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EXECUTIVE SUt4MARY

Through economic, political and technological pressures,

the trend is apparent for increasing numbers of joint service

programs in the sy~stems acquisition life cycle. Congress has

gained the attention of the services , through the budget
4-

process , of this trend to more joint service effor ts.

Although joint service endeavors have been practiced since

the ear ly days of the mili tary services , only in recent

years has there been any evidence of a concerted effort to

promote any significant increase in joint service activities.

In 1966 the Joint Logistics Commanders organization was

established to prevent unnecessary duplication and to

standardize polic ies and procedures among the mili tary

services.

With the increased emphasis , by Congress arid DOD, for

joint service programs, it was the purpose of this study to

review management approaches to joint service programs . The

primary objective was to review some selected joint service

programs, contrast the different management approaches for

any problem trends , lessons learned and overall effectiveness

and efficiency of management approaches.

The data collected for this study was obtained from

project files , and interviews with individuals invclved in

joint service activities , in and out of the program office

environment.

ii 
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Although there may be a virtue in the vagueness, and

lack of DOD directives for establishing and managing joint

service programs , individuals interviewed expressed mixed

reactions to current management approaches. However, there

was agreement among the interviewees that the program success

was almost totally dependent on the personality and manage-

ment style of the senior service representatives charged

with the joint service program responsibility .

Although no recommendations are made from the results

of this study , sufficient conclusions can be drawn to merit

an expanded study at the service ’s level, or higher , on

this subject.

.
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SECTION I

INTRODUCTION

Joint acquisition programs as addressed in this study

include the Research and Development phase of the programs

and the subsequent acquisition/production phase. It is

recognized that joint service efforts are conducted for the

expressed purpose of technology advancement without any —

formal plan for a follow-on joint service acquisition program.

These type programs will not be addressed , since technology

programs are usually conducted between services ’ laboratories

and the management approach and resource requirements differ

somewhat from that of acquisition programs.

The purpose of this study was to examine a selected

number of joint service acquisition programs in an attempt to

identify any measurable trends that relate to management

problems, and overall effectiveness of different management

approaches.

In an attempt to get a representative cross section of

management approaches for various acquisition programs , the

selection of programs for review included major programs which

fall under the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council

(DSARC) purview , and less than major programs. The acquisi-

tion phase of the selected programs ranged from the valida-

tion phase to the production phase.

.4
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The primary method o~ conducting the study was through

surveying directives and literature that address joint service

acquisition programs, and by interviwing personnel associated

with joint service programs. In an attempt to obtain a cross

section assessment bf management approaches, personnel inter-

viewed included program managers, action officers and DDR&E

program monitors. All interviews were conducted in a non-

attribution environment. Although the interviewees ’ ano-

nymity has been maintained , the writer has taken care to

accurately analyze and present the data herein.

Due to time constraints and limited resources, formal

interviews were conducted only with people located in the

Washington , D.C. area. It became apparent that interviews

with program personnel outside the Washington , D.C. area

would have provided very interesting and useful inputs.

The organization of this report is structured to provide

the chronology of the study effort as follows :

Section II is a presentation of the programs selected

for review. A brief description of the selected programs ,

and the structured format for data collection is presented .

Section III addresses the management approaches by the

services for joint service programs. This section deals with

what appears to be the most critical aspect of the program

• from the standpoint of program success throughout the various

phases of the acquisit,ion process. Structuring the program

office , establishing program charter , agreements on the

2 
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functional and management roles of the lead and Darticipating

service(s) are covered.

Section IV presents some of the problems in conducting

joint service acquisition programs. Problems as identified

in this study represent the more significant problems as

viewed by interviewees. It was the interviewees ’ opinions

that the problems reported here are the major distractions

in effective accomplishment of joint service programs .

Sections V and VI present briefly the roles of DDR&E

and the Joint Log istics Commanders (JLCs) in jo int  service

acquisition programs , and how DDR&E and the JLCs direct and

- 
influence the management approaches to these programs.

Finally, Section VII presents a summary of the findings

for this study effort.

_ _ _  _ _
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SECTION II

SELECTED JOINT SERVICE ACQUISITION PROGRAMS

Selection Criteria

Since the obj~ ctive of this study was to review manage-

ment approaches to joint service acquisition programs, the

selection of programs for review was based on representative

program types. Major programs which are managed under the

DSARC process were selected , and smaller programs not under

the DSARC criteria were included to contrast any measurable

difference in management approaches to different types of

programs. Programs were selected that are conducted in a

bi-service basis and on a tn -service basis for the same

purpose of contrasting management approaches. The overriding

selection cri teria for programs in these categories was that

personnel cognizant  of the programs be located in the

Washington , D.C. area since personnel interviews were relied

upon to collect much of the data in this study.

