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ABSTRACT

This thesis invest igates the extent and nature of Navy—Congressiona l

interactions, using a comparison of Congressiona l expectations to what

actually occurs as a means to determine a leve l of effectiveness for the

organ i zation discussed. Data was gathered by use of i nterv iews with

Congressiona l staff and executi ve department personnel.

Among the conc l usions reached is that the Navy organizat ion des i gned

to interact with Congress is effective in assessing and meeti ng Congres-

sional expectations subject to certain externa l constra i nts. Factors

seen as contribut i ng to this overall effecti veness are the caliber of

• people staff ing the organ i zati on i nvestigated , and environmenta l con-

siderat ions such as mounting Congressiona l concern over the trend in

Soviet shipbuilding vis— a—v is that of the Un i ted States.

With regard to Mission budget i ng i t  was foun d that Congress i ona l

expectations in terms of format and con-tent could be assumed identica l

to those of a small group centered on Senator Chiies. The overall l evel

of Congressiona l interest in the requirement i tself however, does not

match that of this small group, as the Congress has historically relied

upon a I i ne— i temn, rather than a programmatic approach to budget i

ng.4



F’~ ~‘~--~

TABLE OF CONTENTS

• I • I NTRODUCT ION 14

II. DES I GN OF INVESTIGATION 19

III  • ORGANIZAT I ONA L STRUCTURE OF THE NAVY -

FOR CONGRESSIONAL RELAT IONS 21

IV. CONGRESS IONAL EXPECTATIONS 29

A. KNOW CONGRESS - - 29

B. CANDOR 31

C. UNITY 31

V. THE NAVY RESPONSE 32

A. KNOW CONGRESS 32

B. CANDOR 34

C. UNITY 37

V I. CAUSES FOR I MPROVEMENT 41

V II. MISS ION BUDGETING — CONGRESSIONAL
EXPECTATIONS 45

- 
- 

A. BACKGROUND 45

B. EVOLUTION 47

C. THE PRESENT REQUIREMENT 52

VII I .  MISSION BUDGETING: ThE DOD RESPONSE 59

IX. WHY HAS THE DOD RESPONSE FALLEN SHORT? 64

X. A POSSIBLE BENEFIT TO DOD 69

XI. MISSION BUDGETING AND PPBS 75

X II. CONCLUSIONS 81

X I II. RECOP4VIENDATIONS 83

5

- — — -rn-



F -
~~~~~~

- -
~~~
-

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

----
~~
--—-

~~~~
- —

APPENDIX A — Questions Used In I nterviews — 84

APPENDIX B — VCNO Memorandum of 1 973 Calling for a
Reduction in the Number of Witnesses
at Hear i ngs 85

APPENDIX C - A Letter from 0MB to Senate Committee
on Government Operat ions Dated
January 16, 1 974 86

APPENDIX D - Letter to Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld -
from Senators Bellman and Muskie Dated
November 3, 1 976 88

APPEND iX E - A Group of Letters between the Congress
and Secretary of Defense Regarding
M ission Budgeti ng 95

APPENDIX F — Letters Sent between the HASC an d HBC
Concern ing the Proposed Defense Department
Supplementa l for FY 1 977 1 08

APPENDIX G — .Adm . Rickover Comment of “On Watch” Taken
from Testimony before the SASC
May 5, 1976 I I I

APPENDIX H — A Comment on What Typ i cally Occurs to the
Agency Attempting to implement PPBS by
Aaron Wi l davsky 11 3

APPENDIX I — Letter from Senator Stennis to Senator
Ch i Ies Concerni ng Mission •Budget i ng
Dated January 4, 1 977 1 1 5

BIBLIOGRAPHY . 117

I N I T I A L  DISTRIBUTION LIST 1 20 

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



r~ 
—

~~ 

-—=------ - - -.  - — -- _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _

LIST OF TABLES

I. The HASC action on the FY 1 977 Presidential
budget for shipbuilding 39

II. Alternative Budget Structures 53

I ll. Composition of Miss i on Spending 55

IV. Trends in Mission Spending 56

V. Lack of Budget Language Compatibility 67

7

--

~

-—-“. — -

~

-~



- ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~-~~~ -~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~-::iti~~-”- ——------ -
~~ 

-- - — 

LIST OF FIGURES

I. Navy organization for dea l ing with Congress 22

2. Condensed Organization Chart Showing Formal and
Informa l I nteraction Points 24

3. Fragmentation of the Federa l Budget 49

4. Alternative Budget Structure from Senate
Report 93—675 50

5. Miss ion Inputs Re l ated to Mission Outputs 54

6. MissIon Structure 60

7. The Defense Planning and Programm i ng Categories 68

8. The FYDP Categories 70

9. A Possible Army Response to Mission Budget i ng 72

0. FDYP Program Elements Having Procurement Cost
Resource I dentification Codes 74 

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



—. — - --—.— — -- - — fl .,. - - :~~ - .- - .---~-~ . . -. 
~~ ~

—;T-..:i~---~—~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
,, .‘ ., ‘ 

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

- PREFACE

• This thesis assumes that the reader has a basic know l edge of the

budgetary p rocess, and is familiar with such terms as authorization

and appropr iation . Should this not be the case, a glossary immedi ate ly

follo ws which Is Intended to provide definitions of the more i mportant

and- frequently used terms encountered herein.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Agency mission : The basic end—purposes of an agency.

Appropriation : An act of Congress permitting Federa l agencies to i ncur
ob l Iga t ions  an d to make payments out of the Treasury
for purposes stated in authorizing legislation.

Authorization : An act of Congress that (I) sets up or continues the
l ega l operation of a Federa l program or agency for a
stated or indefinite period or (2) sanctions a particu-
lar type of obligation or expenditu re within a program.
It consti tutes Congressional approva l for the subsequent
appropriat ion of funds. Or to paraphrase a frequently
heard example: Author i zation is like a hunting license ,
but you cannot shoot bear until the gun has been appro-
pr iated.

Bu dget aut hor i ty: The aut hori ty p rov id ed by la w to enter i nto govern-
ment obligations which ord i narily result in outlays of
pu blic funds.

Budget comm ittees: These are the two new comm i ttees (Senate Budget Com-
mittee and House Budget Comm i ttee) created under the
auspices of PL 93—344 which are i ntended to coord i nate
the Congressiona l effort to regain contro l of the
Federa l budget by considering both revenues and expendi—

- tures in the budget formu l ati on process.

Budget line I tem: An item speci fi cally i dentified in an agency ’s budget
- subm i ssion or supporting justification data which does

not have a genera l mission orientation .

Congress i ona l Budget and I mpoundment Contro l Act of 1 974.
(PL— 93—344): This law represents a most significant attempt by the

Congress to regain control of the Federa l budget. The
fragmented manner i n whi ch Congress had come to cons id er
the budget and the mounting Congressiona l dependence upon
the executive budget as a baseline all contributed to the
enactment of this law . The catalyst however wh i ch pro-
v ided the fina l impetus it needed for passage was the
extensive use of the power to impound funds exerci sed
by President Nixon . Thus only when it became obvious

• that Congress was los ing the “power of th- purse” to the
execut i ve was t he env i ronment su i ta b le  for the drasti c
reform measures embodied in PL—93—344. The law created
budget comm i ttees (mentioned above) and the Congressiona l
Budget Off ice (cited be l ow), in addition it called for
a revised time—table which cal Is for the new fisca l year

- - • 
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to begin on each October 1st. There are numerous dead-
l i nes such as May 1 5 for a “~ Ir st Resolut i on” and
Sept. 15 for a “Second Resol ution ”. These Reso l utions
are tentat i ve budgets, which become firmer as the Oct. I
date approaches. FIn alI ~ a deadline of Sept. 25 is
specified as the time that reconciliation between the
two resol ut ions must be comp l ete. This timetable repre—
sen~s a vast departure from prior practices and was met
w ith much skepticism both within Congress and by its
observers. To the surprise of almost everyone however,
the timetables have essential ly• been met, speaking w e l l
for the current health of the Budget Committees, Congres-
siona l Budget Office, and basic i ntent of the new law .

• Congressiona l Budget Office (CB0): This office was created under the
ausp ices of PL—93—344 and is i ntended to provide Congress
with ana l ytica l capabilities similar to those provided
the executi ve by the Office of Management and Budget
(0MB). 

- 

-

Five Year Defense Plan (FYDP): The contro l document in the Planning,
Program i ng and Budget i ng System which delineates
the Defense Department programs. See Figure 8 (p.7O)
for a list i ng of the ten major categories.

M i ss i on area: Any su bord i nate pur pose, sub—m i ssion , segment or part
of an agency ’s m ission stated in end—purpo~e terms.

M i ss i on need : A prob lem, defi ciency, or lack of capability identified
in an agency m ission . Mission needs arise and are
i dentified in various ways. They may result from an
operat i onal def i c i ency , a new techno l og i ca l opportunity,
or changes in the operating environment. They are
expressed i ndependently of any program sol ution.

- Planning Programm i ng and Budget i ng System (PPBS): The process introduced
by Secretary of Defense R. S. McNamara wh i ch attempted
to apply systems analysis techniques to eva l uate alterna-
ti ves in a rationa l manner. A program structure as
specified in the Five Year Defense Plan was also imple-
mented to aid in this process. -

Program An organ i zed set of activities directed toward a speci-
f i e d and a f f i rmed purpose , objecti ve, or goa l , an d un der-
ta ken by an agency to carry out i ts mi ss i on respons i-
bilities.

• Rep rogramming actions: Changes in the applIcation of financia l resources
from those originally contemplated and described in agency
budget subm i ssions that are approved by the Congress.
Reprogramming actions prov i de some fund i ng flexibility to
execu ti ve agenc i es, but are subject to certain agreed upon

• 
• •  restrict i ons that permit cogn i zant congressi~ina l comm i ttees

to retain contro l over an agency ’s use of appropriated
funds.

I I  
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- I. I NTRODUCTION

• The Congressiona l role in determining the future course of the Navy

cannot be overestimated. In terms of the budget, 33% must now be

authori zed (with efforts in progress in the House to increase this to

1 00%), a l l  of I t  must be ap p ropr iated, and with the emergence of the new

Budget Committees, the entire budget is subject to more thorough

scrut i ny than ever before, as these comm i ttees wil l  strive to limit the

overall size of the budget thereby further enhancing the competition

for increasingly scarce dollars . It is within this environment which

the Navy seeks to opt i m i ze ~he effect veness of its relat i onships with

• Congress. A fundamenta l assumption used in this research to ascertair-i

the l eve l of effecti veness achieved by the Navy is that the environment

is not one that may be strictly described as rational. Rather it is

• - assumed to be a combi nation of the three conceptual models (rationa l ,

organ i zation, and political ) which Allison describes at length in “Con-

ceptua l models and the Cuban missile crisis ” [iJ. Thus what cannot be under—

stood in a strictly rationa l context becomes plausible from an organ Iza—

tional/po l itica l viewpo i nt. Assumptions and models aside , Congress has

sought to reassert Its responsibilities with regard to shaping forei gn

pol i cy by increasingly considering the foreign policy i m p l i c a tions of

the defense budget. For example , much has been writtqn concern i ng the

- rejection of the FDL primarily because it offered a r~,~ans of rep i d re—

sponse which was more l ikely to embroil the U. S. in an increased number

of brushfire wars that if otherwise would not be invo l ved in C2J.

14
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The mechanisms whereby Congress has sought an i ncreasing role in de—

tense policy making have been noted by Laurance~~5J, Ka nter �Z~, and 
-

• Korb ~J. It Is generally agreed that the days of “rubber stamp i ng” the

defense budget have -d i sappeared in the wake of the Vietnam conflict and

the emergence of a legitimate “anti—defense” block in the Congress.

There seems to be a genu i ne des i re within the Congress to become active-

l y invo l ved In the budgetary process via a programmatic framework.

As further testimony to this desire, the Budget Comm i ttees already

• mentIoned were created by the Congressional Budget and I mpoundment Con—

trol Act of 1 974 (Public Law 93—344) which is described at great l ength

by Gates and Prose O~3. Th~s new Budget Act is of significance to the

Navy as well as to a l l other executive agenc i es, as a basic goa l of the

Act is to establish priorities a:r~ng the competi ng agencies in an attempt

to control the Federal Budget. While the history of the budgetary pro-

cess shows that this has been a goal for some time this new Act repre—

serits the most exhaust i ve and. earnest attempt thus far.

Congress was originally organ i zed to consider the budget on an over—

al l basis. The Ways and Means Committee in the House (1795 ) and the

Finance Committee in the Senate (18(6) were the comm i ttees having respon-

sibility for both revenues and appropriations . This worked until the

Civil War necessitated changes wh i ch created appropriations comm i ttees

in boTh houses. From this point on, reform has been an attempt to regain

the Congressiona l control of earlier years. In 1912 the Taft Commission

on Economy and Efficiency recommended that a comprehensive budget be pre—

seni-ed to Congress by the President. This recommendation was ultimately

incorporated i nto the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 , which specified

that an executive budget be submitted to Congress each year along with

15
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establishing the Bureau of the Budget (now 0MB) and the Genera l Account-

ing Office. The Bureau of the Budget was to aid the Presi dent In pre—

• par ing the annua l Federa l budget while the Genera l Account i ng Office was

to hel p Congress in discharging its oversight function by conducti ng

after—the—fact audits desi gned to Insure expend i ture of pu b l i c fun ds met

w ith Congressiona l expectation and approval. While it Is clear that

I-his Act helped the executi ve branch to centralize its budgetary process,

the more or less fragmented array of Congressiona l committees that dealt

with the budget were left undisturbed . Thus the executive was given the

responsibility and the means of determining at least the “f i rst—cut” of

the Federa l budget each year. In the years that passed, an d as t he

executive expertise grew in this area, the Congress came to depen d more

and more upon this executive budget as their baseline. Furthermore, Con-

gress lacked the tools as an i nstitution to compete with the Bureau of

the Budget. Even the GAO was primarily designed to conduct audits , and

not to prepare budgets. Congress realized this inability to create a

budget independent of the executive and attempted to change this situa-

tion in the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1 946 which created a Joint

Comm ittee on the legislative budget i ntended to serve this purpose. Lack-

i ng the resources a v a i l a b le to BOB, an d the po l it i cal power needed to

reconcile divergent Congress iona l Interests, the effort failed . The

Budget became I ncreasingly less manageable and out of control, as far as

Congress was concerned.

An example of this is found in a paper by Crec i ne and Fischer [8]

which defines “The Great I dentity .” The Great I dentity is simply that

Tota l Federa l Revenues + deficit or Surp l us = DOD expend itures + non—DOD

expenditures , or put even more succ i nct ly  “a def i c i t results when

16
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expenditures exceed revenues.” Unfortunately I-he rea lization of the

Great I dentI ty Is a necessary but I nsuffic ient condition to result In a

balanced budget. This Is because the demand for our resources exceeds

the exi sting supply and as yet there has not emerged a disciplined means

of allocation that acknow l edges this.

The result is that the nationa l debt continues to i ncrease at an

alarm ing rate to il-s present tota l of 750 bIllion dollars , whic h in

F? 1 977 necessIta ted an expen di tu re of 40 bi l l i on dol l ars for i nterest

alone. 
-

To recogn i ze and to imp l ement the so—called “Great I dentity ” re lat i on-

ship is a purpose of the Congressiona l Budget Committees and budget office

created under the ausp ices of PL—93—344-. Thus the Budget Comm i ttees are

given the broad aut hor i ty requ i r e d to cons id er t he budget as a whole

while the Congressiona l budget office is designed to provide I-he Congress

• w ith ana l ytica l capabilities comparable to those prov i ded to the executive

branch by 0MB.

Among the many changes w roug ht by t he Act there are severa l whi ch

di rect l y affect the Navy, suc h as the need for a current serv i ces budget,

year—ahead requests for authorizations , and “m ission and program budgets.”

The requ i rements for I-he latter and the response to these requirements

w ill  be used as a specific example in examining Navy—Congress i ona l i nter-

actions.

It cannot be den i ed thai- the rel ationships between the Navy and Con-

gress are hi gh ly  comp lex an d dynam i c, and that the new Budget and Reform

Act has rendered them even more so by the addition of several new

