and responsibility.
Currently such organization and orientation do not
exist.
FE = 2R E R R E R
MBS ) MR o &M DU Al o
= TEHESTAGE (PA&E) | THEA » 3%
BRHTS RS - R — B - AR A
% (Alain Enthoven and Wayne Smith's Office of
Systems Analysis) > 3% (88 hEEEHE > H
SR AN R S R E R £ B T AR 2
o st @ oMb EI A 1504 K 8 - HLBIRG AR
ARSI e i R AHAR B K - (REHEF 2 &
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Staff oversight and “ownership” of specific

MFPs is not clearly established in OSD. This
is particularly bothersome in the case of OSD
Program Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E) , the
successor organization to Alain Enthoven and

Wayne Smith's Office of Systems Analysis, where

such staff responsibility would be expected given
its proponency of the FYDP. In its present form,
PA&E is an office of nearly one hundred and
fifty analysts and support personnel supported by
numerous contractors, a larger organization than the
one originally conceived by Secretary McNamara.*
The office is organized into four major divisions as

shown in figure 3 *
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T EIAISE o
AR L ZERE R R  JREDREERA T AR5t
FRZT—RERILITIE

3
M E I E SR AR
=1 17%& & E p < 2k
[ | | | |
| @At E | BERoHT | BEGHESRE || BRRAEHE
& R & & Ec B & BR K
RSkt -
I R = 3 - ) 5 78
>N j] %ﬂ; Bl] ﬁk(‘i_\ \7};)? L Eiéié{‘{#é@#ﬁiﬁi | r%ﬁﬁ%:z;ﬁ/fﬁ%i
— @I | EE TR
B yIx Bt A
— [ xEim FATE A
— HEAR AAIH
[ i | [[ersnad|  EEHUMTOE sk
—FrElsaEER
ESHET: - ARSI R BT AR % A ELRR AT RS £ B I 0 [

TRAROETEDL > A EETE T

SR EE A

2]

No.327

=

S

I th e e (RPPBHI LA & LI FP R - &

As the chart illustrates, this organization does
not provide an alignment of its divisions with

the FYDP major force programs reflecting the
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view of some within the Pentagon that the MFPs
are bureaucratically orphaned.”® Remedying this
situation would require the OSD PA&E to be
somewhat reorganized. A reorganization assigning

responsibility for the MFPs reflected in the current
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FYDP, while retaining important expertise in
analyzing systems costs, and simultaneously
providing for procedural oversight of the PPBS
process itself might resemble that shown in Figure
4:
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This organization would group strategic forces
under one deputy director, conventional warfighting
forces under another, and infrastructure under
a third. This organization would not only give
OSD PA&E a focus and orientation distinct from
the services and Joint staffs, facilitating greater

oversight and integration, but it would clearly




establish responsibility for infrastructure analysis
hopefully resulting in a much better coordinated
effort at evaluating its necessity, reducing it, or -- at
the very least -- controlling its growth.

AR 17 A PP B EE iU Bl 5 EL R ] 2 B
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When it comes to coordinating the PPBS
process, and integrating the program across services,
the OSD Staff performs an invaluable service
and provides the Secretary with an indispensable,
independent capability. Over the years, however,
the integration function of the staff has diminished
as it has tended to focus on service-specific issues.
Although the staff does perform analysis of major
programs that have cross-component implications,
most notably in the areas of missile defense and the
medical program, other areas requiring a degree of
adjudication between services are too frequently
unattended. Consequently, as one senior service
official admitted, the current program development

and review process does not result in significantly

greater program integration beyond that which
exists when the services submit their POMs.*

18 re I B B AR - (R & SRR A B 28 F- A
WETE A o aNEEE FR L - BOOE (Bill
Owens) — HijEE I /)t v Bl AT (4 Bz (the
Navy's Force Structure and Resource Assessment
Directorate (N8) ) h&f A2 RIHE &ik
A — e« TEHOEAE R AT - 3k
AN AEPE HE B 22 FE AR AR AT - B Ry (Rt
{FIE S - FREEE L o A A B 5 58 R R
(ATACMS) > FZAMIIEF % ERE 1IE 2 i
REZRY 5 (HRAAHE CHE At sl
HITREZ D o ) "2 Q0 ECH E B 2
S2H i A DU & SR SR AR AR B -
SEHRTREES W2 ER - mEHAE s E S B
AR -

This is a significant issue because the services
themselves do little program coordination. As
Admiral Bill Owens, former Director of the
Navy's Force Structure and Resource Assessment
Directorate (N8) , and the former Vice Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, has commented, “When
I was building the Navy program | had no idea what
the Army or Air Force were doing or why they were
doing it. | had heard the Army had the ATACMS
missile, which had many capabilities we wanted for
the Navy, but had no idea what it did or how many
the Army was planning to buy.” “In short, if the
OSD and Joint Staffs do not have an organization

and process for integrating the service programs,

5]
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any integration that does occur will be quite modest
and largely the result of chance.