Survey Format

• 
- 

A survey questionnaire format was designed to essentially

collect the same type of data  from each program . However ,

the interview discussions were not limited to the question—

naire format. The format used for data collection is as

follows, with exception of minor variations for some programs .

o Brief program description and purpose of program

o Current status of program

..— — ~~~~~~ r,~ -s w-—- - — —-—-. - - . - 
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o By what process (DDR&E, interservice agreements , etc.)
was lead service assignment effected for program
management.

o Rationale for lead service assignment.

o How was program office structured (type organization,
manning, Deputy Program Director from other service ,
rationale, etc.).

o Type of formal agreements required/used to manage
programs.

• o Time required to effect coordinated position for
program charter , memo of agreements , etc .

o Effectiveness of charter/agreements in manag ing
program throughout program l i f e  cycle.

o Problems/recommendations .

o How were program reviews/coordination conducted?
i . e . ,  frequency of reviews, locations, and type
personnel participating.

o How were problems/issues resolved? i.e., at working
level in program o f f i c e, service headquarters, or
DDR&E.

o Program funding :

o R&D funding by each service:

o Production funding by each service :

o How was funding level for each service determined?

o Plan/procedures used for testing and configuration
management/control .

o Overall  assessment of e f fec t iveness/ e f f i c iency  of
joint service program , i.e.:

o c-las the program completion schedule significantly
extended due to joint service management?

o Were significant dollar savings realized by the
joint service approach? Consider variable factors
such as:

Travel cost
Personnel resources

S

TI~
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Program schedule
Utility of hardware to all services
Logistics
Development cost
Production cost
Other

0 General comments/recommendations.

Selected Programs/Description

Using the above survey format, researching program files

and conducting personnel interviews, data was collected on

the following eight joint service acquisition programs. A

summary of these programs is shown in Figure 11-1.

THE SPARROW III MISSILE SYSTEM: The SPARROW III is a

semi—active air-to-air radar missile. It provides an all-

aspect attack capability under all weather conditions against

a full spectrum of high performance attacking aircraft at

• various tactical speeds, altitudes and in a variety of elec-

tronic countermeasure environments. The SPARROW III AIM-7F

has completed development and is the follow-on version of the

earlier AIM—7 series of air—to—air missiles. The AIM—7F

L 

supports mission requirements of both the Navy and the Air

Force. The SPARROW III is also used in a surface-to—air

role by the U.S. Navy ’s Basic Point Defense Surface Missile

System currently under development by the U.S. and allied

countries and the Improved Point Defense Surface Missile

System under development by the Naval Sea Systems Command .

SHRIKE AGM-45/ST1~NDARD ARM AGM-7~ /FiARM AGM-88: These

are air-to—ground missiles for the Navy and Air Force

6

.4
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operational requirements. The AGM-45/78/88 makes up a family

of air—to-ground anti-radiation homing mIssiles developed

to counter enemy ground weapon systems such as radars , and

communications systems.

AIM-9L AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE: This is a joint Navy/Air

Force project for the development/production of an improved

infrared guided missile to supplement and replace the earlier

versions of the AIM-9 Sidewinder air-to-air missiles. Improve-

ments over the earlier Sidewinder missiles include a forward

aspect capability against non—afterburning targets , more

precise guidance , increased maneuverability and an improved

fuze and warhead.

GATOR MINE SYSTEM: GATOR is a surface look-alike mine

system designed for dispenser air delivery from Air Force

and Navy tactical aircraft. It is being developed for battle-

field use as an anti—armor and anti-personnel mine system .

The Navy and Air Force will operationally air deliver the

mine system in support of the Army ’s requirements.

HAST - AERIAL TARGET: HAST is a High Altitude Supersonic

Target designed to operate at altitudes up to 100,000 feet and

-; at speeds up to Mach 4. Its mission is to simulate perform-

ance and signature characteristics of threat aircr~ ft and

air—to-ground missiles. Operationally , HAST will be utilized

• to test and evaluate the effectiveness of Army , Navy and Air

Force weapon systems under various threat scenarios. The HAST

is an air launched , air recoverable , and reusable target

‘
.
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system that will provide high performance capabi lity not

presently available in the services aerial target inventory .