• “players ” [I].

17



Forma l Interaction between the Navy and the Congress occurs in hearings,

brief ings, and when responding to official requests for Informat i on. The

major comm i ttees i nvo l ved in these interactions are the Armed Serv i ces

Appropriations , and new Budget Comm i ttees.

The i ntent of this thesis Is to explore the extent and nature of

these i nteractions, with emphasis on the Navy and DOD response to the

“miss ion and program budget” requirement of PL—93—344 (see sect. 601(1)).

Four years ago, prior to the enactment of Public Law 93—344, a sim i lar

study was conducted by Berry and Peckham [6]. There have been additiona l

studies inc l ud i ng two “Handbooks for Navy Witnesses Appearing before

Congressiona l Comm i ttees” 121], [28]. This i nvestigation is intended to

provide a “snapshot” of the cur rent att i tu des, expectations and re l ation—

ships associated with the Congressiona l —Navy i nteractions. It must be

emphasized that such a snapshot runs the risk of obsolescence in view of

1-he dynamic realities of the environment under examination. Hopefully

• - -
• 

th is study wi l l  uncover some of the basic forces at work which serve to

both form and alter the events observed by this author.

18
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• Il. DESIGN OF INVEST I GATION

The previous section has demonstrated why it is so important for 1-he

Navy to effectively communicate Its requ i rements to a revitalized Congress.

In order to satisfy th is need the Navy handles its legislative affa i rs

through a special interna l organization which wi l l  be discussed in the

next section.

In judging the effectiveness of this organ i zation in dealin g with

Congress, this thesis wil l  use as a yardstick the degree to which the:

Congressional expectations of this organ i zation are met. Thus, what

occurs can be compared with what is expected. Also the extent to which

these expectations are recognized wi l l  be discussed. This procedure was

chosen because it emphas i zes the i mportance of Congressi ona l desi res,

and it is the goal of the Navy tc meet these expectations to the extent

- practicable. It must be emphasi zed thai- throughout this i nvesti gation

the temptation 1-0 view the action of I-his organ i zation as If it operated -

in a vacuum devoid of “gui dance from above” was shunned .

Once the procedure of comparing realities with expectations was

chosen, i nterv iews were conducted with particular emphasis given to the

Nava l Office of Legislative Affairs (OLA ), Navy Office of the Comptroller,

Appropria t i ons Comm i ttee Liaison Office (NAVCOMPLIA ), Navy P o l i c y  Coordi-

nation Branch of the Director of Navy Program Planning (OP—9O6), House

Armed Serv i ces Comm i ttee (HASC ), House Budget Committee (HBC), House

Appropriations Committee (HAC)1 , Senate Armed Serv i ces Comm i ttee (SASC),

• Senate Budget Committee (SBC), Senate Appropriations Committee (SAC)1

1 Subcom l ttees for defense.
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and the Congressional Budget Office (CBO). The Individuals i nterv I ewed,

the majority of which were staff personne l or middle managers, were a l l

• 
‘ asked a series of questions (see Appendix A ) to which they responded

• w ith their candid comments. It then ’became necessary to i nterpret these

responses in a consistent and i mpartial manner. Therefore, w h i l e  thi s

-ef fort is albeit qualitative , it Is not merely a single po i nt of view,

but rather represents the painstaking synthesis of the many expert

opinions gathered throughout the research.2 Additionally, care has been

taken to include the current expert opinions encountered during the

literatu re search when deemed appropriate to further substantiate or

illum i nate a particular observation brought forth during one or more

i nterviews.

2
Any vie ws or implications drawn from this research effort are

therefore the sole respons ibi l i ty of the author.
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• III. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE
NAVY FOR CONGRESS I ONAL RELATIONS

Fi gure I shows the Washington headquarters organization for the De-

partment of the Navy.3 The chart has been modified to show where Nay—

CompLla , OP—906, and the system command legislative offices belong .

Fi gure I dep icts the forma l organ i zation wh i ch is designed to discourage

unauthorized personne l f rom lobbying in Congress in pursuit of their

par-1-icu lar interests. • 
- -

Figure 2 is a condensation of Figure I show i ng which portion s of

the Navy organization service the various Congressiona l Comm i ttees.

Figure 2 also shows i-he effect I-hal- DOD has on the organization as well -

as dep i cting a sample  “end—run ” wh ich c i rcumvents norma l channels  of

• commun ication . This end—run is frequently used desp i te 1-he ex i stence

of the forma l organizat ion shown in Figure I. The ultimate “end—runner”

is Adm. Rickover as wi l l  be discussed in l ater secti ons.

I t is i mportant to note that OLA works directly for SECNAV while

NAVCOMPLIA reports to ASN for Financial Management v ia NAVCOMP. There—

fore neither OLA nor NAVCOMPLIA work directly for the CNO. It is an

exp l icit duty of OP—906 to i nsure that any out—go i ng i nformation is con-

si stent with CNO policy . OP—906 recei ves “tasklngs” from 01A and NM—

COMPLIA which require that specific informat i on be prov i ded. OP—906

then tasks the perti nent QPNAV acti on addee. Any forma l writ-ten response

is then processed back through OP—906 1-0 insure that its content reflects

Figu re I appeared in the b6bk “On Watch” by Adm. Zumwait (ret).
The serious student of Navy—Congressiona l affairs should read “On Watch”
as i -I- offers a rare glimpse of these rel ationships at a l evel which Is

- normally i naccessible to all save the participants.

2 1
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cu rrent CNO policy . Often such taskings are extensive and t ime  consum-

i ng requ i r ing  the aggregat i on of informa t i on arr i v i ng from var i ous

branches of OPNAV. For example information relating to the current

size and projected growth of the U. S. Navy was requested by the CBO in

order to prepare a paper which presented various options for future

size ~J. The information required for a suitable response is not only

extensive, but its intended use has far—reaching policy implications.

In addition there are probably assumptions that are associated with the

data which themse l ves have pol icy i mpl i cat i ons , for rare l y are num bers

completely objecti ve. Thus these taskings that are processed by OP—9O6

are by no means trivial. OP—9O6 also ma i nta i ns a “beck—up file ” conta i n-

ing some 400 point papers which provide an updated status of all on—go i ng

p rogra ms for CNO, as well as writing the roughs for a major portion of

the yearly posture statement. For the purposes of this report however,

the policy coordi nation branch of OP—906 is of more i nterest.

Another observation to be made is that all of the comm i ttees of in-

terest except App ropr i a t ions  dea l di rect l y w i th OLA, while Appropriations

have a separate organization , NAVCOMPL IA , designed to serve them. The

reason for this separation is that the Appropriations Comm i ttees prefer

to work directly with people who can p rov i de line— i tem information as

opposed to programs and policy information. Thus NAVCOMPLIA was created

and Is ma l rLta i ned at the request of these committees.

There are duties other than clearing and follow i ng requests for infor—

• mati on that OLA and NAVCOMPLIA assume, and these dea l primarily with

• hearings and briefings . Hearings are forma l sessions where Committee

members question wi tnes ses a bout spec i f i c i tems , genera l items or both.

Brie fi ngs are less forma l , and are held to Inform a small group of Con-

gressmen or professiona l staff people about more specific or detailed
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program information. BOth hearings and briefings are of great fisca l

im portance to any program. Representatives of OLA attend a l l  hearings

• and brief i ngs of Congressmen, their staffs, and Congressiona l Committees

other than Appropriat i ons. They prepare summaries of these hearings and

brief ings and send copi es to SECNAV, ASN, CNO, VCNO, and OP—906. These

summaries include a list of attendees, and an account of what transpired.

OLA representati ves try to obtain a list of potential attendees, an d an

i dea of what type questions wi l l  be asked In advance of all hearings and

briefings. This latter i nformation is used to aid in preparing witnesses

who appea r before Congress i ona l Comm i l-1-ees. NAVCOMPLIA assumes a similar

role for i-he Appropriations Comm i ttees with respect to hearings and

briefings. However it is somewhat limited in this role as compared with

OLA by a manpower constraint.
4

The role of preparing witnesses for hearings and br i ef i ngs is a

cr iti cal one , as a major conclus i on dra wn by Berry an d Peckham, an d one

which has i ntui tive appea l , is that a poor presentation in either instance

cou ld result in future program cuts.

* Some preliminary implication s may be drawn from the structure thus

far described. First the exi stence of NAVCOMPLIA is testimony to the

fact that the Navy seeks to be responsive to Congressiona l des i res (as

it may be argued that OLA and NAVCOMPLIA should be combi ned in the in-

terest of more efficient operations) as well as to the power of these

Comm i ttees. Second, OLA an d NAVCOMPL IA are des i gned to prov id e ra pid an d

accurate response to Congressional requests for hearings, brief i ngs, and

• 
4At the t i me of thi s I nvest i gati on OLA cons i sted of over 60 personne l

while NAVCOMPLIA had three (including clerica l and administrat i on
personnel).
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informatIon. OP—906 exi sts to insure that this response is cons i stent

with CNO polIcy . Thus “where you stand depends upon where you sit” is

very much at work in the organ ization described, as it is not too dlf—

f.icult to imag i ne situations where the rapid and accurate response

needed by OLA or NAVC OMPL IA wi l l  run counter to CNO pol i cy or DOD pol i cy

w ith which CNO must concur. -

These frequently diverging goals, rap i d and accurate response on one

hand , and information consistent with CNO policy on the other, are an ex—

tension and result within the executive department of the separation of

powers exist i ng in the government as a whole. OLA and NAVCOMPLIA must

work more closely with Congress than the rest of the organization shown

in Figure I if they are to be effecti ve. It was found that these diverg-

ing goals within the executive department caused minima l problems that

were hand l ed effecti vely. I ndeed it is the much greater i ntensity of the

Congressional—Executive adversary rel ationsHp i n genera l w hi ch is the

source of the major problems encountered, and which originally po i nted

to the need for the very organization ana l yzed. This Congressiona l —execu—

tive tension heightens at budget time, and it is part i cularly intense

w ith respect to the DOD bu dget, as that budget has been i ncreasing l y

v i ewed as I-he major “controlla b le ” portion of the entire Federa l budget.5

Whether or not one agrees with this viewpo int does not lessen the i ncreased

scrutiny the defense budget is subject to as a result that it is held by —

many. Thus the entire organ i zation shown in Figure 2 seeks to minim ize the

5A contro l lable expenditure is one that may be significantly altered
by the Congress on a yearly basis where uncontrollable expenditures are
those which have been authorized by prev i ous legislation and cannot be
altered without changing current law, I nterest in the nationa l debt is
genera lly viewed as totally uncontrollable. For a discussion of control-
labili t y, uncontro l lability and the rel ative measures of each see i~5J.

27 

------~~~~~- • - ~~~~~~~~~~~ 



de leter ious effects of the executive—Congressiona l adversary relation—

shIp which is caused in part by compel-ition for scarce budget dollars .
- 

• 
- 

This minimization of adverse effects Is accomplished by meeting to the

- 

- 
extent possible the Congressiona l expectations described in the next

section.

- 

• 

• 
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IV. CONGRESSIONA L EXPECTATI ONS

LI Much of this section may seem to many so obvious that It should be

assumed as implic it In the problem . II- is the author’s observation,

however, i-hat much criticism of government operatIons i n  genera l stems

largely from a lack of know l edge of the circumstances as they actuall y

ex ist. During one interv iew I noti ced a plaque which read “Assume

nothing,” It is in that spirit which the follow i ng is information re-

garding Congressiona l expectations is offered.

A. KNOW CONGRESS -

Congress is and consi ders Itself to be a co—equa l institution. As

an i nst i tut i on it - therefore expects all who become i nvo l ved with it to

be familiar with some of its history, mores, and dail y operations.

There are some aspects of Congressiona l operations that are more basic

than others. For instance, the most Important of all is that time is

-• 
of the essence on Capito l H i l l .  While this in itself is a simp l e—minded

concept, to present a poor brief , necess i tati ng another visit , or to

d e l a y  In answering a question is to violate this basic premi se. Thus

every attempt should be made to determine what type of questions wil l  be

asked at a hearing or a briefing and to tailor the presentation to cover

these poi nts. Similarly It is expected that requests for informat i on

wil l be processed rapidly .

Another aspect of Congress to be aware of is the i mportance of the

professi onal staff personnel . It has been observed that many of the

sen ior committee staff people have more power than the junior Congressmen

29
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themsel ves. “Congress” then, must be extended to Inc l ude these h i g h l y

Important staff people who in many cases are critica l In determining

the outcome of key Issues. The remark that, “Congressmen are what they

eat, and the staff feeds I-hem” is not to be taken lightly.

Congress also expects that adv i ce given In the past regard i ng manage-

ment of specif ic programs wil l  be acted upon in the future. It is there-

fore necessary to be conversant with prior testimony and to be able to

provide updates upon request. Explanations as to why some advice was

not fo l l o w e d, i f that Is the case, should be readily available. This

further un derscores the need to avo id a “canned” p resentation when ap pear-

ing before a Congressiona l Comm i ttee.

- 
At no time should the perceptive and i ntuitive abilities of the

• Committee members be underestimated as the follow i ng excerpt taken from

“Pol itics of the Budgetary Process” attests to:

Such Is the unhappy tale of I-he State Department official who re—
fused to admit that a Ch i nese language program would necessarily have
a deferred pay off i n v i ew of the fact that we had no forma l di plomatic
rel ations with tonriunist Ch i na and the number of men we could send to
Formosa was limited.

Representative Rooney: I find a gentleman here, an FSO—6. He got an
A in Ch i nese and you assi gned h im to London.
Mr. X: Yes, sir. That off i cer wi l l  have opportunities in London——
not as many as he would have In Hong Kong, for example.
Representati ve Rooney: What wi l l  he do? Spend his time in Ch i natown?
Mr. X: No, sir. There w i l l  be opportunities in dealing with officers
in the BrItIsh Foreign Off ice who are concerned with Far Eastern
affa i rs.... -

Representative Rooney: So instead of speaking English to one another,
they w ill  sit in the London office and talk Ch i nese?
Mr. X: Yes, sir.- -

Representative Rooney: Is that not fantastic?
Mr. X: No, sir. They are anxious to keep up thei r practice....
Representat ive Rooney : They go out to Ch i nese restaurants and have
chop suey together?
Mr. X: Yes, sir.
Representat ive Rooney : And that is a l l  at the expense of the American

• taxpayer? ~~
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B. CANDOR

Honesty and candor are also expected at all times. What Is meant

here is not honesty in the strict sense of the word, but rather a willing—

ness to answer the question that has “r e a l l y ” been asked. That is, some

questions can be honestly answered without revealing anyth i ng, or they

can be answered in such a way as to provide material that is useful to

the Comm i ttee.

This issue of candor lies at the heart of Navy Congressiona l inter-

actions and clearly puts in focus the realities of the Consti tutiona l

separation of powers. The question is really one of where do the manage—

ment p rerogatives of t he executi ve en d an d the overs i ght respons ibi l it ies

of the Congress begin? As wi l l  be seen later, in examp l es taken from

testi mony, thi s i ssue goes unreso l ved , and no doubt wi l l  continue to be

so as was o r i g i n a l l y  intended in the system of “checks an d ba l ances”

created by the foun d ing  fat h’ers.

C. UNITY

As a coro l l ary to the p recept that t ime is very l i m i ted on Cap i tol

Hi I I , Congress expects that each executi ve agency wi l t  have a management

strategy resulting from i nterna l agreement when presented to Congress to