Rt E a2 E T A E (R
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BRI A AR R0t 0 Y H Bl E A DA EGE R 5
T 5 [RIARA 2R LS S A% o0 My % B A [ R 1
SEETE - [RIG58 J H g5 B R B A R BB B &
FZEGHE > RRIEEARBE - B - 40
2R ERAE R B > DU B RS A AR e
F et sth M B B 5 A R A B By

Organizing the PA&E staff around the MFPs,
preferably redefined MFPs as discussed earlier,
should both improve defense-wide program
integration and the development of significant
issues regarding service overlap and under-lap.
Since PA&E has proponency for the DPG, the
appropriate staff elements would develop the
necessary goals and objectives for transmission to
the services. The same staff elements would then
analyze the adequacy of the services' response,
and develop cross-service integration issues for
consideration by the Defense Resources Board,
and ultimately presentation for decision to the
Secretary. Conceptually, such a re-organization of
staff structure and re-alignment of responsibility and
perspective would significantly enhance efforts to

integrate and balance the overall defense program.

PRt o trat il 2 EHl 2 9% > Fra Rk
LY PP Bl B AR Hh R Al At == il EUREHE A T
| Bl A MR B D ReR s LAY T RS - BB EE
st REH AR E A b EER A E 2 R
—WNH TSR 5 MG R TR 2R
(REE S TRIPGEt &S h2itERT - o
P TEHE EA S i) A > B EEEE
wA o DU R EAERT & BT R RS
o

Beyond the re-organization of PA&E staff,
overall OSD staffing dedicated to the PPBS process
might be reduced through a consolidation of the
programming and budgeting function. Within the
Defense Comptrollers office there is a programming
staff, PA&E, and a separate budget staff. The
PA&E staff is primarily responsible for drafting the
programming instructions of the DPG, analyzing
the service POM inputs, conducting the summer
program review, and identifying alternatives to
the service programs for the consideration of the
Secretary.

— HEFEA W T EFE R R S 8%
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Once the program is adjusted by a Program
Decision Memorandum (PDM) , the program is
passed to the Budget staff where it is reviewed and
analyzed from the perspective of the appropriations
accounting system used by the Congress. A second
set of adjustments to the budget are then made using
a lengthy series of change documents known as
Program Budget Decisions (PBDs) . Although
PBDs are only supposed to deal with the budget
year (or years, since two budget years are submitted
every other year), inevitably they impact across the
program years. This can, and occasionally does,
have the impact of altering and even reversing
decisions previously made in the program review
phase. This accounts for the comment made by the
1994 Commission on Roles and Missions that the
phases of PPBS operated “semi-autonomously
rather than supportively, creating unnecessary
turbulence and encouraging revisiting of prior

decisions.” *

S ERLRIEDRE (FH&IBETEE ) - W
HAF 2SS B RO SRS
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FtE 2 #Fa © HRERIANE] » P F R R R A AR
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Separating these two functions and assigning
them to separate staff made much sense from
both a bureaucratic and management perspective,
especially during the era preceding the arrival of
major computing and data management capabilities.
As one former staff officer from the mid-1970s
commented, during that period the Army dollars
assigned to the major programs in the Army FYDP
were tracked on a large blackboard covered with
yellow stick notes marked to indicate dollar values.
The duty officer was charged with the responsibility
at the end of day of photographing the board with a
Polaroid camera to ensure that it was not tampered
with over night, nor completely lost should there
be a natural catastrophe or building fire.*® Clearly,
modern data management has progressed well
beyond this point.