FAE II - FUEL AIR EXPLOSIVE MUNITION : The FAE II

weapon is a second generation munition being developed for

employment against a broad spectrum of targets in the Navy

and Air Force mission role. The weapons consist of a 500-

pound free-fall bomb and a large, station-limited free-fall

bomb which will be effective against a broad target spectrum.

The increased delivery accuracy will greatly increase the

sortie effectiveness and enhance close air support missions.

XM 714 FAMILY OF FUZES: The XM 714 family of fuzes is

a class of nose mounted fuzes for use on 20 to 4 0mm automatic

cannon ammunition. The overall objective is to develop a

family of XM 714 fuzes to satisfy current and future tn-

service user needs.

AIR-AIR INFLATABLE RETARDER: This program objective

is to develop an Air Inflatable Retarder for the MX 82 and

MK 84 bombs to provide a supersonic low altitude delivery

capability for tactical aircraft. -

The above programs , in number and type, are sufficiently

representative of joint service programs that different

management approaches to joint service programs can be reviewed

with a reasonable degree of validity .

8 
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SECTION III

MANAGEMENT APPROACHES

Management Policies

Before contrasting the management approach of the

programs in this study, a brief overview of established

policy for acquisition management of joint service programs

will be presented .

First of all, the basic management policy for major

defense systems is directed by the Office of the Secretary of

Defense (OSD). This policy is explicit in that the development

- .
• and production of a major defense system shall be managed by

a single individual (program manager) who shall have a charter

which provides sufficient authority to accomplish program

objectives (1:2)1. Additional policy is provided on joint

service programs . For programs involving two or more services,

the service having dominant interest shall designate the pro-

gram manager , and his charter shall be approved by the cogni-

zant official within OSD (1:2). It was interesting to note

• 
. during interviews with program personnel that the term “domi-

nant interest” had varied interpretations and connotations by

different individuals.

The management principles outlined in above reference

apply to all programs regardless of whether the program is

‘This notation will be used throughout the report for sources
of quotations and major references. The first number is the
source listed in the bibliography . The second is the page in
the reference .

9
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designated a major program by the Secretary of Defense/

Deputy Secretary of Defense.

Further acquisition management policy is contained in

a joint Air Force/ Army/Navy regulation for Management of

Multi—Service Systems, Programs, and Projects (2:1—8). This

regulation recognizes that every program is different, there-

fore , the basic management principles are provided for

conducting joint service programs. Its purpose is to establish

policies for implementing joint service programs in accordance

with the DOD Directive referenced above. The policy states

that the service designated as the Executive Agent shall have

the authority to manage the program/project under the policies

and procedures used by that service (2:3). This is a rather

broad policy and includes areas such as procedures, data,

standards , specifications , and financial accounting of the

Executive Service. It is obvious then that this may require

the Participating Services to accept certain deviations from

their policies and procedures so as to accomodate the assump-

tion of full management responsibility by the Executive Service.

It does provide, however , for the Senior Representative from

each Participating Service to be assigned to a key position ,

including Deputy to Program/Project Manager , in the Program

Management Of fice and report directly to, or have direct

access to , the Program Manager. -
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Organization for Program Management - Each Service

The acquisition management of weapon systems is the

process of planning, organizing , coordinating, evaluating ,

controlling, and directing contractors and participating

organizations to accomplish system program objectives. Since

the services ’ weapon systems and roles and missions differ

somewhat, it should be expected that the services ’ organiza-

tion for management of weapon systems acquisition would also

be somewhat different.

Although there are variations in program management

organizations, there are three basic approaches used by the

services in the management of system acquisition. These

organization types are generally referred to as the Functional

Management Organization , Program Management Organization and

the Matrix Organization ( 3 : 4 9 ) .  The self—sufficient program

office is organized and structured to operate by itself

without having to rely on functional organizations for techni-

cal and administrative support. Conversely, the program off ice -
operating on the matrix principle relies on functional organi-

zations for task performance.

There are advantages and disadvantages associated with

both the self-sufficient program office organization and the

functionally oriented (matrix) organization. The advantage of —
one organization structure tends to be the disadvantage of the

other and vice versa; e.g., a matrix organization fosters

greater specialization with less technical duplication but

11 
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makes coordination and communication more d i f f i c u l t .  A self-

sufficient program structure fosters coordination and communi-

cation , but makes specialization more difficult , and some

technical duplication becomes inevitable.