substantiate funding necessary to im plement this strategy. This appl les

particularly to major programs. A genuine lack of consensus within an

executi ve agency when recognized as such by Congress, can onl y become a

source of future concern and scrutiny.

3 1 - - 

- -- _ _ _ _ _ _ _I

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

*

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



r 
_—----- - • •

~

-__--

~~

_ —

~~

*_ -_---_----- - - ,-,-•_

~~

V. ThE NAVY RESPONSE

A. KNOW cONGRESS

In many ways the findings of this research are very much dIfferent

from those discovered four years ago by Berry and Peckham. The tran-

scripts of the i nterv i ews conducted by the latter, revea l a cons i stently

negative att itude regard ing the effectiveness of the Navy organ i zati on

for dealing with the Congress in almost all areas. Based upon these in-

terviews their conclusions were i nescapable . Adverse comments regarding

long delays , and ignorance of the legislative process were abundar~t. It

was felt that clearly Congressiona l expectations were not bei ng met.

Th is was not the observation made during this invest i gation . This

widespread negative atti tude was disp l aced by those ranging from “pru—

• dent caution” to positive. More spec i fically it was felt that the m di—

v iduals actually working within the Navy organization dealing with

Congress had an excellent understand i ng of the institution and its needs.

The major i ty of those i nte rv i ewed f e l t  that there was an increased aware-

ness of the importance of time and for the professional staff. There

was almost universa l agreement that the extent of candor had increased.

Thus the genera l concl usion reached during this time frame was that the

effecti veness of the Navy organization that deals with the Congress is

excellent given the constrai nts wh i ch wi l l  be enumerated later.

There was of course some criticism . The number of witnesses appear-

Ing before hearings and briefings was almost In every case considered to

• be too large. This “overk il l ”  was cons i dered by some as an attempt to

Int imidate while others saw it as an attempt to be responsive. Those in

32
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the latter group added that when too many witnesses are brought in an

attempt to in s u r e  that any question can be answered, I t  looks that much

• worse If the desi red information still cannot be prov i ded. The comment

was made that personnel brought along for training or educational pur—

poses shoul d always be in civilian atti re. OLA and NAVCOMPLIA recognized

this problem and said that it was a continua l battle to keep the number

of witnesses to a minimum. The Comm i ttee staff people verified this,

adding that after requests were made to reduce I-he number of witnesses,

the number would dip for a while but then always i ncrease again. This

prob l em has l ong been recogni zed by the Navy i n genera l , as a VCNO memo-

randum of 1 973 directing a reduction in the number of witnesses

i llustrates (Appendix B).

Delays in p roviding information were also mentioned in numerous in-

terv i ews. Concern ranged from an attitude of understand i ng why the delays

occurred, to one of c a l l i ng for “further civilian review of the defense

establishment.” Most people agreed that information was only prov i ded

when it was in the i nterest of the Navy to do so, an d if  t hi s were not

the case then there would be de l ays that were proportional in l ength to

the sensitivity of the informat Ion desired. Information concerning the

Ship b u i l di ng Supp l ementa l6 of September 1 976 is a case in point. This

information was requested to support the “emergency” status w hi ch must

be in ev i dence to substant i ate the approva l of a Supplementa l budget

6lt must be emphasized that “Supplemental” requests are those made
in addition to the needs expressed annually in the Presi dential budget.
Prior to the enactment of PL—93—344 Congress came to expect that DOD
wou l d submit a supp l ementa l budget request each year, an d DOD had every
reason to believe that It wou l d be granted. A very significant result

• of PL—93—344 has been to curtail the use of supplementa l budget requests
unless a clear emergency ex i sts.
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request. This prov i so represents a further departure from “bus i ness as

usua l” that was i ntroduced by Public Law 93—344. It was felt that had

there been a true emergency the information would have been forthcoming,

such as that relat i ng to the Bel knap collision . This inc i dent further

underscores the effect of the new budget Committees, as shown in a l etter

dated September 20, 1 976, f rom Brock Adams, Cha i rman HBC to Me lvin Price,

Chairma n HASC. Concerni ng the Supplementa l request (sue Appendix E for

full text):

Section 402 of Public Law 93—344 prov i des that no authorization
reported after ~ay 1 5 may be cons id ered In  the House absent an emer-
gency wa iver. The House Budget Comm i ttee has generally opposed
granting wa i vers for authorization bi l l s  reported after May IS. In
v iew of the fact that these ships have already been considered and
rejected by the Congress this year and no clear emergency ex i sts, I ,
as Cha i rman of the Budget Comm i ttee, woul d oppose any wa i ver of the
requ i red reporting date under Section 402(a) of the Budget Act.

The informat i on in support of an emergency situation was never provided ,

and the Supplementa l died in the HASC without debate. One could ask,

why didn ’t OLA see to It that the information was provided? The answer

may be found in Figure 2 and is labelled “DOD policies and p rocedures~
r.

Thus the first constrai nt imposed upon the organization analyzed Is that

its operation is at times regulated by high l evel forces within DOD.

B. CANDOR

The issue of Candor gives another good example of an additiona l con-

straint Imposed upon the Navy organization examined . This constra i nt

may be summarized as the unprecedented degree of respect which Adm.

Ric kover has amassed on Capito l H i l l .  Here are some of Adm . Rickover ’s

vi ews on Can dor:

Admira l Rlckover. Well , the rea l decis i ons are made by the Chie f
of Nava l Operat i ons, and you know that as well as I do. I can
talk to you as a nice nava l officer , or I can tell you the truth
as I see it. Which way would you rather have me testify? [31]
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Senator McIntyre. The truth, s I r , al ways. (underlining added)

Later in the same sessi on he added:

Admira l Rickover. Of course, the essence of the strength in Congress
Is that you learn to judge the credibility of the witnesses. Is that
not correct, sir? You are really a grand jury to dec i de because with
all of your man ifold duties you cannot possibly get i nto every techn i-
cal detail of all sorts of th i ngs discussed in your hearings.

I can say In defense of what I have said that I think I have been
• a pretty credible witness before this and other congressional com-

mittees all of these years. I have had slippages. Everybody has
slippages because unforeseen events occur. But I think you wil l  find
as far as SI Ip pages, an d as far  as cost overruns , I am about as good
as anyone in the Defense Department. Whether you agree with me or not,
I believe if you look back at my record over the l ast 20 years or so,
you wi l l  f ind that I have given you good testimony.

Clea rly these statements serve to focus on the issue of candor as one

which invo l ves more than honesty in the strict sense of the word. It is

the extent of candor which is really the nub. It soon became obvious

in this research effort that an investigation purporting to examine Navy—

Congressiona l i nteractions could not avoid inc l usion of a description of

the unique role which Adm. Rickover himself plays. As the foregoing

testimony Indicates Adm. Rickover has earned an unprecedented degree of

respect on Capito l H i l l .  The following excerpt from testimony before

the SASC on May 4, 1 976 serves to underscore this precepti

Senator Gol dwater. Adm i ra l , I wis h I-he Pentagon were filled with
people like you.

Adm i ra l Rickover. You cou l dn ’t have more than one lik e me, sir.

Senator Gol dwater. I have a hunch we could , if we would reward
honesty. (un derlining added ) D5J
The Admiral’ s statement, “You could only have one like me, sir ” is

• not to be taken lightly. Consider the follow i ng information taken f rom

Adm. Rlckover’s open ing statement at the May 76 hearings before the SASC:
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I have been associated with the nava l nuclear propulsion program for
-- more than a quarter of a century during which t ime there have been:

13 Secretaries of Defense; 15 Deputy Secretaries of Defense; 12
Directors of Defense Research and Engineering, Inclu ding former posi—
I-Ions of Chairman, Research and Devel opment Board and Assistant
Di rector for Research and Eng i neer i ng; S Ass i stants to the Secretary
of Defense for Atomic Energy, including former Chairmen of the Mill —
tary Lia i son Committee; 14 Secretaries of the Navy ; 15 Under Secre-
taries of the Navy; II Chiefs of Nava l Operations; 12 VIce Chiefs of
Nava l Operations; 5 Chiefs of Nava l Material since the position was
establ ished In 1 963; and 10 Commanders of the Nava l Sea Systems Corn—
rnand , inclu ding the former positions of Commander, Nava l Shi p Systems
Command, and Chief, Bureau of Sh ips.

On the average, each of these I i5 .key officials in the approva l chain
held his position a little over two years. In any given year, about
4 of these 10 top positions had a new incumbent. Since my own tour
of duty in this program spans this entire period , I undoubtedly have
a different view of the events which have occurred 1-han do the legions
of officials I have mentioned , and their numerous subordinates—— all
of these constantly rotating officials had to approve my requests
before I could proceed with my work. ~J

With these credentials, and with the nuclear power program as an on—go ing

testimony to his effecti veness, it is natu ra l that when Adm. Rickover

speaks people listen . Clearly Adm. Rickover has obta i ned a unique posi-

tion which has a profound effect upon the nature of Navy—Cong ressional -

• i nteracti ons in many areas, one of which is the extent of candor which

Congress comes to expect of all witnesses. Equally clear is the fact

that he represents an externa l constraint to the organization exam i ned

in that he constantly emp l oys the “end run ” shown in Figure 2 without

fear that such a path wi l l  be closed to him in the future.

In  “The Politics of the Budgetary Process” Aaron Wi l davsky describes -

various “strategies” that are used by executi ve branch In order to obtain

t he des i red l eve l of fun di ng f rom Congress, and I-he potential dup l icity

that these strategies introduce.

Consider the kind of dup l icity that appears to be involved in the
• game wherein agency people make believe that they are supporting

the President’s Budget while actually encouraging Congressmen to
ask questi ons that wil l  permit them to talk about what they would
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really l ike to have. Is this behavior Immora l or does the immorality
belong to the Executive Office directive that tries to compel agency
personnel to say things they do not believe In order to support the
Presi dent? (un derl ining added )

Later on 1-he same theme he says

Taking advantage of the separation of powers and the division of
labor in Congress may seem i nord i natel y manipulat i ve unti l one asks
whether or not there is any reasonable alternat i ve. As th i ngs stand
now, an agency may suffer because it lacks support in one of the
Houses of Congress, in the substanti ve or appropriations comm Ittees,
in the Conference Committee, or in the Executive Office. The American
pol i tica l system prov ides many detours, not to say reverses and road-
blocks. To ask the agency not to take advantage of an opportunity
for us ing superior strength in one of these centers of power is to
cons i gn i t to permanent i mpotence unless i t Is so fortu nate as to be
l oved equally everywhere. A code of conduct which states that only
the disadvantages of the system are acceptable is rather strange.~~6J
(un derlining added)

These excerpts are intended to show that the extent of candor in—

vo lv es muc h more than honesty i n the str i ct sense of the word an d that

Adm. Rickover is pursuing the strategy wh i ch he feels wi l l  further his
S

p rog rams, an d ultimately the nationa l interest. It should be emphasized

that the ex i stence of severa l strateg i es does not mea n that a l l  are not

aimed at the same goal (end) of nationa l security. The problem is def in—

ing the route (means) of getting there. These strateg i es contribute

greatly to the comp l exi ty of the Navy—Congressiona l interacti ons even

if they are generally viewed as legitimate and perhaps necessary given

the present budgetary env i ronment, which is highly competitive.

C. UNITY

I nterviews also uncovered a widespread feeling that the Navy lacked

a unified direction , particularly with respect to its shipbuilding

programs.

For example , the late Senai-or Hart had this to say at a SASC hear—

ing in May 1 976:

_ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 



Senator Hart. Mr. Secretary, i t is  a l i tt l e late to ask quest i ons, but
I wou l d like to make a couple of observations and inv i te you or the
other gentlemen to comment.

DIFFER I NG VERS I ONS OF NAVY 
-

One of the most difficult prob l ems in dealing with the Navy is to know
which Navy you are talking about. Right now the chart shows essential-
ly  th ree nav i es, the or i g i nal  adm i n i stration Navy, that is to say, the
tota l severa l months ago; and the House Navy, which I think at least
to some degree results from Information disseminated from the milita ry
des i res, and so on; and then there is the augmented or -su pp l emented
Administrat i on’s Navy. An d I think to some degree the three navies
are the result of what you might - call severa l other navies .

Not overly personalizing it , I think the struggle historically , between
what you could call the Rickover Navy, and with deference to Senator
Byrd, the Zumwal1- Navy. An d I t h in k the House to some degree has tr i ed
to bridge those navies , which Is why we got the bigger number from the
House.

I guess what I am say i ng here is that what we need is a single Navy .
I understand from your comments to Senator Cu l ver and Senator Nunn
earlier that you are keeping a foot in the door——you want both navies ;
you want a mix , as you say. But I don ’t see how we get the mix by
pursuing , if you w i l l , a Rickover Navy, essentially, for 10 or 15 years,
and then all of a sudden , in 1 976, say i ng, what we need is in addition ,
not Instea d of, but In ad di t i on to t he Ric kover Nav y , we need a
Zumwa lt Navy.

So that is an observation that I want to make. I am terribly confused,
w ith the limitations I suggest, as to which Navy we really want and
which Navy we can really afford . (underlining added ) D~

This commentary Is typi ca l of the current widespread feelings ~n Capi tol

Hill  regarding a seem i ng lack of i nterna l consensus within the Navy.

In deed the be li ef is that t here are “two Nav i es” for many budgetary pur—

poses. Moreover there was consensus among those i nterviewed that the

• Navy “had to do someth i ng about the lack of un i ty” that the Congress per-

cei ved. The Navy definitely feels the repercussions of this perception

as is ev i denced in Table I. Note that the HASC action has been to signi-

ficantly alter the Presi dent’s p roposed budget In many areas. Thus this

perception is a source of continua l concern to the Navy.
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TABLE 1
The HASC action on I-he FY 1 977

Presi dential budget for shipbuilding
FV 77 BUDGET OPTIONS

• (Numbers Show — Quantity of Ships
Procured/Costs in Millions)

PN UIDEN 1 I NASC A5JU$1~~Er$T$
IIIOGET ACTION TO PRE$IOEMrSIUOCCT SUOCIT

1*1050? 1/$ 702 211525 . ‘/51 *2
ATT~~ USMARINI (SON 18$) 31$ 902 $111315 • 3/3902
CARP.IER (CVWX( • RIO UI 96358 0’1357
STRIRI C!u,fl* (COIN) 51$ 175 5/1 302 • 0/5170
ASCII OECTRO’rOR (0004fl im *~~ - • 1/510
u$$ I fl~fi Ittf~I MCt$ • S/i 37t~ —

5539 DIST1IOYIR (00113) . 4/$ 915 - -

FRICATE (FF54) 5/51155 4/1 550 44/3521

SUPFORT 51IIPS 3/S 531 161221 •l/31I3 4/5743
U5SIEL*IS*~ • 1/S 213 -

CLAP4IS/CO~T GROWTH 51555 $541 • - 51594

TOTAL SIIIPI II 21 .5 21
TOTALSC CO$T5 ($ MIWONI) $5211 07371 .517* S7254

*0050 *00 1130010$ . — 45250 •S2CO

TOTAL AODITIONAL !Yfl 411174 57454

It is interesti ng to note that the 371 M. for Long Beach Convers i on to

Aeg is recommended by the HASC and later adopted by the SASC, was subse-

quently appropriated. These funds remain unobligated at this writin g

and prov i de evidence that unity has not yet been ach i eved.

The “two Nav ies” concept i s of course di rect l y re l ated to the fore-

going d i scuss i on of can dor, which invo l ves presenting the merits of

various programs as the witness actually views them. It is simply not

poss ibl e for OLA, NAVCO MPL I A , OP—906, or anyone else in the Navy for

that matter, to reconcile the opposing v i ews that Congress recei ves.

It all stems again from the unique role that Adm . Rickover has assumed,

which may be illustrated again in a quote from “On Watch” in which a