ARG (PEER) e RAF —FrAitE 2T
BIEER T2 K > BT EEKE 2B
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—{ERE g - BERTHE SR LR BABEER
BOGHY 5 (RIS 2 2 s R LR B T 2 M
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If programming were done well, with the
funded based

upon projections that are realistic rather than

programs contained in it “fully”
optimistic, with fully analyzed alternatives, and
with decisions made in a timely manner, budgeting
should be little more than resorting FYDP data
into the various appropriations accounts. Such a
change might allow for some staff reductions and
consolidations while encouraging defense budget
decisions to be grounded primarily in analytical
rather than political terms. The distinction is
important. In a democratic society, the preparation
of a federal budget is certain to have a significant
political component, but in the area of national
security an effort should be made to keep such
pressures to the minimum. Placing greater emphasis
on analytical programming serves this objective.

AR PP B SO sRME B EE L T
ARG 7 22 B AL FR B 2 ~ T2 e LA Y 22
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I greater flexibility and agility is desired from
PPBS, then reducing the numbers and sizes of the

various OSD, joint, and service staffs involved in

the process is likely a must. As one senior Pentagon
official recently commented, “The natural
question to ask today is how can you accelerate
implementation given the fact that you are dealing

(largest] bureaucracy and
48

with the world's
multiple cultures.”
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There is no question that those assigned to the
OSD staff, the Joint Staff, and the service staffs are
dedicated and diligent public servants who bring
great skill to their assigned tasks. All work long
hours attempting to meet the expectations of their
leadership, expectations which are numerous and
diverse. In the private sector, senior managers have
discovered that large staffs complicate efforts at
quick decision-making and timely adjustment to
new strategic and market dynamics. Public sector
senior management needs to carefully consider
this lesson. Furthermore, given the recruiting and

manning problems the military services face in




a growing and vibrant economy, reducing labor
demands of non-core functions would seem to be
attractive. The recent efforts of the Army to shift
soldiers from staff to field positions suggest its
recognition of this point.

ACE AN G P LR AR 22 3 B PR A
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The most a reorganization and streamlining
of OSD's programming and budgeting process
can do is more efficiently and effectively bring
potentially important decisions before the Secretary.
The eagerness with which any Secretary will deal
explicitly with resource allocation and policy issues,
especially those that may conflict with the views of
the military services to whom the Congress directly
appropriates funding, depends heavily on the
political position and goals of the Administration in
office. Ifan  Administration is unwilling or unable
to seriously question service proposals that have
Congressional support (perhaps because different
political parties control the White House and

Congress) , even the best organizational structure

x5

within the OSD will only offer marginal assistance.

PO~ ERAHEES22EEE
Defining OSD and Joint Staff

Roles
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Beyond staff size, another area of staff structure

5

that needs to be considered regards the division of
labor between the Secretary's staff having program
and budget responsibilities and the Chairman's staff
that has, since the Goldwater-Nichols legislation,
been assigned similar responsibilities.

[E] 7 1986 FF @ A Y = HELE - JE ] Wik 5
AP Seniid R s - A U AR A
LA E 2077 A BEHOH [ ] 5 E R - B2E %W
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(VCICS) » R HIE 2R I & 58 0%
N - M BRI 2 2 B o m R JE A TE S
[FJIRFHE T 220 B R SR L R R (T —
MG BRI S  E SR SRR
Pea i & 1T SIS S R NE P H A AR
AR s Sl TAER AR &K HE B RS S H A 1 2
BET R R B TH

The Goldwater-Nichols Act, passed by

OJ49

Congress in October 1986, directed many reforms

and changes that had been recommended previously
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to better coordinate the development of the defense
program and to include the views of the regional
Commanders-in-Chief in a more systemic manner. It
statutorily established the position of Vice Chairman
of the JCS, made him the second senior military
officer above the service chiefs, named the Chairman
the principal military advisor to the President and
Defense Secretary, and placed the Joint Staff under
his “authority and control.” Goldwater-Nichols
also gave the Chairman significant additional
responsibilities for assessing military requirements
for acquisition programs, advising the Secretary
on the extent to which program recommendations
and budget proposals conformed with the priorities
established in strategic plans, and submitting