The major programs in the Air Force are structured around

a self—sufficient organization , while many of the smaller

programs are organized around the matrix structure. The Navy

projects are matrix oriented , while the Army projects are

organized somewhere between the self-sufficient and the matrix

organizations.

With the varied types of programs reviewed in this study ,

one would expect to find variations in the joint organizational

and functional relationships for each program . The management

organization for each program was tailored to best meet the

program objectives within the latitude of each service ’s

organizational policies . Representative of the joint opera-

tional and functional relationships for programs reviewed are

shown in Figures Ill-i , 2, and 3. What is not apparent from

the organization relationships depicted in Figures 111-1, 2,

and 3, is the large number and diverse locations of activities

outside the program offices that participate in the programs.

The SPARROW III MISSILE SYSTEM has eighteen Navy activities

participating and the Air Force has nine (4:17—19). This

• increases the program coordination requirements significantly.

The timely dissemination of inform ation and coordina tion of

program activities is indeed a challenge to joint service

12

S

- -~~~~~ - - -- .- - -  ,—. - ~~~-.. - — - _ _ _ _ _ _  

— •~~~~~ 

— —•- .—

~~~~~~
-— —y-- —~~— — .- — — — — -. —



-• -— ----- - - - -•—-•-- --~~~— • •

4J ~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~ ~:::c- —1
.
~• ~~~~~~ • 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
j ~-. c s- s +~ ~~~ 

— —

0 0 E  C) E
~~ i.. c ~~ ~ 

c v ~~ ‘-‘ ~~‘ —
- C 4~ I.. C V) L ~.) L C .~~ U

~~ F S.. ~~)
• ~~~~ ‘‘ ~~~~‘ ~~~~~~~~~~~ r o oo  c~’~

>“

—~ _ _ _  I~~~~- o
- — ‘-••— — — o

—

m ___  ___V) .0
_ 0

0 —

I- S W
C

E .~J ,
~— t I Ll..

,-4 U) ._J 4J 
S ~—‘

>1 ~ 5— In — I— S
H U) ~ 

C) — 5/) L.~J
H I-I < >- C’J I~~~

~ ~~~~ 
~

.~ 
I L) L. ~~~~~~~~C. (i~~~~~~~ I~~~~~

0” 0 ‘~~~~ 
-

0 ~~ 
Cl.. ~~ L)

1k ~ .2~ _ _  -,
‘cC c~~ -~~
1)4 -~~ ~~~~~~~ _ _ _U) - ___

0
0. 

_ _ _ _  

4 - I n  
I

H 
.

I I I — S 0 5o .~ -~~
~~
. 

~~- >~~~~ 
0 0..

• 
I n c  •

~; c~~~~~0 -
• - C

___  E C . .  ___

E 0• 0 . —‘~-.

~~ 4- ’ O• U C)
4J C • -~~
C
.v L. i~4~3

• •
________ —-—— .— •(/l

• VS

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  ___ - i~.ii ::~~ ‘J



• _ i-ft~
_ _ _  

—111--Ill

I 

_ __ _ _  
_ P ~~~_L_J 1

LJ
rLi

_ _  I
L~

_]
1k

0” ~~
‘

‘r~ N — e >
1k .—l 0 I °

~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~

-
• 

:: ~LiI1 
I r
I 0

~~~~~- U .  
~~~~~~

—-
~
---.

~I I.,

• I I
In

UI 
z

- • 
0

I L~~~~~~~~

; r~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



------ ., - 
.- ---• -—- -_ --_---

I C.) —- ‘~ ~JI.. I-’ 
‘ O~~~~C ) ( ~3 ’lC. .•

~•O~~~~~~ I H O~~~~~~~~Q ~~~

• 
~~~~~~~~~~~ 

_ _ _ _

- ,.~~~~~~~~~ QT J  ~~~~~~C —C ) j o c
U d U  0
£ 4 0
. 40 z..