student of the Washington scene remarked “Congress rea l ly doesn ’t think

of Rick  as an Adm i ra l at a l l , but k i n d of as a Senator. ” There are those

• in the Navy who do not think the comparison is vali d. One was Adm.

Zumwalt who wrote:
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“As for the SSN—6 58 like everything I.n which Rlckover has a hand,
it had complications l ead i ng to ramifications resulting in henan I gans ,
a l l  of whic h I shall sketch in the next chapter.”7

• It is obvious that the perception of two Navies Is accurate and that

there is noth ing that the organization examined here can do about it.

The sample of interviews conducted now becomes critical. There were no

i nterviews conducted with Congressmen or Senators themse l ves as the

t i me constraint alrea dy mentione d made it  d i f f i cul t  enough to locate

professiona l staff people who were able to grant an i nterview. Thus

while the staff agreed that this was a problem (two Navies; two view-

po i nts) it is not clear that the members themsel ves feel that way. Corn—

petent as a professiona l staff is , there i s not one that can compete

with that of Adm. Rickover. It is probable that I-he members ma i ntain

Adm. Rickover as a devil’ s advocate to augment the i r techn ica l experti se

in many areas. This would then be a classic approach to the traditiona l

• divide and conquer strategy used by Congress in discharging its over—

sight responsibilities . They are thus assured of viewpoint which

opposes that of DOD (and the Navy), from the person i n whom they have

1-he most faith and trust. This oppos i ng viewpoint may then be used as

a wedge to uncover information that may otherw i se remain unnot i ced.

Again it must be noted that only the Congress has the power to alter this

practice.

71f the reader finds this dialogue as Interesting as the author does
turn to Appen dix G to find comments given by Adm . Rickover concern i ng
“On Watch” g i ven before t he SASC May 5, 1 976.
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VI. CAUSES FOR I MPROVEMENT

It has been reported that the Navy organ i zation designed to know

and serve Congress has in many ways improved, in  performance f rom that

observed by Berry and Peckham.

The f i rst and primary rea son u n d e r l y i n g  t h i s  increased e -’fect iveness

Is the people staffing the organ i zation described. OLA In particular was

singled out as an organization having personnel that were highly respon-

sive to Congressional needs and des i res, and who in addition could per-

form the necessary manipulations required to make th i ngs happen. The

philosophy at OLA is to choose people who have proven to be past “high

ac hi evers” in the fleet, rather than 1-0 emphasize a forma l training pro—

gram designed to teach “Congressiona l i nteraction.” This philosophy is

an outgrowth of the controversy regard i ng on—the—job vs. forma l training

an d def in i te ly  favors the former with the caveat that the personnel be

essentially hand—picked. Regardless of the genera l controversy, the

OLA phi losophy has reaped tang i ble benefits, as ev id enced by I-he many

positive statements regard i ng the effectiveness of this organ i zation.

The same can be said of NAVCOMPLIA , w i th the prov i so that many in d iv id-

uals interv i ewed considered the scope of their-work to be more narrow

than that of OLA. That is, OL.A is i nvo l ved with both policy and data

whereas NAVCOMPLIA is concerned with only the latter.

A secon d set of reasons for th i s i ncreased l eve l of effect i veness

as perce i ved by Congress can be l umped i nto a category called “the en—

vlronrnenl-.” Clearly the genera l anti— defense feelings that were so

preva lent 4 years ago have diminished and been rep l aced in part by a

4 1
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growing concern over the Sov iet threat as illustrated by the follow ing

exchange between Senator Nunn , and Adm. Holloway, CNO :

Senator Nunn. So If we do two scenarios , you would say i-n the NATO
scenario, keeping the sealines open in a NATO contingency, we would
have a thin margin. In an al I —out Sovi et secret attack against -the
U. S. Navy for the purpose of destroy ing the U. S. Navy, we would
not have any margin at all ?

- Adm i ral Holloway. Under the circumstances of a total effort by the
Soviets to destroy the U. S. Navy regardless of what consequences It
mi ght evoke——whether such an acti on might be viewed by our Nationa l
Command Authority as a basis for retaliatory nuclear strike—— I think
that under those circumstances there is probably a 50—50 chance our
Navy could carry out its tasks and defeat the Sov i ets.

Senator Nunn. Because of that l atter answer I find that not comfort—
i ng, but I find It very discomforting. In my opinion I don ’t think
the American peopie would def i ne our capability as superior if that
scenar io takes place. D~J

As further ev i dence of the chang i ng env i ronment consider the responsive

pro—defense chord Governor Reagan struck in his recent bid for the

Republican nomination. The firing of Secretary of Defense Sch l esi nger

and the Soviet intervention in Angola were additiona l examples actually

cited by Congressi ona l staff members as events serv i ng to alter the

genera l att itude toward defense from l ess “anti” to more “pro”.

A third reason for this increased l eve l of effectiveness has been

the emergence of the budget comm i ttees created by PL—93—344 as these

comm i ttees have directly impacted upon the traditiona l roles of the

Armed Services and Appropriations Comm i ttees. In setti ng sel f—imposed

limits In the first concurrent reso l ution of May 15 the Budget Commit-

tees cast the authorizing committees i nto the potential role of defense

advocates. The rationale is that the authorizing comm i ttees w i l l  lose

power if their proposals are altered significantly by the budget corn—

mittees. Efforts to work more closely with the Defense Department could
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i ndeed be the result of this Congressional power struggle. Thus within

Congress i tself there Is motivation to pursue “norma l i zed i nteractions”

which further enhances the effectiveness of the organizations be i ng

discussed. Some of the other possible effects of the new Budget Act are

addressed in the next secti on.

In those areas where there is still need for Improvement this need

is fostered by external forces that are beyond the power of the organi-

zations examined to control. These forces simp ly transcend the organi-

zations discussed. -Interv i ews acknow l edged these constraints and the

need to work around them (to “move easy i n harness” as Robert Frost

wou l d say). The findings show that these obstac l es were avo i ded to the

extent p ract i cab le, and that serv i ce was satisfactory in sp ite of them.

It has also become evident that an analysis of “Navy—Congressiona l

i nteract i ons” is a very enterprising undertaking if pursued seriously.

The need for increased expertise feeds i tself. There is always one more

art i cle to rea~i, or one more i nterv iew to conduct in order that a “true”

image emerges. The comp l exity of the topic is such that the author

finds that meaningfu l suggestions for improvements in current procedures

are d ifficult to make, It can be said that such improvements would have

to be in areas thai- are difficult to detect or that they would involve

actions on a macro l evel relat ing to externa l constrai nts already dis-

cussed. -

In order to further illustrate 1-he comp l exity of these i nteractions

the requirement for m ission budget i ng (sect 601 (1) of PL—93—344) wil l

now be exam i ned i n the same “expectation—response” context used for de—

scri ption of the genera l i nteractions already given. It is possible to

offer some recommendations regarding this very limited but important re—

quiremeni-, and this wi l l  be done in a l ater section.
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The reader should be advised that -the Navy response to miss ion  bud—

geti ng has not been substantial at this writing, for - reasons wh i ch w i l l
• be enumerated In later sections . This  fact does not lessen the

• challenge that such a requirement wil l  pose to future Navy—Congressional

Inte ract i ons however, wh ich makes the subsequent discuss i on all the more

re levant . 
- - -
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V II . MISSION BUDGETI NG — CONGRESS I ONAL EXPECTATIONS

A. BACKGROUND

Enactment of PL—93—344 represents I-he most far—reach i ng and compre-

hens i ve atten~t at budget reform ever made. In the words of Senator

Ervin , D—N.C., “This is one of the most Important pieces of legislation

that Congress has cons i dered since the First Congress.” Of great inter—

• est an d concern is not only the size of the budget, but of course how

the resources are allocated among the various compet i ng agencies. Mis-

s i on budgeti ng is envis ioned by many in Congress as a prima ry technique

whereby these priorities may be determined . -

The requirement for miss i on budget i ng is set forth in section 601 (i)

of PL—93—344:

“(1) The Budget transmitted pursuant to subsection (a) for each
fisca l year, beginning with the fisca l year ending September 30,
1 979, shall contain a presentation of budget authority, proposed
budget authority, ou tlays , p roposed outlays , an d descr ip t ive i n-
formation in terms of—--

“ (I) a detailed structure of nationa l needs which shall be
used to reference all agency missions and programs;

“(2) agency missions; and
“(3) basic programs.

To the extent p ract i cab le , each agency shall furnish informat i on
In support of Its budget requests in accordance with its assigned
m iss i ons in terms of Federa l functions and subfunct l ons, inc l ud i ng
m ission responsibilities of component organizations , and shall
relate Its programs 1-o agency miss i ons.”

In addition the law l ater states in Title V II that

The Secretary of the Treasury and the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, in  cooperation w i th the Comptro l l er Genera l
of the United States, sha ll develop, establish , an d ma i nta i n for
use of all Federa l agencies, standard i zed data processi ng and in—
formation systems for fisca l , budgetary, and program re l ated data
and information . (underlining added )
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W h i l e  the requ i rement, and cooperation needed to meet the requirement for

mission budget i ng Is explicit , there is no mention made of a specific for—

mat that would be satisfactory. This is because at this poi nt in time

a sui table format having genera l acceptance did not ex i st. This situat i on

was further aggravated by the fact that the existing authorizations and

appropriations committees were not currentl y using a pure mission approact —

and the potential to resist a move in this direction was a dist i nct

possibility . - The feeling was expressed succ i nctly by one appropriations

comm ittee staff member who warned the budget comm i ttees “not to p l ay  w i th

our line i tems.” Indeed this warn i ng was formally issued by 1-he MAC with

its estimates for the F? 1 977 First Concurrent Resol ution :

...the Comm i ttee notes with concern the tendency to i dentif y and to
make recommendations for specific line i tems. While these line i tem
recommendations have no actua l effect, they do tend to obscure the
overa ll macro—economic responsibilities of the Budget Comm i ttee and
to needlessly duplicate much of the hearings and deliberations that
are the responsibility of the authorizing and appropriations committees

The Committee considers decisionmaking concern i ng specific line
i tems and programs to be a responsibility of the Congress to be ach i eved
through the regular authorization and appropriations process. The

•- 
-- Comm i ttee urges 1-ha-f the contents of the reporti on the Concurrent

Resolutions on the Budget be conf i ned to the purposes set forth in the
• 

Act. (un derlining added)

The HBC responded in its report of the First Concurrent Resol ution for

F? 1 977 in this manner:

The Comm i ttee did not consider individua l line i tems in arriving
at this estimate, but rather examined the rates of growth in purchases,
i n f l a t i on rates, an d the large an d grow i ng unexpen ded balances
currently avai lable to the Department wh ich may become available for
transfer under ex isting procedures from appropriated purposes and used
In lieu of new budget authority for funding programs proposed in the
budget 09].

Thus actions taken by the budget committees must necessarily inc lude an

assessment of potential effects upon I-he other Congressiona l Comm i ttees

if they are to be effecti ve.
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B. EVOLUTION
S.—

Neverthe l ess a budget u t i l iz ing a mission format is requIred of all

• execut ive agenc ies by F? 1 979, and many atten~ 1-s have been made to im-

plement this requirement earlier, indicating that impetus for such a

presentation defin itely ex Ists. Further analys is  shows that the prima ry

source of this impetus is Senator Lawton Chiles (0—FL) who was also a

member of the Commission on Government Procurement. In December 1972

this Commission reported to Congress that it recommended a mission bud-

get approach. In 1 973 Government—wide mission budgeting legislation

was introduced in the for-rn of the “Congressiona l Budget Contro l and

Nationa l Priorities Act of 1973.” (Senate report no. 93—675). This

l eg i s l a t i on was not enacted ; however , it did pave the way for Sect.

601(i) and firmly establish Senator Chiles as an avid proponent of mis-

sion budgeting.8

This Senate report (93—675) defined “agenc ies missions ” as

(b) The term “agencies miss ions” means those responsibilities for
meet ing national needs which are assigned to the departments , agen-
cies, and subdiv isions of the execut ive branch. The miss ions of an
agency are to meet those national needs for whi ch they are ass i gned
responsibility . Agency missions are def i ned in terms of the hierar-
chy of nat i ona l needs an d the h iera rchy of nat i onal needs must be
matched to the missions of all agencies. ~9J

8Init la I attempts to determine the true requirement for mission bud-
geting format in this i nvestigation met with frustration. The require-
ment as stated In sect. 601(1) did not speci fy a specific format. Fur-
ther I nquiry ind icated that Senator Chiles was very interested in mission
budget ing. Sen. Chiles was a member -of the Government Commission on
Procurement which recommended mission budgeting and Is also a member of
the Commi ttee on Government Operations which drafted the “Congressiona l
Budget Control and Nationa l Priorities Act of 973,” which was the fore—

• runner of PL 93—344. The author then took the simplistic view that of
one satisfied Sen. Chi les appet i te for a mission budget In terms of con—
tent and for-mat, then the requ i rement as vaguely described in sect. ~5i( i)
would also be satisfied. This Is a basic assumption of this ana lysis
and has yet to be actually tested, alt hough there are Indicat i ons, as
w i l l  be seen, that it is va l id .  Thus “Congress ” i n  this sense has been
reduced to a small group centered on Sen. Chlles for the purposes of
de f i n i n g  the expectations assoc iated with mission budget ing format and
content.
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and cited the fol low ing as catalyst for the proposed reform:

A l l this makes Congress painfully dependent upon Presidential
agenc ies , notably 0MB, for essential prog ram and f i n a n c i a l  inforrna —
I-ion. It gets only what the executive gives, and only when the
executive gives it. This dependence seriously erodes the ability
of Congress to function as an independent inst itution with the dua l
responsibi l i t y of establish ing nationa l priorities and controlling
expenditures. Of course, Congress generally has l itt le trouble
findin g out what the President wants; the budget i tself is an ency—
clopedia of facts and preferences . But Congress often has great
difficult y extracti ng information aboüt opt ions not favored in the
PresIden 1~t s bud~e1-. As a matter of fact, the budget Is often pre-
sented and defended In a manner that thwarts the consideration of
alternat ive courses of action. So huge is the budget and over—
~heim ing the publicity marsha l ed in its behalf, that Congress
l i tera l ly  takes weeks to recover f rom “budget shock,” absorb i ng the
bewildering array of information and com i ng to grips with the
b i l l i ons  of dollars of decisions. (underlining added’) Dg]

In th is report examp l es involving the mission budget approach for

HEW and DOD were also presented. It should be po i nted out that in

theory the mission budget requ i rement is one that extends to all

Executive Agencies , and is not meant to be used as a means of harassing

individua l agenc i es. For example, Testi mony of Eliot Richardson , then

Secretary of HEW, in d icated that agency was In need of change :

Here, I am——as one must be——deeply troubled by the sense of
fa ilure , of f rustrat ion, of futility which pervades much of our
human resource system——much of our soci ety. And I am thoroughly
conv i nced that the conceptual framework which has guided us in
past is no longer tenable.

For 1-he foreseeable future there wil l  remain I-he necessity to
fix administrative responsibili ty for the resol ution of i ssues