“alternative program recommendations and budget
proposals within projected resource levels and

guidance:--.” ¥

RS #AAT 18 SL BT Y DI RE » 0 HL R TR 2L il 5
1Sat E AR SE - BT I & T K AH A% 1A i 5
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Requirements Oversight Council) » [A]Rf{E223%
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To fulfill these new functions, particularly those
that related to acquisition programs, an existing

joint requirements body was renamed the Joint

Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) and,
under the direction of the Vice Chairman, began
providing the support the Chairman required for
meeting these greatly expanded advisory functions.
Within a year, the charter of the JROC was altered
to reflect its current membership of the service vice
chiefs with the VCJCS as permanent chairman.
MFEHKREERTE G R HEE TR
SR TEIF#RIEZ 281 (DAB—the Defense
Acquisition Board) 5| A% &I+ 2 sl R
TER XA B s £ TR IREZA
a1 o 2HERBE&EEIER TR TES
BIZXE 1 (the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition) PRI o FR1M0 » 19944V _Ff%
BRAR - WO (William Owens) ZIRYE (2
HREEERA LR L > THaHREELZA
G JiA D A
The initial focus of the JROC was almost
exclusively on the review and validation of military
requirements for major acquisition systems being
considered by the Defense Acquisition Board
(DAB) where the VCICS served as the Vice-
Chairman to the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition. With the appointment of Navy Admiral
William Owens to Vice Chairman in 1994, however,
the JROC quickly expanded its domain.
R ST 590 A 1) = s ek 57 2 37 BN ER A DY 2
it : %H— ~ MEE THERREEZE S
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Owens took four steps immediately upon
assuming his position as Vice Chairman. First, he
substantially increased the frequency and length of
JROC sessions. Service vice chiefs suddenly found
themselves facing two regularly scheduled meetings
per week requiring about 10 hours of their time
considering meeting length and preparation. Second,
Owens established an expansive agenda for the
JROC that took it into areas that went well beyond
its previously narrower focus on requirements and
acquisition programs. This new agenda included
areas formerly considered to be exclusive service
turf such as force structure, quality of life, unit
readiness, even training and exercises. Third,
he informed the CINCs that the JROC would be
working closely with them and would serve as their
vehicle for inputting requirements and priorities into
the program and budget process, and their voice for
articulating their needs.

etk o BTSRRI —R - WO ERH
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Resources and Warfare Requirements, N-8) EII& &
IR AT R L AR — 8% fthak s THRSTERRE /13T
fli/MH1  (JWCA—Joint Warfighting Capabilities
Assessment teams ) FFERAALVEERE]ST £ LK
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Lastly, and perhaps most significantly, he

(Naval Operations for

created in the Joint Staff a new structure similar to
one he had used in the Navy while serving as its
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Resources
and Warfare Requirements, N-8. Breaking modern
warfighting into nine functional areas, he established
Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment (JWCA)
teams, each sponsored by a Joint Staff section and
supervised by the JROC, to determine warfighting
capabilities needed in each area. As Admiral Owens
described it :
HAMERBNNL 7 IIURFHb i > RSz
TN EE B RS - M2 B A i
228 o FRf T A (o B (AR AR AL
EEIFEA B AR N MBH G - [FIRH
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FTH S ~ BT B 9 i e i
& LSRG R R R o >
We have created nine assessment areas,

charged separate elements of the Joint Staff
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with coordinating each assessment, and
invited participation from a wide range of
agencies. Matrices compel interaction across
organizations; they engage people who do
not normally talk to each other and enhance a
horizontal (emphasis added) flow of ideas.
When this happens, new insights, innovation,
and intellectual synergy often spark conceptual
breakthroughs and leaps in problem solving.”
WS 2 WO ([ F LE B A i (R R e
S5 > B ARTEPPBEIEE Hh AT R FR i1
FER AT e AT B o ERTEIE THES1E
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In other words, Owens was seeking to

(radiator chart)

reestablish a mechanism for conducting horizontal
analysis of the defense program, within a narrower
warfighting construct, which PPBS was intended
to provide routinely. In illustrating his JWCA
conception, Owens prepared and distributed a
graphic (Figure 5) that quickly became known
around the Pentagon, for obvious reasons, as the

“radiator chart” :
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Since this period, the size and purview of
the JROC has grown significantly increasing
from the original nine JWCA areas to fourteen.
Many of the areas currently receiving JROC
and Joint Staff attention appear to be duplicative
of analytical and operational functions resident
elsewhere within DoD. General William Tecumseh
Sherman once noted that, “A bulky staff implies
a division of responsibility, slowness of action and
indecision, whereas a small staff implies activity
and concentration of purpose.” Recent JROC
experience in meeting established timelines and
developing major issues suggests that this may be a
timeless truth.
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With the passage of the Goldwater-Nichols
legislation, and the statutory insertion of the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs into the program
and budget function of the Pentagon, the number
of staff elements working directly in PPBS has
expanded substantially. In some unintended ways,
it has served to further slow and complicate the
functioning of the PPBS. Former Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, recently
observed about this evolution of the Joint Staff that:

HHIME 1,500 \NAERRAL 22 - f0ff 53 T
E » HCEEAME—f H A 1EGS r] REsth 50 2o
B o a8 - HIR A M ERE Y
M HPEER - PR - E 3 S - Al
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I had another 1,500 people who were on the
Joint staff. They worked for me, and their sole
purpose in life was to keep as much information
away from me as possible. They’ d think:
Let’ s just give him what we want him to have
not what he needs. The challenge for me was to
have informal contacts and to get information
from outside the organization that had been set

up to provide me information.>
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The size of the Joint Staff and the OSD staff

I

{

may have reached the point where their efforts in
programming and budgeting are more duplicative
than synergistic, and for senior leaders tend to
isolate as much as inform. By nearly all accounts,
staff size tends to further slow a process that was
already struggling to keep pace in rapidly changing
strategic and technological environments. It is a
disturbing commentary when a senior official feels
the necessity to establish informal mechanism to
receive timely advice. As a senior service official
commented, “We have a process designed to not
let anything bad happen very quickly. Of course, it

56

doesn’ t let anything good happen either.”
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In theory, providing the Chairman with a large
program and budget staff would have afforded the
Secretary some additional independent help, thus
permitting greater staff specialization and possibly
staff reductions elsewhere within OSD. This has not
been the experience. It may be that assigning broad
program and budget responsibilities for future forces
to the Joint Staff should be reconsidered. Rather
than focusing attention on major management
areas where policy staffs already exist, such as in
finance and health, the Joint Staff should restrict its
efforts to the analysis of efficient and effective joint
employment of existing forces and integration of
service warfighting capabilities in the future.

0 SR HE O PP BT BE B AT B 15 1 ha BE 4 BGR
RH B G B Bl THE T 5 Fod AR 18 Bl 8
SO AT - IR BLS i H B R S IR U
Fpl 7 LI & o alfe] i - B % (James
Schlesinger) 1966 F 45« [/NRIEIESHEAH T
LIFEe (e e ML Zaet) o WA EH-E /)
RS A S8 R B 5 /MU EIRS E 2R
R E BiTREC AT 25 - REMEN &G - LIKRERS 5
PR A R EE o ) TR RS BRI T3
B E M — AT ERERY -

If there are concerns that the current practice of
PPBS is too plodding and bureaucratic in surfacing
major issues and shaping alternative program and
budget approaches, staff size and structure must

be considered a significant contribution to this




J#h?

e
Eﬂg

condition. As James Schlesinger noted in 1966,
“Small groups can adjust quickly (though they
need not necessarily do so) . Only within relatively
small groups is there much opportunity for real
flexibility. Small groups can change plans, can
avoid commitment, can easily maintain options
until decisions point are reached.” ** General
Powell's experience would seem to substantiate the
continuing validity of this observation.
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There is little point in adding additional
staffing to DoD, especially when the trend in the
private sector is towards reduced staffing levels,
particularly in strategic planning. As one advisor to
a major corporation stated the issue, “If you have
“strong pipes’ [ business units commonly called
stovepipes] you must have a strong corporate
headquarters. But a strong corporate headquarters
does not mean you have to have a large corporate
headquarters.” ® The Pentagon should carefully
examine the division of labor of its numerous

staff elements and make a concentrated attempt to

coordinate and synergize their efforts.
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Timely decision-making and programmatic
agility are a major objective of most organizations
attempting to deal with the demands of a rapidly
changing world. Proliferating staff sections that
are not tightly structured and well coordinated
complicate efforts to streamline decision-making.
Staff size and structure are a constant source of
attention in the private sector because they often
represent expensive overhead. In the public sector
they do not represent such an onerous expense, and
must be relatively larger because of the numerous
demands for internal and external oversight.
Nonetheless, public sector senior management needs
to carefully consider, and reconsider, the purpose
of staff groupings and ensure they are organized
and synergized in ways facilitating the timely
identification of major issues and the development

of meaningful alternatives.
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