•.-4
1 

_ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _

I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 1 l 1 ~~~~~~~~~_
I 

• f r f) I r_
~ ~~~~~ I .~~~~~~~

_ _ _ _

_ _ _  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
I [

~ I~~ 
_ _  _ _I l I

I • 
~~ II 

~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~~~~~

—. :~j ~in I .~-‘ > u ~ .L) H ~~
.
~~ 

I I 
_ _ _ _  a~~~L~ ~~~.4.) - o~~) CiC) ~~~r— 

(1) ~~I I . . 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

_ _ _

I ,

~ 

_ _ _  ~iIJ~LI!..-~J

~~~~~



program management. There is very little measurable data from

this study that tends to support one service ’s joint organiza-

tional relationship approach as being more or less effective

than the other services ’.

• Findings

Considered to be some of the significant findings from

this sutdy on management approaches for joint service programs

are the following :

Executive/Lead Service Assignment: This is a somewhat

grey area from the aspect of concise established policy ,

consistency in designating executive service , and at what

phase of t~ie prog ram should the program become a joint service

effort. Rationale for executive service assignment ranged

from service with expertise , service with greatest user

interest to which service ’s turn is up to bat. With the

exception of the DDR&E Air ~ uniticrs ~equirements and Develop-

ment ( AMARD ) comr~ittoe, wh ich is responsible for the joint

service harnonization of air  and related munitions , there is

no formal established policy on “how and when ” acquisition

programs will be designated joint service. Several inter-

viewees expressed concern over this lack of policy , and felt

it was detrimental to the planning and budgeting process in

some programs. For example , if a program is not designated

as joint service in the early conceptual phase , then in most

cases the cost and sc~ odu1e increase if the program is

13
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subsequently desi gnated jo in t  service. This is due to

individual service ’s system requirements  and coordination

implications -

Program Office Structure: The structure and manning of

the program office did not differ markedly when contrasting

programs of approximately equal magnitude . The larger programs

were structured where a deputy program manager was assigned

from the participating service. In the case of a tn —service

progr~m , a deputy program manager was assigneci from each

participating service. Th~ effectiveness of tlie overall

management was not so much a function of the structure and

manning of the program office as it was the working re ation—

ship and harmony of the senior personnel representing each

service. Another factor is the attitude and understanding of

joint service program requircments by executive and partici-

pating service management at the levels above the program

office. The smaller programs are structured with a small te~ n,

usually technical , by the executive service. The team conducts

the contractual and in-house tasks , and performs overall

• coordination while the participating services assist in

statement of work (SOW) preparation , proposal evaluation ,

design reviews , test planning, etc. Participating service

personnel are not usually co-located in the program office.

• This may be a major disadvantage of small programs since the

tendency is for the program to drift , in time , more toward a

• single service progr~irn.
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Charter Documents: The charter documents , Joint

Operating Procedures (JOP) and Joint Development Plan (JDP)

for the programs were very complete and thorough. These docu-

ments covered all aspects of the joint program activities from

responsibilities , interservice relationships, manning, etc.

The SPARROW III MISSILE SYSTEM project office, in addition to

the charter , has ten JOPs that cover everything from configu-

ration management to administrative support. The charter is

• usually explicit to the point of naming key program personnel

for the executive and participating service(s). The Air Force

does not issue a charter document per Se , as do the Army and

Navy. Program Management Directives (PMDs) and other imple-

mentir .g directives are issued to the Air Force program office

for assignnent of responsibilities and objectives. For less

than major programs , a program memorandum is issued by DDR&E

outlining the task’s objectives and responsibilities. It was

of some interest to note that some of the personnel inter-

viewed felt that although a chartering document is probably

necessary to establish a joint program office , it has little

use once the personnel are in place.

Resolution of Problems/Issues: The chartering documents

direct the procedure to be used by the program manager and

participating service representatives. The procedures

typically direct that matters not resolvable at the program

office level be channeled through the services ’ appropriate

higher authority. The Army ’s approoch on one program was

15
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simply: “Refer through Army channels all matters not resolv-

able at the PMO and/or System Developer/Manager to DOD. ”

( 5 : 3 . 4) .  A little more explicit was Navy direction which

stated: “In those cases where action is required beyond the

authority granted 1n this charter, the program manager shall

- refer the action to appropriate higher authority in the

Department of the Navy and/or the Department of the Air Force

with his recommendations , including alternatives available.”