wh i ch cut across Hea l th, Educat ion , and Wel fare organ i zationa l
units.

The Bureaucratic Labyrinth : Since 1961 , the number of differ—
ent HEW programs has trip led , and now exceeds 300. 54 of these
programs overlap each other; 36 overlap programs of other depart-
ments. This almost random proliferation has fostered the develop—
menf of a ridiculous labyrinth of bureaucrac i es, regu l at i ons an d
guidelines .

The average State now has between 80— 1 00 separate serv ice
administrations and the average midd l e—s i zed city has between 400
and 500 human service prov iders——each of which is more typ ica l l y
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organized in re lat ion to a Federa l program than In re lation to a
set of human problems.

But in none of this is there a rationa l approach to priority—
• setting. The appropriation process is itself highly fra~rnented.

HEW’s resource alloca tion is determined piecemea l by ten different
subcommitl-ees——w ith no coord ination of any kind . 1)93

The Congress is not organized to bring the process of budget—
ing under rationa l control. (underlining added)

This fragmentat ion of the Federa l budget, at the time the report was

print ed in  1 974, is illustrate d in Figure 3 which shows the overlap

of Federa l functions with Federa l agencies.
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Figure 3. Fragmentation of the Federa l Budget
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The Report went on to recommend changes in the HEW and 000 budget formats.
I 

•
~~

- It is here that the first glimpse of what Is meant by the ~‘m i ss i on

budget” structure can be found. 9 Figure 4 shows the alternat ive budget

st ructure propose d for defense in 1-his report.

U~ã’ARTMk~.\I Ofr DEFENSE SAMPLE ALTEkNATIVE STRU~~FIJRE I!OK
BUDGET INFORMATION
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Figu re 4. AlternatIve Budget Structure f rom Senate
Report 93—675

9The December 1 972 Report of the Commissio n on Government Procu rement
• (Pa r-I- C) also provides good background informatIon of the conceptua lframework which led to the current requirement 1)~ .

. 
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Additiona l Informat ion Is then prov ided which shows how major programs

such as Cheyenne and Trident are started and maintained without suffi—

d ent visi bility to Congress. Thus the I ntent of this Senate report

was to render more meaningful Congressiona l rev iew of the execut ive bud-

get. Congress also wanted to enter the decisionmaking process at an

earlier po int, and d Is liked major programs be ing started without consc i ous

approva l by Congress. Mission budgeting was to be used, in part, as a

means of chang i ng this situation by altering the format and content of.
budget submission . In addition , Congress sought to force a reconcil ia—

tion of Jnd ividua l serv ice perception which in their view resulted in

paroch ia li sm an d i n less ef f i c i ent expen d itu res than woul d otherwi se be

the case if mission budget i ng were emp l oyed. As could be expected the

execut i ve branch vo i ced “fundamenta l misgivings ” a bout these requ i rements

parl’icularly with respe&i to who would be responsible for defining the

• national priorities and by what criteria . A copy of the letter sent by

0MB can be found i.n Appendix C; however their “misg iv ings ” can perhaps

be best illustrated by this portion of the l etter:

- 
-- We subscribe to the concept that resources in the Federa l Govern-

ment should be applied against nationa l needs. However, our recent
experiences with the Planning, Programming, Budget ng System and~
later, in attempting to art i culate and set nationa goals independently
of the politica l p rocess have Illustrated graphica ly the difficu l ty of
being able to ident ify and gain agreement on a single set of nat iona l
needs that are comprehensive in scope and yet are specif ic enough to
a l l o w  budget based goals and object ives to be structured against the
accomplishment or fulfillm ent of these needs. Moreover, the specify-
ing of nationa l needs in the forma l manner specified by S. 1414 would
resu l t i n a much less f le x i b le system t han the p resent one, an d t hus
inhibit both the Congress and the Executive from be i ng able to respond
to new needs In a timely and efficient manner. We would therefore
suggest that the r-equriement for the identification of program needs
not be l eg i s la ted but a l l owed to evo l ve, as requ i red, to meet the needs
of both the executive branch and the Congress. (under-I ining added )

W hi le the Congress i ona l budget contro l an d Nat i ona l Prior i t ies Act of 
-

1 973 was not enacted, the requ i rement for miss i on budget i ng lives in

S I
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• PL—93—344. Moreover this requirement is very simi lar indeed to that
- 

- - delineated above.

C. ThE PRESENT REQU I REMENT

What Is a mission budget, and how does it differ if at all from the

current 5—yea r defense plan ( FYDP) currently utilized by DOD? That

question is best answered by consider ing Table Ii which compares the

proposed miss i on structu re w i th the app ropriat i ons structure an d w ith

the Five Year Defense Plan. Figure 5 shows how rep l aci ng the appropria-

tions structure with the miss i on structure would render the budget a

more meaningful document in terms of output. Tables l i t  and IV then

show a method whereby composition and trends in mission spend i ng may

be more easily determined. Thus, from the Congress i ona l v i ewpo i nt, m is—

s i on budgeting  i s t he onl y means whereby i npu ts may be related to out-

puts i n a v i s ib le manner w hi ch wi l l  a l l ow Congress the a bi l i t y  to -

become i nvo l ved at the critica l “front—end” of the decision making pro—

-
- 

cess, while at the same time providing an input to the foreign policy

imp l ications of the defense budget.

-
- This belief is emphasized in a letter from Senator Chiles to Senator

Musk i e dated Ma rch 10, 1 975.10 Part of the contents are as follows:

As I see the task ahead of us , we have two bas i c choices i n the
way we approach, analyze, debate and just ify the nationa l defense
function:

(I) a “l i ne— i tem” approach, devot i ng attent i on to a collect i on
of separate i ssues and weapons programs; or (far left Table II )

(2) a “mission” approach to col l ect a l l  re l evant p rograms an d
activities I nto a comp l ete framework of defense mi ssions, such

- as strategic offense, theater air defense, and others. (center
Table I I )

10Both Senator Muskie and Senator Chi les  are on the Senate Budget
Comm i ttee, Senator Muskie is the Chairman.
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I am seriously concerned that I f  we f a l l  i nto a “l i ne— I tem” pat-
tern of treat i ng weapons and issues, we w i l l , first, comm it ourse l ves
to a p o l i t i c a l l y  i nexped i ent d u p l i c a t i on of the decis ion  making to be
made by the Armed Services and Appropriations Con-ini ttees and, second,
more Impor-tantly, we may foreclose our unique oppor t unify to have the
Budget Comm i ttee provide , for the first time , a forum for examining

• h igher—order dec i sions of defense policy and strategy which can be
clearly linked to budget actions. (underlining added )

Clearly th is l etter reaffirms Senator Chiles comm itment to miss ion budget-

ing. In responding, Senator Muskie has this to say in his l etter dated

12 Ma rch 1975:

I share your concern -I-hat the Comm i ttee should , on the whole ,
avoid a “l ine— i tem” approach to budgetary.issues . And I agree that
the Comm i ttee should seek to prov ide in Its work a forum, as you
express it, “for examining higher—order decis ions of defense policy .”
I find your suggestion that ‘the Comm i ttee structure i ts  work on the
Defense budget around mission objecti ves and mission costs a construc-
tive and attracti ve alternative.

• Before exploring the DOD response to the mission budgeting require—

merit it is of interest to i nvesti gate what happened at HEW with regard

to the requirement. The Subcommittee of the Comm i ttee on Appropriations

conducted a special hearing in May 1 976 to exam i ne just this matter.

.- •. In his open i ng remarks Senator Chiles ind i cates that HEW has in fact re-

sponded adequately to sat isfy the needs of the Comm i ttee:
- 

-- HEW began working with the subcomm i ttee on this mission approach
2 years ago, an d in  January of th i s year, the committee wrote Secre-
tary Mathews outlining our needs for 1 977. That l etter and his re—

— sponse, which prov ided the requested m ission disp l ays, wil l  be inc l uded
in -the record at -the conclusion of my remarks .

The d is pl ays, deve l oped by HEW ’s comptroller , w i l l  a l l o w  us to view
the tota l ity of programs and resources devoted to individua l -health
m issions. At a glance, we can see prec isely what our comm I tments is to
knowledge deve lopment, to p revention, to providing di rect med ica l care
and to improv i ng the capacity of serv i ce systems...

I wou l d like to thank you, Dr. Cooper, for the help which various
membèrs of the HEW staff prov i ded in develop i ng a format, which is
compatible with both the planning work which you have done and with
the way we described programs here at the commit-tee. (underlining added )
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Later in the same hearing, Senator Chiles once aga in acknow l edges -that

the HEW response Is satisfactory an d comments that t h i s  is  not true for

-the Defense Depar-ftnent.

Senator Chiles . I appreciate -that statement, and I th i nk it IS
very h e l p f u l to us that HEW i s work ing  w i t h  us as we are trying to
develop a forma-t- for this mission approach.

I wish we cou l d say that was happen i ng with all of the agencies
because I think by the time that we get to 1 979 we will  have worked
out many of the major areas of problems, and we w i l l  have worked out
something so that we a l l  understand what are apples and what are
oranges within what we are talking about. • 

- --

I wis h I could say -f-hat the Department of Defense was that coopera-
tive with us. We have been try i ng to get a little help from them in-to
this , but we have not been able to succeed yet, but we wi ll try again
next year. (un derlining added fl~ cJ

Events leading to this assessment by Senator Chi les w i l l  be discussed

in the next section titled “Mission Budgeti ng : The DOD Response.”
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V I I I. MISSION BUDGETING: THE DOD RESPONSE

In order to adequately describe Senator Chi les ’ negative assessment

made In May 1 976 regard ing the DOD response to mission budget i ng , some

backg round is necessary . Attempts to get -the Informat ion began in July

1975. ( I t  should be remembered that the law required miss ion budgets in

F? 1 979.)

On 18 July 1975 Senator 1-lollings as Cha irman of the Senate Budget

Committee Defense Task Force formally requested Secretary of Defense

Schles inger to prov ide a mission budget format as soon as possible (also

see Appendix E):

This letter is to request that the Defense Department begin as
soon as possible to work with the Senate staff to develop such a
budget presentat ion. Please coord inate this effort through Senator
Chi les’ representat i ve, Mr. Lester A. Fettig.

- 

~n September of 1975 the Defense Department bega n an I nterna l effort to 
-

deve l op the new mission budget structure des i red by the SBC. On 8 Dec

1 975 Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld was again requested to submit the in—

format ion, this time by Senator Ch iles who enc losed a list of desired

categories. This list appears in Figure 6 (next page), an d the s i m i-

larities between It and that proposed in Senate report 93—675 (FIgure 4) 
-

are striking. -

Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld  responded to th i s request in a l etter

dated 10 Jan 1 976. ThIs letter summarIzed the act ions taken to date in

order to respond to the Congressiona l requirement:

Over the months we have made ava i lab le  the comp l ete d e t a i l s  of our
• program down to the program element, wh Ich is the bas Ic b~ i Iding block

of DOD’s planning, programm4 ng and budgeting system. We ha ve also -
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Defense Mission Structure

Strategic Warfare

. Strategic offensive

• Strategic defensive

• Strategic command , control and communication

Tactical Warfare

• Sea control
- Naval projection and sea control
- Sea area control.
- Amphib operations

• Air warfare
-air superiority/interdiction
—close air support

• Land Warfare
— combat forces
- combat support forces
- other forces

- 
- - • Tactical mobility

Defense Wide Support

• Intelligence

• Communication

• Technology base R&D

• Management

Non—real program value —‘

• Retirement pay

• International Aid

Total 
-

Figure 6. Mission Structure
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made frank disc losure of the f lex lb i l Ities and l imitations wh ich ex ist
within the present system insofar as our capabilIty to reallocate to
your suggested mission is concerned.

We have also had discuss i ons with the Off i ce of Management and Budget
and with the staffs of the various i nterested Congressional Commi ttees,
inclu ding the Budget Committees, on the various possible responses to
SectIon 601 of PublIc Law 93—344, the Congressiona l Budget Act of 1 974 .
This prov ision requires that the federa l budget for F? 1979 be submitted
on a mission basi s.- As you can apprec iate, this w i l l  requ ire definItIon
of the views and needs of the various Congressiona l Coniniltees as wel l
as other agencies within the executive branch. -

Notwithstand ing these longer range object ives, i -I- Is our i ntention to
be responsive to your near—term requirements. Terence E. McClary , the
Defense Comptroller , is prepared to work wi th you and Lester A. Fettlg
of your staff to make sure your needs are met. (underlining added )

Note that this letter Implies that further definition of the requ irements

for mission budget i ng is needed (see underlining ); however this short

f a l l  was rapidly being rectified by -the SBC. The defense task force

acknow l edged the past actions cited and gave further specific guidance

in a l etter dated 22 Jan 1 976. Some excerpts are as follows :

As a result of discussions with Mr. McCiary and his staff, we
have come to an agreement that a mission budget presentation could

-- 
- be presented by the Defense Depar-tmen-t in the format submit-ted to

you. Th is format is more detailed than that prov i ded to the com—
~TTtee last year. However, it conforms rather closely to the
structure now used by OSD for i -f-s own fisca l guidance...

We rea l ize that there i-s uncerta i nty in how to best al locate
e l ements of overhead to spec i f i c m i ss i ons , an d questions on how to
best redefine the missions themselves. (underl iri ing added )

The format that was al luded to in the letter is the same whi ch Is

shown on the previous page in FIgure 6. Thus at this po i nt there is no

longer a quest ion as to whether or not the des I red format had been com-

mun icated to DOD. It had been. In fact the I dentica l format was pub—

lished in the Washington Post on March 5, 1976 as a portion of the second

of two articles concern ing defense spending by Senator ChI les. It was

- - becoming ev i dent however that reservations s im i la r  -t-o those orig in~ ll y 
- -
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ra i sed by 0MB with respect to the ordering of nationa l priorit ies were

present at the Defense Department. This feeling was formally trans—

mitted by Secretary Rumsfetd in a letter dated 6 Mar 1 976 which concluded :

It Is my view , therefore, that I should cont inue to present and
justify the Defense budget to the Congress by the appropriation
structure and major program categories already used with in 000.
We will  continue to work w ltW you, the other Congress iona l
Comm i ttees, Congressiona l Budget Office, and Office of Management
and Budget -to determ i ne how this program structure should be
revised to meet the requirements of Section 601 of PL 93—344 by -

the F? 79 objective date. (underlining added )

Thus it is evident why Senator Chi les had let his frustrations become

known In May 1 976. The opposing viewpo ints summarizing this confronta—

-f-Ion are shown m a  l etter sent to Secretary Rumsfeld by Senators Muskie

and Bellman. These viewpoints are as fo l lows :

(I) DOD. A m ission budget requires statistica l & l ocation
of data by use of algo r ithms, an d the product i s not
derived directly from the DOD accounting system.

Senate Budget Committee. The use of statistica l alioca—
tion algorithms is expected and acceptable to the
Comm ittee.

--
5- (2) DOD. A mission budget requires allocation of fixed as

we l l  as variable costs which may inv ite an unjustified
conclusion that a cut In divisions permits a propor—
tionate cut in alloc ated support activities.

Senate Budget Committee. It is our opinion that to be
tota l l y mean i ngfu l , fixed costs must also be allocated .
However , the Budget Committee does not recommend spec i-
fic cuts or increases in such thi ngs as divisions or
w i ngs. That is the responsibility of -the Authorization 

-and Appropriations Comm ittees.

(3) DOD. A miss ion budget prov ides data useful for macro—
~~~lytlca l purposes but not for financial control due
to the al location requ irements.