(4:3). Program personnel revealed that problems are usually

resolved within the program office, but instances have required

that problems be elevated to DDR&E for decisions/resolutions.

Character and personality of program personnel are the over-

riding factors in problem resolution. Problems could usually

be traced to lack of consistent management direction , program

objectives , ambiguous or lack of coordinated and documented

requirements. Changing requirements by the services were the

one area most often identified as causing problems that

impacted the program cost and schedule objectives.

Funding: The procedure for program funding , as a general

rul was for the executive service to budget and fund for all

common requirements (requirements common to all services), and

individual service funding for peculiar requirements. JOint

service agreement on common and peculiar requirements was also

cited as a problem . In some programs the participating

services tended to look on the program as a single service

progra~r ~nJ were very reluctant to provide any funding ,

16
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whereas the executive service at times had a tendency to

classify common requirements as peculiar, and in these

instances funding problems did occur, or requirements were

deleted.

Effectiveness/Efficiency of Joint Service Programs:

It soon became apparent that data response to this question

was highly subjective. This is due to the lack of any

established policy to identi fy , track , and report tangible

savings for joint service acquisition programs. Although

the Joint Logistics Commanders do receive reports on tangible

cost savings under their purview , these are programs that have

completed the initial acquisition phase . One program inter-

viewee reported that he felt a cost savings of approximately

50—60 million dollars was realized through the joint service

development as opposed to conducting two independent programs.

Another program office interviewee reported that he felt no

cost savings would be realized through the joint service

ef fort, but the answer would probably never be known. In his

opin ion , the additional development time and costs and reduced

operational capability of the system will probably offset any

cost advantage ever conceived. A major complaint was the

-
• unreasonable time required to effect coordination on program

documentation and to obtain coordinated decisions on rela—

L 
: tively simple matters. The average time for coordination of

charters and JDPs was six to eight months. In one case a

revised update to the charter required about six months.

•
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There were reported cases where the lack of timely coordination

and decision process for program issues had resulted in signi-

ficant program cost and schedule impacts. From this study

the obvious question is, are cost savings always realized from

joint service programs? The edict for joint service programs

because reduced cost is an erroneous assumption in some cases.

It appears then that a reasonable objective of joint service

programs would be to track and report to DOD on cost savings

from joint service programs.

Recommendations/Comments: It was difficult to assess the

objectivity of all the data collected under this area.

Reports were varied . There were comments that the executive

service should be given total and complete technical, manage-

ment and financial responsibility, and allow no inputs from

participating services except where requirements tradeoffs

are involved. In contrast, another position was that joint

programs should not be initiated until each service has

documented and validated its requirements. To assure commit-

ment and support of participating services, a joint program

• office should be established , and each service should budget

for and fund a proportionate share of the program. Strong

continuous DDR&E support and coordination is required through-

• out the life cycle of the program to assure interservice

cooperation. Yet another position was that joint service

programs offer significant cost and manpower savings. Although

F service peculiar requirements may add to the program cost,

18
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the savings outweigh the disadvantages. It was generally

recognized that one advantage for joint service programs

is that it is easier to obtain congressional budget support

for a joint program than to obtain support for separate

programs which appear to duplicate technology and operational

areas.
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SECTION IV

PROBLEM AREAS IN JOINT SERVICE ACQUISITION PROGRAMS

From the data collected in this study , the major problem

areas in joint service programs occur in the early research

and development (R&D) phase of the programs. Once a program

has completed the R&D phase and transitions into initial

production , the problems/issues are reduced by a significant

factor.

In general, the data tended toward a natural resistance

by individual services to oppose joint programs . The paro-

chial views , the “not invented here” attitude and the often

used rationale of “it won ’t meet our requirements ” seemed to

provide the most opposition to joint programs. As pointed Out

earlier , the DOD and congressional budget process is the only

effective attention-getter for the individual services to

harmonize programs in the early R&D phase. There is a lack

of high level direction to drive joint service programs in the

conceptual phase. The less than major programs are greatly