Senate Budget Committee. The Budget Committee eva luates
budget data in macro—ana l ytica l terms.

( 4)  000. Submission of miss i on budget information for

~1Tca l Year 1 978 Introduces mission categories befo re
• view s of 0MB have been considered .
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Senate Budget Corrinittee. The Committee recommends that
as the requested Information is  prepared , the DOD discuss
the effort with 0MB, and the Comm I ttee staff w i l l also
work with 0MB in this regard. -

( 5) 000. A mission budget provides data that could - be m i s —
~~aerstood or misused.

Senate Budget Committee. The Committee staff believes it
thorou?hly understands the DOD budgetary system, and 

—

there is little li kelihood that a misunderstanding or
misuse of the data would be made by the Committee.
(un derlining added) -

The letter went on to say that the SBC had voted unan i mous ly  In  the

spring that DOD should provide a m ission budget for F? 1 978 despite

the fact -that the law had prev i ously set F? 1 979 as the deadline. An

enc losure to the letter ( see Appendix 0) provi ded the des i red structure

which is again essentially that shown in Figure 6.

Thus the DOD response, an d hence Nav y response, to m i ssion budget-

ing has not been one which merits high marks from Congress. The valid —

ity of this strategy wil l  be discussed l ater. For the pur poses of

analyz ing the Navy response to this requ i rement however, what has been

descr ibed so far  p rov ides a f i n e  example of what the “DOD policy and

procedures” input in Figure 2 means. The po i nt is that the Navy is

constra i ned by DOD pol i cy an d i s una bl e to respon d to a requ i rement

until the nature of that response has been first defined and approved

by DOD. Hence- -the actions taken by the Navy in response to the mission

budgeting requirement have been minimal.
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• lx. WHY HAS THE DOD RESPONSE FALLEN SHORT? 
-

It  must be f i rs t  po i nted out that w h i l e  the DOD response is current-

ly short of Congress iona l expectat i ons , the origina l requ irement was

for F? 1 979 which expla ins In part some of the lassitude described in

the last sect ion. There are nume rous other reasons however , f ive of

which have already been listed on the previous pages. The concern that

a mission budget wil l  be misused (number 5) and hence become a means of

justifying cuts in the defense budget is one of the strongest objections.

For example in the article published in the Washington Post (5 March

1 976) already mentioned, Law-ton Ch i les says of the present appropria—

tions structure:
• 

“This appropriat lons structure i tself implicitly perpetuate s
inter—serv ice overlap and dup l icat ion.”(underl lning added )

Then l ater w ith respect to mission budgeting:

“It’s not hard to see thai- such a mission—or iented budget te l ls
more about what Congress should be concerned with in controlI~~~
defense spend~~9.” (un derlining added )

This article emphasizes the negati ve aspects of three services

(potential overlap) without mention i ng -the positive aspects associated

w ith the competition three serv i ces creates. Ala in Enthoven and Harry

Rowen argue that:

“ ...One of the roost important th i ngs any defense allocation mechani sm
should do Is to help prevent gaps from appear ing in our capability...
[I]t is va l uable to have the separate Services ‘looking for business ’,
try ing to expand and take on new jobs...Human limitat i ons be i ng what
they are , there is good reason to bel i eve that a decentralized

• competitive system, In which ~eopIe have incent i ves to propose
alternatives, w i l l  usual ly meet this test more effectively thin a
highly centralized system .” ~fj~ (underlining added )
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i t i s a l so un derstan da bl e that such a concern should surface especia l l y  In

view of the earlier discussion of the relative controllabil ity of the

Defense budget v is— a— v is  the remainder of the Federa l budget. This

concern is further substant iated by those who feel that mission budget—

i ng shoul d be l i m i ted on ly  to the Defense Department. For example one

GAO memorandum in part:

There are certain parts of the government, notably DOD, where a
miss ion—oriented budget structure would be a clear imp rovement over
what now exists. I am entirely supportive of efforts to promote
miss ion—oriented budget i ng in those areas. Considering the history
of resistance from the Serv i ces and their friends (res i stance which
neither 0MB nor the White House has been wil l i n g  to fight) I am not
optimistic. But I find the logic sufficiently compelling to warrant
the effort-. - -

At the same time, I don ’t think the logic of pushing for
mission—oriented budget i ng in DOD should be generalized into a
position of saying everything in 1-he budget Shou ld be built around
miss ions.Il (under l ini n g added ) 

-

Cl early it should be expected that senti ments such as these wil l  be met

with some measure of resi stance. The fact that mission budgeting is

intended to be used for all agencies, as the exam p le for HEW pro v id ed

in this thesis shows, does not Insure that it wi l l  not be used by many

as a means to cut defense budgets which is exactly the cause for concern

just described . Thus mission budgeting prov i des yet another example of

the American pol i t ica l system at work. Where does management end and

oversight begin? -

Still  another cause for slow response lies in the possibili ty that

m i ss i on budgeting w i l l  become yet anot her bu dget i ng format to conten d

wi t h w i thout lessen i ng the burden elsewhere. For example there are

currentl y 1 8 dif feren t computer languages that the Army must use i n or der

to meet its externa l and i nter na l budget reporting requirements.

I ‘Not for attribut i on.
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Table V shows these languages and their relationships wi th each other.
- -  

For example the p rogram element (PE ) language i s  the p r inc i pal  language

used in communicat i on with OSO. Table V clearly shows that the PE

language interacts with all of the nine OSO languages. The Table also

shows that the PE language cannot be used to provide interaction among

a l l  of the Army ’s l nte•rna l languages . Thus the Army manages with its

own procedures which aggregate, and analyze in  terms of uni ts, command s,

procurement l ine items , development proj ects , and construct ion

projects rather than by using the PE which is the building block of

the FYDP. It is then necessary to use allocation algorithms to cross-

walk information from the PE language to that used for reporting to OSD.

These algorithms may or may not be a good approximation of “real—I ife”

but are used in order that a reporting requ i rement may be met. If the

m ission budgeti ng format Is to be mea:~ing ful the FYDP would have to be

revised in order to eliminate the allocation algorithms wh ich would have

to be used if the current PE structure were maintained . These reserva-

tions were also listed in the five opposing viewpoints already mentioned

as nos. I arid 2, p.62.

Another factor lead i ng to a de l ay in response is that the bureau-

cratic inertia associ ated with any change must be overcome. After all

the requirement for mission—budget i ng is be i ng acti vely pursued by only

the budget commIttees at the present time (mostly SBC), arid there is no

assurance that the entire Congress is as enthused about the requ i rement

as are those committees. The advocacy of the HAC for line i tems has

already been mentioned. Also , the SASC has requested that the defense

plannIng and programming categories (DPPC’s) used to enumerate manpower

requi rements be imp roved: 
- -
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“Specif ical l y, the connection between the p lanning categories and
ac~tua t missions and un its in the f i e l d  should be better deve loped,
locations (e.g., overseas troops) should be re lated to the various
planning categories and the categor i es used by each Serv i ce
should be consistent.” (underl ining added )

It is important to note that the DPPC mission categories are not the

same as -those requested by the SBC (see Figure 7) giving further

credence to the fact that Miss i on Budget i ng wi l l  become just one more

• addition to an every—burgeon i ng list of reporting requirements. At the

hea rt of the matter Is the fact that the PE of the FYDP woul d have to

be s i gn ifi cantl y altered to render the m i ss i on format mean i ngful , and

to surmise that this change would require that a great dea l of Bureau—

cratic inertia be overcome is understatement.

- DEFENSE PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING CATEGORIES 
-

STRATEGIC FORCES M ISSION SUPPORT FORCES
Strategic Offensive Forces Reserve Components Support
Strategic Defensive Forces Base Operating Support
Strategic Control & Surveillance Force Support Training

Forces Command -

GENERAL Pu RPOSE FORCES CENTRAL SUPPORT FORCES
Land Forces Base Operat ing Support
Tactica l A ir Forces Medical Support
Naval Forces Personnel Support
Mobility Forces Individual Training

Coninand
Logistics
Federal Agency Support

AUXI LIARY FORCES - INDIVIDUALS
Intelligence & Security Transients
Centrally Managed Coniminications Patients & Prisoners

- 
Researc h & Develo pment Tra inees & Students
Support to Other Nations Cadets
Geophysical Activities

Figure 7 . The Defense Plann i ng and Programing Categories
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X. A POSSI BLE BENEFIT TO DOD

Th is discussion assumes that the usefulness of the FYDP could be

enhanced through restructuring. Th i s Is primarily because the program

elements have a totally mixed orientation. Some are miss ion oriented,

some are funct i o n a l l y  oriented, while sti l l others are program oriented .

The ten major defense programs have a vertica l structure (see Figure 8)

which makes i -I- difficult to associate the functiona l or support pro-

grams (7, 8, and 9) with elements of the mission programs which they

support. Many va l ues in the FYDP must be derived from allocation tech-

n iques. As stated before this requires decisions to be made in non—FYDP

language and then a subsequent distribut i on of quantities i nvo l ved back

i nto the PE structure. Many i nterna l management needs cannot be satis-

fied by the basic FYOP structure as no substructure exi sts for cross—

walking , hence the only way to generate some information is by statisti-

cal a llocation utilizing algorithms . So it is possible that through re—

structuring the 18 languages prev i ously discussed (in rel ation to the

Army) could be made at least compatible , an d that wou l d a l l o w  for cross—

walki ng without having to rely upon algorithms . The effectiveness of

the FYDP in manag i ng resources is lessened by vague PE titles which make

i t di ff i cult to re late resources in meaningfu l aggregat i ons, such as

un its and functions. Clearly a force structure orientation is needed for

each PE i- f the FYOP is to be used to communicate Defense missions. A

PE substructure which further i dentifies resource details , such as func—

ti ons and elements of expense, cou l d then be used to ensure l anguage
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The Five Year Defense Program is comprised of ten major Defense programs
which represent the mission and support responsibilities of the Depart-
ment of Defense. Each major Defense program is subdivided into program
elements whose mission characteristics are close ly related . The ten -

FYDP programs are :

Program 1 — Strategic Forces
Program 2 — General Purpose Forces
Program 3 — Intelligence and Communications -

Program 4 — Airlift/Sealift
Program 5 — Guard and Reserve Forces
Program 6 — Research and Development
Program 7 — Central Supply and Maintenance
Program 8 — Training, Medical and Other General Personne l

Activi ties
Program 9 — Administration and Associated Activities

- Program 0 — Support of Other Nations 
-

Programs are structured in terms of both mission objectives and supporting
objectives. Within each program mission , program elements and support
program elements are combined to permi t an aggregation of the total
resources assigned to the program . Each program consists of as many
individual program elements considered necessary to provide total visibil-
ity to the mission or support functions of the program.

Figure 8. The FYDP Categories
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compatibilIty. Thus i t  is feasible that with such an enterprising re-

sponse, the requirement for mission budgeting could be satisfied while

• at the same time i ncreasing the effectiveness of the FYOP for i nternal

management purposes. -

The magn itude of such an under-taking should not be underestimated.

It is possible however that such a mission format, as des i red by the SBC,

which clearly links expenditure with milita ry capability could be used

to more strong ly support argument for i ncreased rather than decreased

expenditu res. For examp le, consi der the follow i ng taken from “On Watch” :

The po i nt i s that in the absence of thoughtful net assessments
no defense budget can truly be rat i ona l, and by not producing such
assessments , the executive branch has assi sted in practi ce those it
condemns in theory, the Congressiona l budget cutters. Henry
Kissinger recognized the problem when he said at a meeti ng on 9 Novem-
ber 1970 that “he had been try i ng with a spectacular lack of success
to get an answer to the simple question of what these Lthe budgetedJ
forces cou ld do that another set of forces cannot do”——though Henry
didn ’t like the answers when he did get them. Perhaps the new bud-
get committees of the Congress wi l l  get into this field. If they
do, they wi l l  get a collect i ve shock about what has happened to this
country~s defense capabilities. (underlining added )

Clearly Adm . Zumwalt is of the mind that a mission budget specifying

actua l m i lita ry capa b il i t i es w i ll l ead Congress to the conc l us i on that

past expenditures have been ina dequate to counter the threat as he (Adm.

Zumwalt) percei ves It. It was ev i dent in many i nterv i ews that attitude

preva lent at the hig hest Navy levels i s that if a program does not ade-

quately contr i bute to nationa l defense it should in fact be cancelled in

the nationa l interest. In theory there is no objection to miss ion budget-

ing; it is just that in order to properly respond a mass i ve change is

required .

It shou l d be noted that the Army has generated a mission budget in

the format requested by the SBC which appears to sati sfy tI” e requ i rement

of sect. 601 (1 ) and Is shown In Figure 9. This effort howevvir is based
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upon the current PE structure which requires statistica l allocation by

algorithms which was described earlier and as such is not that accurate.

It is conceivable that such a procedure could be extended to inc lude
- 

- 
a ll the services particularly if time dictates that such a response Is

the on ly one feasib le that still satisfies the requ i rement.

Such a course of action does not fu l ly  capital ize on the opportunity

present to more clearly articulate defense needs wh i le  at the same time

upgrading i nterna l management capabilities, For example consider

Figure 10 which shows a matrix of Procurement PE’s vs. FYOP programs .

The current practice is to use algorithms to spread procurement costs

over 137 PE’s. (This tota l is shown in bottom right hand corner.) The

proposed alternative would spread these costs over 24 mission oriented

PVs delineated by the X’s in Fig ure $0. This is but one small portion

of the severa l alternatives that the A rmy is considering in order to re—

• spond to mission budgeti ng. Whi l e the Army is currently more acti ve In

this area then Is the Navy, they are still waiting for further guidance

from DOD before responding in earnest, It wi l l  be seen in the next sec—

tion that to a certain extent DOD i tself is gaug i ng the leve l of overall

Congressiona l i nterest.

NOTE: Array based on FY77 col umn of
May I 976 FYDP. 

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

Program Element

A i rcraft Procurement • X X X X X
Miss i le  Procurement X X ~ X ~ X X

Procurement of Weapons and rn CD CD

Tracked Combat Vehicles X X X X
Procurement of Ammunit ion X X X
Other Procurement X X X X X X X

Total I 49 28 42 3 9 5 137

Figure 0. FOYP Program Elements Hav i ng Procurement Cost Resource
- • (dentifica-tion Codes

- 
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Xl. MISS I ON BUDGETING AND PPBS

The observation that mission budget i ng is merely the Congressional —

answer to PPBS was voiced so often in intervi ews that it warrants com-

ment here. It can be argued that a fundamenta l difference between PPBS

and m ission budgeting is that PPBS ignores that which cannot be quanti-

f ied such as politica l considerations while mission budgeting allows

that these pressures exist, and is in fact designed to accommodate them.

PPBS has been viewed with mixed feelings by Congress. There was

si gnificant opposition to PPBS at its inception , most notably in the

HASC under the cha i rmanship of Mende i Rivers. In an article which de-

scribes this situation~~t l ength Kenneth Entin writes :

This negativism was reflected in the majority ’s rel uctance to
fully accept the merits of PPBS and centralization under McNamara.
Only three interv iewees, when asked about the signif icance of PPBS,
addressed themse lves to the inherent va lue of thi s managerial tech-
n ique. All others tended to eva luate the system In terms of its
perce ived impact upon particular groups, principal ly the mil i tary
and the comm i ttee. Comm i ttee members were inclined to I nterpret

• centralization in a similar manner. McNamara was viewed as a
pol it i cal appointee who wou ld not hes itate to protect his own in-
terests by overruling military advice and distorting information.
In fact, this assessment Is consistent with the genera l belief of
most committee members that centralization operates to restrict the
flow of Information to the group alone forma l channels from milita ry
o f f i c ia ls ,  pr incipal ly the Jo int Ch iefs of Staff. oz~(underlini ng added )

The artic l e goes on to describe the “Fearless Five” minority of the

HASC who at that time were more receptive to the alleged merits of PPBS.

An unexpected source of praise for PPBS came from Senator Proxmlre in a

speech he made on the f loor of the Senate A p r i l  25, 1974:

Today, however , there Is another issue of military improvement
and excellence I wou ld l ike to address , and that is -the question
of management innovation in the Defense Department. Judg i ng by the
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past 15 years, the Department of Defense has faced and so lved more
management p roblems wit h greater s uccess than any bus i ness in the
world. I have criticized the Defense Department before and I w i l l  -

• do so again and vigorously. But in all fa i rness, they have done
wel l  in many respects, and deserve credit for It. -

I t  Is reassuring to look back at the enormous prob lems the De-
partment of Defense has so lved by wIse management and sound deci—
sionmaking, especially since the mood of the country seems to be
pessimistic and critica l of all Government bureaucracies. A rev i ew 

-

of past and present defense management programs w i l l  quickly show
that we are mak ing progress.

In short, the Defense Department has prov ided our country with
a unique broad spectrum of mi l i ta ry capabi l i ty able to defend us
from attack and operate effect ively throughout the world If need
be. This could not have been accomplished without extraord inary
management i nnovations. (underlining added ) ~gJ

Clearl y the “management innovat i ons” that the Senator is referring to

is the imp l ementation of PPBS. It could be hypothesized that the aura

of rationality that is associated with PPBS lends more credibility to

Defense Department requests thereby enhancing their chances for approval.

In any event there are Congress i ona l opponents and proponents of

PPBS regardless of any parallels that it has with miss i on budgeting.

Certainly one similarity that ex i sts between mission budgeting and PPBS

i s that both requ i re the use of assumpt i ons i n order that the basic

problems be bounded . These assumptions, as related to PPBS, have been

singled out as a source of subjectivity which detracts from the rationa l

approach which PPBS is purported to utilize . For instance in a paper

written for Aaron W ildavsky - by Cdr. George Kinnear (now Adm. Kinnear,

Chief of Nava l Legislative Affa i rs). The follow i ng quote is given:

In bu ilding any mode l , or perform i ng any analys i s, there are
certain hazards. Although wel l recognized, they are not easily
avoided . Mr. E. S. Quade of Rand states:

Systems ana l ysIs may still look like a purely rationa l
approach to dec i s i onma ki ng, a coldly objecti ve, sc i ent i f i c
method , free of preconcei ved ideas and partisan bias and
judgment and intuition.
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It Isn ’t real ly.  Judgment and Intuitions are used in
des igning the mode l, in deciding what alternatives to consider
what factors are re levant, and what the Inter— re lations be—
tween these factors are, and what criterIa to choose; and in
analyz ing and interp reting the resu l ts of the ana l ysis. This
fact that judgment and I ntuition permeate all analysis should
be remembered when we examine the appa rently prec i se results
that come from analysis. (underlining added ) ~~

It is clear that the un derlying assumptions can possibly prejud i ce the

outcomes and a lthough th is may not always happen, the ever—present

poss ibi l ity is a shortcomi ng in i tself. This theme was emphasized by

Adm. Rickover when systems ana l ysis provided recommendations running

counter to his p rograms.

The Defense Department part i cularly has been cutting money for
su bmar i nes , which I think is dead wrong. That is due entirely to
the systems analysts. I don ’t know whether they are friends of
yours or not.
Senator Goldwater. Who is that?
Adm i ra l Rickover. The systems ana l ysts.
Senator Goldwater. I wish they would throw them all out of the
Pentagon.
Adm i ra l Rickover. Let’s shake hands on that, sir.
Senator Goldwater. I have never met one yet that could satisfy me
that he knew anyth i ng about weapons. And I am not a great belie ver
i n cost comparab il i ty, or whatever you call it.
Adm i ra l Rickover. But that is not in the job description . The
job description is, you must know econom ics and mathemat i cs , not
weaponry.
Senato r Go ldwater. It woul d be a shame, if they knew more a bout
weapons we might be worse of f. (underlining added) ~~

These observat ions were strongly countered by Senator Cu l ver who took

quite a different view in defending the systems analysts:

Senator Cul ver. I was very disturbed with the references today
to the role of systems analysts , because I think g i ven our Const i tu-
t i on, an d our system, and civilian contro l of the services, that it is
absolutely unthinkable that in the absence of system analysts ’ help
and the Independent view provided to the Secretary of Defense we can
get any kind of harmon i zation and rationalization out of the vicious
service riva l ry and bureaucracy, and that it Is almost impossible for
the taxpayer to ever conce i va b ly fun d the magn itude of the request
for every conce ivable kind of weapons system, and so fo rth, that the
services in their own interest very log i cally wish to see built.
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And I don’t see how on earth we are ever going to be able to get
our hand s on It or In fact Congress can do Its job In the absence of
a very strongly, improved capacity to make those Independent assess-
ments and judgments on a cost, given that -the priorities between
defense and nondefense, as we l l  as the interna l priorities of th is
defense budget, require that very kind of tough—minded calcu l ation .
(un derlin ing added ) ~ J -

So it would seem that PPBS still has Its Congressional advocates and

adversaries . Neverthe less Senator Cu lver ’s v iew that Independent

assessment is needed in order that nationa l priorities be properly deter-

m i ned goes back to the argument for mission budget i ng which by law wi l l

be required . If one ascribes to the views of Aaron Wildavsky who states

that “PPBS has failed everywhere and at all times” because the process

invo l ves performing ca l cu l ations (of which assumptions are an integra l

pa rt) that are “beyond present human capabilities ” there there is concern

that miss i on budgeting wil l  befall the same fate. Wi ldavsky reports that

PPBS is cognitively constrai ned and for this reason lacks the necessary

rather than sufficient conditions for it to succeed. He claims that no

one “knows how to do” PPBS and describes the chaos that befalls an agency

that makes an attempt to imp l ement it (Appendix A).

Shoul d m i ss i on budget i ng circumvent the pi tfa l ls of PPBS there st i l l

exi sts the centra l problem of ordering nat i ona l priorities once the

budgets have been subm i tted. This formidable task must be coordi nated

through the budget committees who must somehow convince the remainder of

Congress that such càord ination is essential. Thus just as the serv ices

must await further guidance from DOD, so must DOD ascertain the true re— -

quirement for mi ss ion budgeting. If the requirement is supported by the

ent ire Congress perhaps a massive restructuring of the FYDP would be

necessary. If however Congress shows, through L ack of consensus, that

• the requirement wi l l  serve a lesser purpose, a l ess comprehens i ve response

j - 
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cou l d suffice. There is some evidence that Congress has started a mi-

gration toward mission budget i ng, particularly within the Senate where

there has traditionally been more emphasis on broad policy formu l ati on

than in the House, where specific details Involving individua l programs

are cons i dered more important. Senator Stennis, Chairma n of the SASC,

indicated his support for mission budgeting in a I -3t1-er sent to Senator

Ch iles January 4, 1 977, as this excerpt shows (see Appendix I for entire

letter with enclosure):

In light of your continuing i nterest and our p revious conversa-
tions on the Subject of mission budgeting, I thought you would be
interested that the Armed Services Comm ittee this year is using a
new format for its hearings on the overall Defense budget and p rogram.

This new format inc l udes severa l hearings on some of the major
m ission areas in the Defense Department as described by the enclosed
outline. I believe this approach would be consistent with your
thinking and should enable the Comm i ttee to quickly identif y some
of the major issues affect i ng the budget.

I- i- is also significant that such support from the appropriations com-

mittees (even in the Senate) has not yet been forthcom i ng .

Thus the assumption made ear l ier  that “Congress” could be reduced

to a small  group centered on Senator Chi les fo r purposes of defining

the content and format of miss i on bud~et i ng does not mean that Congress

as an inst i tution shares his comm i tment to insure that the requ i rement

is actually used. This leve l of Institutiona l Interest is crit ica l in

determining the extent of the DOD response, and w i l l  be determ i ned i n

part by what linkage Congress perce i ves to exist between PPBS and mission

budget i ng. Congress has relied heavily upon the line i tem approach in

the past, and Congressiona l opponents of program budget i ng are numerous.

For Congress to pursue the concept of mission budget i ng as an Inst i tu—

tion would be a greater departure from past pract i ces than even passage

of PL—93—344, a.s the former is in part the actua l imp l ementation of
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the latter. There is the additiona l possibi l i ty that even If Congress

requires mission budgeting as an institution , It w i l l  not be used for

Its intended purpose of ordering nationa l priorities, but instead serve

as a “pro forma” approach w h i l e  the traditiona l line I tems remain the

- basic budget language. The use of l ine i tems by the HAC, and the tenac—

Ity with which those line items are protected from encroachment by -

other committees was documented in an earlier section of this thesis

(Section V II ) . This is the type of tradition and bureaucratic i nertia

that must be overcome within Congress if the DOD response is to be as

comp rehens i ve - as that des i red by Senator Chiles. It is more probable

that m i ss ion budget i ng w i l l be used along wi t h the tra di t i ona l l i ne

i tems by various “p la yers” in establishing future budget priorities.
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X I I .  CONCLUSIONS

The concl usions of this i nvestigation may be summarized as follows.

I. The organization designed to formally interact with Congress is

much more effect ive than prev i ously reported by Berry and Peckham

for the following reasons:

a. The people compos i ng the organizat i ons exam i ned, part icularl y

i n OLA, are aware of Congressiona l needs and how to satisfy them.

b. The environment within which the organization opera-i-es has become

more pro and less ant i —defense, thus genera~ Iy enhanc i ng the

overall atmosphere necessary to have good Congressiona l —Navy

interaction. -

c. The trend in Sov iet shipbui lding v ls—a—v is that of the Un i ted

States has caused increased Congressiona l concern that the U. S.

- -  
‘• Navy requires more support thereby enhanc i ng the cooperati ve

sp irit needed for favorable i nteracti on.

d. The creation of the Budget Comm i ttees has caused the Armed Ser-

v ices Comm i ttees to acti vely support their assessment of defense

requ i rements because actions to the contrary wou ld result i n

less comm i ttee prest i ge than was the case pr ior to the enactment -

of PL— 93—344. Thus the Armed Serv i ce Committees are able to

• play off their traditional role as defense advocates against the

budget comm i ttees thereby further enhanc i ng favorable I nteractions.

2. There ex ist “externa l constraints” over which the organization ex—

• am i ned has no control. The organization exam i ned was aware of these

constra i nts and worked around them to the extent possible.
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3. In terms of format and content for mission budget ing, Congressiona l - 

I
expectations may be assumed i dentica l to those of a small group

centered on Senator Chiles.

4. It is possible that mission budgeting could be used by DOD to both

satisfy the Congressi ona l requirement while at the same time enhanc—

ing i nterna l management àapab ill ty by considerably chang i ng current

program element structure and by creating a program element sub-

structure in the FYDP. This is a major undertaking that would re— - 
-

qu ire a consensus throughout DOD to pursue.

5. The DOD response to mission budgeting has fallen short of Congres-

s i ona l expectations for severa l reasons:

a. Un l ess a si gnificant effort aimed at imp l ement i ng #4 above were

undertaken, mission budgeting would require stati stica l a l l oca-

tion of data involving algorithms that would jeopard i ze

• accuracy.

b. The mission budget could conce i vably be misused in attempts to

cut the defense budget. 
-

c. The true l evel of Congressional i nterest in mission budget i ng

is as yet unknown .

6. In terms of Congressiona l i nterest in mission budgeting , the views

- of Senator Chi les cannot be assumed identica l to those of Congress

as an inst i tution. Congress has historically relied upon a line

item, rather than a p rogram ap p roach, and departure from that tradi-

tion is perce i ved to be unlikely.
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• X I I I  • RECOMMENDATIONS -

The recommendations of this study are based upon the foregoI ng con-

clus i ons and are as follows :

I. In order to meet the new time table for miss ion budget i ng set by

the SBC at FY 1 978, the Army response shown In Figure 9 is adequate.

2. Efforts to improve the current program element structure and to

create a PE substructure should be pursued in order to enhance in-

terna l management capabilities by i ncreasing the compatibility -of

the various reporting languages that now ex i st. This effort would

also result in the availability of such information for Congress,

shou ld the Congressiona l miss i on budget requ i rement become more

comprehensive in the futu re.
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APPENDIX A — Questions Used In Interv iews

Questions

The questions fell into 2 different groups. The first group was designed
to update Berry s Peckham, while the second group was to update Gates & Prose.

Group 1
1. Are OLA- or NavCcmplia used to prepar e P.14. ‘s for a brief ?
2. What is the effect of 0P906 on the process?
3. How are the committee staffs viewed ; are they considered to be important

in the process? -

4. What is the extent of candor?
5. Are the “hints” that Congress gives out responded to?
6. How does the Navy compare with the Army and Air Force (A/F)?
7. Does the Navy bring too many witnesses to hearings and briefs?
8. Is information submitted in a timely manner?
9 • Is the tour length of OL~/NavComp 1ia/P .M. ‘s long enough?

10. Will a poor brief result in a program cut?
11. Who testifies at hearings and briefs?

Group 2 •

1. How have the BBC , SEC, and CBO changed Congress and its interaction with
the Navy?

2. What is impact of current services budget?
3. What will happen in the realm of Mission Area Budgeting (NAB )?
4 . How will. reprogramming and supplementals be handled?
5. Will back door spending be curtailed?

If it is decided to interview Project Managers (P .M. ’s) then the following
• questions will be asked:

1 • Do you use OLA,4~avCoeiplia?
2. Are murder boards helpful?
3. What do you think about SARS?
4. How important are staff members?

-- 
- 

5. What are your procedures when dealing with Congress?
6. What are your views of the authorization and appropriation process?
7 • Who speaks for your program?
8. What do you think the effect of the new Budget Committees has been?

A list of some abbreviations that are often used:

OLA- — Office of Legislative Affairs
NavComplia — Naval Comptroller Liaison Branch
CBO — congressional Budget Office
BA-C - House Appropriations Committee (Subcommittee for Defense)
BA-SC - House Armed Services Committee

— MBC - House Budget Committee
• SAC — Senate Appropriations Committee (Subcommittee for Defense)

SASC - Senate Armed Services Committee
SBC - Senate Budget Committee
F.P .  - Foreign Policy
NAB - Mission Area Budgeting -
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
- I. 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
- -

, 

WASHINGTON. 0C 20350
- OP-906/sw
APPENDIX B — VCNO Memorandum of 1 973 Calling for Ser 42P90

a Reduction In the Number of Witnesses $ JAN 1973
at Hear i ngs

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DISTRIBUTION LIST

Subj : Congressional He~rings for FY 74 Budget 
-

1. In the- past the various Congressional committees that
conducted hearings in support of .their deliberations on the
Navy portion of the budget haye cornp1~ in~~ ~hntit 1~h~ 1

~~r~enum ber of witnesses~ that~ tend each briefing session.

2. To try to meet this honest concern of Congress and to
thereby improve the Navy image you are asked to hold your
backup witnesses to the bare minimum. As a policy you should
have not more than one backup witness for each budget activity
or primary weapons system within- your program.

3. Any request for deviations from this policy should be
submitted to the Vice Chief of Naval Operations through the
Congressional and Policy Coordination Branch (OP—906).

4. Please insure that all of your personnel who may be called
on to appear before Congress this year are awa~~ of this policy.