• impacted by this lack of direction .

Some of the most often expressed reasons , by personnel

• interviewees and the writer ’s experience , for services ’

• opposition to joint programs were ; ti
o Services oftentimes present requirements under

guise of peculiar requirement.

0 Lack of willingness by services to compromise
on requirements.
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o Lead/executive service approach to R&D is not
responsive to participating services ’ require-
ments as participating services inadequately
influence direction and progress of R&D.

0 In the past, joint service R&D programs have
not become joint service procurement because:

o Service requirements changed service
priorities changed

•o Disagreement and dissatisfaction with
R&D results.

There obviously is a need for a more truly joint service

approach to R&D phases of program management. As an improve-

ment toward joint service management, interviewees offered

suggestions such as:

o All management and funding should be under
direct control of DDR&E with a “purple suit”
team directing the effort.

0 Require maximum involvement (manning , funding ,
etc.) of participating services in joint programs.

o Provide more ability for participating services
to influence the conduct and outcome of programs.
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SECTION V

THE ROLE OF DDR&E IN JOINT SERVICE PROGRAMS

DDR&E, through the Air Munitions Requirements and

Development ( AMRAD) committee has established itself in the

active role of harmonization of air munitions among the

services. This was due to strong congressional pressures

directed toward reducing duplicative service efforts in the

area of air munitions. Congressional committees have for some

time been insisting that the services give higher priority to

the interchangeabili ty and joint use of munitions where feasi-

ble. The AMRAD committee was established to assist the Director

of Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E), the Joint Chiefs

of Staff (JCS), the Military Departments and other DOD compo-

nents in ensuring , where practical , joint use qualitative

requirements and design standardization of air and related

munitions to fill the needs of more than one service (6:3).

The scope of the committee ’s mission includes all non-nuclear

air launched munition stores and those multi-purpose air

weapons used in ground—to-ground and/or ground—to—air roles,

including their checkout equipment, carriage, suspension ,

weapon missile seeker and fuz e selection , and release.

The committee is made up of a chairman, a full time

senior member from the Army, Air Force , Navy, and Marines.

The full time members. for Army , Air Force , and Navy interf ace

with their respective service ’s Assistant Secretary for R&D ,

22
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and the R&D service chiefs. The chairman also receives

advisor inputs from the JCS and ASD (I&L~ . The chairman

reports to the Office of the Director, DDR&E. Figure V-I

depicts the Air Munitions Requirements Documentation cycle.

The AMRAD has been very effective in harmonizing services ’

requirements for air munitions, but there is no counterpart

to this committee for weapons systems outside the air muni-

tions area. It was reported , however , that a committee was

being formed to cover the avionics area.

It was generally agreed that DDR&E’s role in reducing

duplicative efforts, outside the AMRAD committee ’s purview ,

and for less than major programs, is not very effective

because of a lack of their early involvement in R&D programs.

Also the lack of joint service program directives , and in

some cases a lack of implementing existing directives , limits

the role of DDR&E.

23 

.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

-- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



AIR MUNITIONS REQUIREMENTS DOCUMENTATION CYCLE

PROPONENT SVC FWD S RQMT/OBJ
DOCUMENT TO AMRAI) FOR EVALUATION

DETE~~1INATIO ~~ MADE BY A~IRA D 1I WHETHER RQMT/OBJ IS CANDIDATE FOR JOINT ( 1/
LAPPLICATION, FWD TO OTHER SVCS FOR COMMENT j

r svcs EVALUATE AND COMMENT ON
I RQMT, FWD RQMT/OBJ PACK TO AMRAD 2/

AMRAD DETERMINES STANDARDIZATION 1 3/CATEGORY, SENDS D&R OR SR TO SVC Sj

SVC RECEIVE D&R FROM ANRAD j rsR SIGNED BY SVC DCS R&D CHI ]~~~~PREPARE & STAFF JSOR ENDORSED BY SVC SECY
SEND TO AMRAD J FWD TO DDR&E j

_ _ _  _ _f~~ AMRAD ~EVIE~ S
[JSCR & PUBLISHES SR

I
1SR SIGNED BY SVC DCS R &D CHIEFS

ENDORSED BY SVC SECY ’S
JDP PRE PARED

T~5~ FWD TO DD R &E 1
I (AMRA D)

1/ If ANRA D determines the requirement/objective is not a
candidate for joint development or does not have joint
application then an SR wil l  be forwarded to the proponent
Service. Further staffing through other Services will not
be required.

2/ This evai~~~t ion is desi grcd to reveal potential j o i n t
Service use and is not intended for one Service to pass
judgement on the validity of another Service ’s requirement .

3/ If the standardiz ation cate gory is determined to be Joint
Requircrcr.t or Joint Service ~

1seablo a D&R will be sent to
the Services outlinin~ t he  re~uirerent for a JSOR. If other
than standardization category doscribc~ above , a JSOR is not
required ~~~ a S~ will he for.:~ rded to the Services.
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• SECTION IV

THE ROLE OF THE JO INT LO~~ISTICS COMMANDERS

IN JOINT SERVICE PROGRAM S

Not many people outside the military even know the Joint

Logistics Commanders (JLC) organization exists. Though the

commanders of the Army Materiel Command , Navy Materiel Command,,

Air Force Systems Command and Air Force Logistics Command have

been getting together since 1966, they operate without any

formal Pentagon charter or congressional legislation (7:19).

The 1966 founding of the JLC organization was for the purpose

of facilitating joint action on major issues. The JLC5 then,

as an organizational entity , are not now engaged in weapons

system R&D activities. However, each commander is individually

very active with developments in his command .

The JLCs are very active though in joint service systems

support and joint service improvement of operational systems.

They are also looking very hard at technology programs . One

JLC subgroup , the Joint Service Actions Task Group , has

recommended that more than one hundred technology programs

that are currently single service should be considered for

joint service activity (8:17). Through joint service program

efforts, the JLCs have reported cost savings , primarily through

cost avoidance, of hundreds of millions (7:20,30). With this

proven record of ef fed tive man agemen t on a joint service

program basis , i~: seems that there is a place for an expanded
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role of the JLCs in the area of systems acquisition on a

joint service basis.

The JLCs have also recognized the need for official

policy and guidance on the management of joint service

programs. As such~ they published a joint Memorandum of

Agreement for the management of multi-service systems/

programs/projects. The memorandum was subsequently implemented

by a regulation for compliance by all activities when managing

or participating in programs/projects involving two or more

services (2:1).
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SECTION VII

SUMMARY

In today ’s poli t ical  and economic environment, the t rend

toward more joint service programs is a reality. An effective

and efficient method for program management within the DOD

of joint service programs is not. There are a number of

completed and ongoing joint service programs that are success-

ful , and have resulted in appreciable dollar savings. There

are also many cases of unsuccessful programs undertaken on a

joint service basis. In both cases there seems to be little

evidence of the lessons learned —— success and failure-- being

utilized in management of subsequent joint program efforts.

There is a high potential payoff in this area and it behooves

the program manager involved in joint program endeavors to

recognize this fact e:r ly  in his program li’~e cycle .

The basic management principles and management approaches

for the selected programs reviewed in this study do not show

• any measurable trend in one approach being more or less effec-

tive than another. However , the attitude and personalities of

• the services ’ program personnel during the course of the

program has a profound impact on success and failure of joint

service efforts. Probably the single issue that compromises

• the program objectives is that of service peculiar require-

men ts , and the frequent changing of requirements by the

services. This has the effect of delaying critical program

26
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milestone decisionsr .l o s s  of program interest and support

from the services , and ultimately extended schedule delays

arid cost growth along with compromise of system performance.

Comments from program personnel on joint service programs

ranged from “almost impossible” to “there is tremendous

payoff in joint programs and there should be more.” There

is general consensus that personnel from the executive

and participating services should be co—located in the program

office. The day—to—day management and resolution of issues

are accomplished much more effectively in this environment.

The need for a more active leadership and policy role by

DDR&E was often expressed by program personnel. This is

especially true for the less than major programs.

The services can also make a major contribution toward

the success of joint service programs by selecting personnel

for the program office who have experience and understand

the intricacies of a joint program environment , and who have

demonstrated their compatibility of personalities and manage-

ment style to demanding situations. 
-
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INTERVIEWEES

During this study the writer discussed joint service

acquisition programs with many personnel , in and out of

program offices. The following key personnel related their

experience and knowledge in this area on a non-attribution

basis.

Colonel Luke II. Boykin , Jr., tJSAF , Special Assistant to the
Commander for Joint Service Activities , AFSC.

Colonel Tom Birge , USAF , DDR&E/T&E.

Colonel H. E. Sexton , USMC , AN RAD Member.

Colonel D. E. Waddell , USAF, AMRA D Member.

Commander S. Mikitarian , USN , AMRAD Member.

Lieutenant Colonel Roger Engebreston , USAF , Deputy Program
Mana ger , AIM—7F.

Lieutenant Colonel Bob Slater , USAF , Deputy Program Manager ,
AGM-45/78/88 Program Office .

Lieutenant Colonel B. Sodorna, USAF , GATOR Program Monitor , AFSC.

Major Bob Buchta , USAF , XM174 Fuze Program Monitor , AFSC.

Major John Cook, USAF , Deputy Program Manager, AIM-9L Program.

Captain V. Broomall , rJSAF, FAE Program Manager , AFSC.

Mr. John Kidwell , DAFC , Alternate Member of JLC Joint
Secretariat.

Mr. Roger Hartmeyer , DAFC , Joist Service Program Coordinator.

Mr. Bill Baptiste , DAFC, HAST Program Monitor.

Mr. Jim Pfeifer , DAFC, AIR Program Monitor.
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