“ 1. ‘-. -~- 
- i.. - 

‘
~~~~ IL. F. WEI SNE ~u1sLr 1~ uL1on a.iis~~. - 

IID~~RAL U .S. NAV Y
CHNPI~V11AT VICE CHIEF OF NAV AL 0FE~LTIONS

OP-02
OP-03
OP—04 ,

~~~~ 
j

OP-05 - 
- —

OP—06 -

OP—0 90
- COMNAVELEXSYSCOM
OP-094 COMNAVFACENGCOM
OP-095 COMNAVSUPSYSCON
OP-098 COMNAVOCEANAV 4~’ ~VOP-099 COMSC
CHN~ VPERS
CHBUME D Copy to:

- COMNAVSHIPSYSCOM OLA - 
--

- —COMNAVAIRSYSCOM — ------~jAV COMPT--- — 
- 
-

• COMNAVORDSYSCOM ‘ OP-002
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APPENDIX C — A Letter from 0MB to Senate Commi ttee
on Government Operations Dated
January  16, 1 974

• EXEI . IJTLVZ OnIcE 0? T~~~ PRESiDE?~T.
On-icE OF M.&YAO EMEX T i~~u BrnoE-r.

Was kin gton D.C.. Janua ry 16. 1974.
Hon. S~~~i J. Eaw~. Jr.,Chah,nan. Committee oi~ Got ’errunent Op eratioi~s. U.S. Senate. .‘~.eir

Senate Office Building, Washington. D.C.
DEAR Ms. CsarJt ~ir.iN : This responds to your invitation to comment

on S. 1414, a bill “To strengthen congressional control in deterrnimng
priorities of appropriations and expenditures by requiring the budgrr
to be organized and submitted on the basis of national needs, agenc~programs, and basic program steps.”

A~&~ti~ djn the bill~~ne of ~he a~y pu!~-p~sesof S. 1414 is ~to
refor~iühte the structn~ ~ tu~get t iighlTg~it national needs.~TE~ bilI would require thatj~~.~ )iTector pf ~OM.B, under the diret--
ti~~ of the President~~~~ in cooperation with the Secretary of the
T!~~aSUi-Y, the Comptrdller ~ eneral,and the. Director of the Office of
Goals and Priorities Ana~ sis, “specify a hierarchy of national need~azi~ 

5reconcile and assign the responsibilities of the various agencies to
meet the national needs so specified.” W~~j~ aLvP 1,in ~~~~~~~~ - -i-Iigs
al~ n~~hese n~ iposg4~~nuire pepts

are seriously concerned that reformulating the structure of the
budget in the manner required by S. 1414 would. if it were feasible.
weaken the system of checks and~ balances that is so essential to our
form of government. History has proved many times over the wisdoni
of our founding fathers in designing a Federa l Government in which
there is separation of power and in which the setting of priorities is
the unmistakeable responsibility of elected officials—the President and
the Congress. B~ pl~~mg t~~.~ s~onsihility for specifying a hierarchy
of iiatiQn& needs on the Director of 0MB and requiring that he do so
in.cooperation with the Secretary of the Treasury and two Legislative
1 r;iiiczi omej uls. ~~‘. I4i-~ woulet—snnultnn-eousl y——dilute separation of
po~ èr sig~ ‘cantly and place too much of the responsibility for prior—
tty tt in~,.~~ to the hands of appointed officials in both the executive

- an~J~gis1auve branches. Setting priorities in this way - would. .cause
a b~~ic change in the political processes of our Nation. Such.an alter—

i of our fundameutai.,iirocess shoul çl po~ lie co~gidered. -

e lieve that the ~asic ~~je ctire of ~~ . 1414 : “To strengthen can-
gi-essional control in determining priorities of appropriations and
cxpenditures. can be achieved be’tcr in ntln ’r -t -ays. Indeed, we believe
t hat S. 1541. which i-our Committee r~porttd ont in the first session
of the 93rd Congress. would achieve this objective without having the
adverse consequences of S. 1414.

Our reservations about the desirability of enacting S. 1414 are not
lessened by our conviction that establishing a hierarc hy of national
needs in the manner prescribed is not feasible. Any attempt to rank
national needs would require initiall y a determination of criteria on
which to base the ranking. Both the establishment of criteria and the
determination nf rankings is likely to result in enormous controversy.
That controversy would make it virtually impossible to reach appro-
pr iate agreements in either the executive or legislative branches or
between them. 7’
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1~IIS PAG~E IS REST QUALITY PRACTICABLE
- 

7I~ O~l OOPY FIJRNIS}IED TI) DDC

We subscribe to the concept that resources in the Federal Govern-
ment- should be applied against national needs. ~ c~w~ver~our recent
experi~ences with t}!! Plany ipa r Pmar~mnung~ Buqgeting ~ vstem ~i1d.
later in aftem ~t~nç to artlcnI’~t~ ~~~ ~~ natiop~t1 cpnl~ rn~~Wl~~ently
of~~ e..nQ11llc~1 i~rc~s-~s li~ve ~il1ustrated aranhict~Tlv tile q~icuiçv of
being ~Me to i~~~ti~v and pin a2r-~~ment on a single set of nat ional

• npødg thiit Rr~ i’nmnrphpn~)t~P in ~ii’nn~ ~inrl v’~t ~1rP ~np~ iti~’ ønniigh
to aj~q~ ~~~~~ bapd ~vi~ ~nd n~ i~~tiv~~ t t~ h

5 ~ti~~
t4iirød r~~n~t

the aecq nh1~i~~ pt or ~~i~fi 11manf~ n~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ \foreover, the speci-
fving ornationii needs in the formal manner specified by S. 1414
would result in a much less flexible system than the present one. and
thus inhibit both the Congress and the Executive from being able to
respond to new needs in a timely and efficient manner. We would there-
fore suggest that the requirement for the identification of program
needs not be legislated but allowed to evolve, as required, to meet the
needs of both the executive branch and the Congress.

Superficially, reformulating the structure of the budget to high-
light national needs appears to be a reasonable objective. However.
the ramifications of such action on both the executive and legislative
branches of the Government would be staggering. The reformulation
of the Federal budget to present existing and proposed budget author-
it-v and outlays in terms of a hierarchy of national needs could necessi-
tate a massive reorganization of existing departments and agencies in
order to facilitate administration of programs funded on the basis of
national needs. This. in turn, could mandate a far reaching reorganiza-
tion of congressional appropriation committee structure. While we

• agree in principle to identifying resources by program, we believe that
there would be less disruption to the operation of programs and the
Federal Government as a whole, if the change to a program budget
Wt ’z-&- imp leineiited on au increm ental basis start ing WiT 1 ‘lie eu?Tt ?ul
budget structure as a base. This procedure might be feas. . The demi-
lines fo t- imple mentation prescribed in the bill are totally unrealisti~- .
- Enactm ent of S. 1414. as written, could also raise certain legal issue-

• m u terms of its relation to the Budget and Accounting Act, which
requires the President to transmit required budgetary infornmat ion in
“such fo rm and detail” as he max- determine. 4~,.js noted above, w~l~~ eve that our system of governniej it requires ~ihat. the Presidentih~[ependence to express his ju dgment in his budget be preserved-.---
aloiig with the Congress’ independence to change the budget. We be--
h ere that it would be a grievous mistake to compromise the independ -
e’mice of eitliei~ by adopting a p~ ority-setting system like that wh it-h
S 1414 proposes. - - -

In summary. if the primary intent is to provide additional in for-
- mation to improve congressional budgetary dectsionnntldn~. we

believe the bill is needed in light of the provisions of S. 1~41.
On the other hand. if the intent is to reformulate the sn’uctm-e of thm -

budget document , we would strongly oppose the enactment of 5. 1414
in its present form.

Sincerely,
WILFRED H. Ro~r3rv..

A.a~istant Director for LeoM.:t, ~e Retei-e ~.‘ -
~ -
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November 3, 1976
APPENDIX 0 - Letter to Secretary of Defense Ruinsfeld

- 

- 
f rom Senators Bellman and Muskie Dated
November 3, 1 976

Thd Uonorable Donald H. Ruinsfeld
Secretary of Defense 

PAGE iS REST QU~~IT’~ PBACTICA~~~
Washington , 0. C. 20301 - ThO~ OO~Y T MSHLDTO

~~

Dear Mr. Secretary : —

As you are aware , the 19/4 Budget Con trol ~,id ri poundu~ient Act ,Section 601(i), rt quircs govers~m~nt~wide prt~stnitations of agency mission
hud~j ets beg inning wit h the Fiscal Year 1919 budget. ~~~~~~ ~ud~et
Co~iur~j t t ee voted unc~nii~ous ly this spring , however , that the Department
of ~e fc-nse should provide a mission area budget for Fiscal Year 1978
in 3dd itJO n to the usua l budget submiss ion. The Committee u~embers
feel s t rong ly  that this information is needed to provide (1) a framework
for p1’oduct ive Co~ninittee debate of the defense budget and its relationship
to the nat ion ’s foreign policy and defense requiremen ts, and (2) ex-
perience in dealing wi th mission budgets prior to government—w ide
implementation of the Fisca l Year 1979 requirement.

A request for a display of this nature for the Fi scal Year 1977
budget was made direc tly to you. Al though your Department did prepare
the information in the form requested by the Defense Task Force of
the Senate Budget Committee, the data was not made available to the
Committee.

We are familiar with several concerns of the DoD with regard to
— submission of mission budget data. A listing of these concerns and the

- — position of the Senate Budget Committee regarding each of them follows:

(1) DoD. A mission budget requires statistical allocation
of data by use of algorithms , and the product -is not

• derived directly from the DoD accounting system.

Sena te Bud~~t Cournittee . The use of statistical allocation
algorithms -is expected and acceptable to the Comittee.
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— (2) DoD. A mission budget requires allocation of fixed
as well as variable custs t-~hich may invite an
unjustified conclusion that a cut in divisions

• permits a proportionate cut in allocated support
activities.

- 
- 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ It is our opinion that to
be totally meaningfu l , fixed costs must also be allo-
cated. Uowever, the Budget Committee does not
recoiNnend specific cuts or increases in such things
as divisions or wings. That is the responsibility
of the authorization and Appropriat ions Commi ttees.

(3) DoD. A mission budget provides data useful for
n~acro-analytical purposes but not for financialcontrol due to the allocation requirem ents.

The Budget Committee evaluates
budget data in macro-analytica l terms.

- (4) DoD. Submission of mission budget information for
Fiscal Year 1978 introduces mission categories
before views of 0MB have been considth-ed.

Senate Budget Committee. The Committee recommends
that as the requested information is prepared, the
DoD discuss the effort wi th 0MB, and the Committee
staff will also work with 0MB in this regard.

- 
- -  (5) DoD. A mission budget provides data that could be

~iiT~understood or misused.

* Senate Budget Commi ttee. The Committee staff bel i eves it
thoroughly understands the DoD budgetary system,
and there Is little likelihood that a misunderstanding

- -• 

or misuse of the data would be made by the Committee.

A mission area structure that would serve the Committee’s needs
is enclosed. The mission categories represent an effort to meet the
Commi ttee ’s needs and- at the same time acconinodate current DoD accounting
and budget control structures in the Five Year Defense Program and
fiscal guidance categories-
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t-e l)elieve that our r :qui.-~iii erit is a m-ca sonable one and , further ,
- 

th1.m t our objectives and imitended (sSe of the data should alleviate your
prior conceins regarding the submission of the information . Lt is rq—
i
~ ested that the data be provid ed no later than January 28, 19/7.
t-~ ssrs. loin Dine and Bob Sneed (224-0~~3) are the points of contact on- our staff for this requirement.

- - - Sincerely ,

Iki~ry Ccl imon Edmund S. Muskie

Enclosure

t
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September 17 , 1976

- DCFCNSE MISSION CUDGEl STRUCTURE

SLi:at1~9~c. W~trfare

1. Offensive

2. Defensive , - 
-

3. Coi~nand, Control and ConggiunIcations

Tactical Warfare -

4. La ud Warfare

— Light Divisions (includes Marine ground forces)

- Heavy Divisio ns

- Other -

5. Air Warfare

- Close Mr Support (includes relevant Marine air forces)

- Air Superiority/Interdiction (includes relevant Marine air forces)
- - - 6. Naval Warfare

— Fo-ce Projection (includes relevant defense and resupply’ fo rces )
- Amphibious Operations

- Area Sea Control (sea lane defense)

7. Tactical f’lobilIty

Defense-wide Forces and Support -

8. Intelli gence

9. Communications

10. Technology Base R and 0

11. Defense-wide Management

9 1
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NOrE: Defense-wide support (training, logistics , base and personnel
- 

- 

- support , etc.) are allocated to the first level categories
within the Strategic , Tactical and Defense-wide areas, e.g.,
(1) Strategic Offensive, (4) l and Warfare, or (9) Communications.

Base l ine DoD Pro gram — Subtotal

Non-Baseline Program - Subtotal
- 

- Retired Pay -

— Inter nationa l Aid

- Total DoD 
-
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cO:-:E~0SII1ON OF DLFI:NSE MISS i ON BUDGET STRu CTURE CATEGOR IES

E:1ch uf the defense mission budget categories are divided into missions and

sub hIisS onS, as follows:

Strategj c Warfare

1. Strategic offensive forces include ICBMs, SLBMs, and bombers.

2. Strategic defensive forces include surveillance and warning systems,

aircraft interceptor units, and ABMs.

3. Strategic command , control , and communications include both offensive

and defensive con;nand and control systems.

Tact ical Wa r fare

4. I and warfare forces include both li ght (including Marine ground forces)

and heavy ground divisions , and other combat forces, including air defense

and relevant combat support forces.

5. Air warfare includes close air support and air superiority/interdiction

forces, including relevant Marine air forces.

6. Naval warfare includes forces for: 
-

- force projection which includes carriers, their escorts, and resupply

forces and related aircraft squadrons;

-. amphibi ous operations which includes IHAs, LSDs, LSTs, mineSweepers, etc.

- area sea control which includes patrol frigates, other escorts avail able

for convoys, ASW aircraft, mines , undersea surveillance , attack

submarines, etc.
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--~~ 7. Tactica l m obility ~iscl utk~s airlift and sealift forces, but not amphibious

l i f t  ~-vhich has been placed under Naval force projection. -

fet e rc and S~p2,ort

8. Intell igence (self-explanatory)

9. Con~nunications (self-explanatory) -

10. Technology base R & 0 includes only that research which is basic (program

61000). The remainder of R & D is allocated to appropriate missions.

11 . Defense-wide management , which is headquarters support.

Defense-wide support activities such as training, logistics , base,

— 

-. 
and personnel support, etc., are allocated to the first level mission

area categories; e.g., strategic offensive forces, air warfare forces,

naval warfare forces, etc.

Costs not providing U.S. defense capability -

These categories ar~ for retired pay~ and -international aid , which do

not contribute directly to combat missions.
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March 10 , 1975

~~~~ ~~~~~~ T QW~1T~ ~~~~~~~The Honorable Edmund S. Muskic

- Senate Budget Committee - - 
- - 

- -
~~ 

-

~ 
-

. 

- - 
-

Washington, D. 0. 
- 

- - 
- .

~~~
. 

- 
- 

-
.

Dear Ed

- I am writing to suqgcst some essential steps I believe ~~Y . 
-

should be taken by the I3udget Committee in its review of the:. . .. -

- - .
- -

. 
Department of Defense budget. - - 

- 

. - -: - 

-

- 2~s I see the task ahead of us , we have two basic choices -~ 

-

in the way we approach , analyze , debate and j u s t i f y  the - 
- .

-
.
~~~~~~~~

. -

— national defense func tion :  
- 

-
-

- 
-
- , 

- - - 
-

• 
-
- I 

-

- (1) a “l ine—item ” approach , devoting attention to ~~‘ 
- 

- 
• . 

-
-

- 
- 

- collection of separate issueä and weapons programs; -; ; - - 
-

or - - . - . 
-

-

- -
~ (2) a “mission ” approach to cofloct . a l l  relevant programs : -  - :  - 

-

and act ivit ic~; into a complete f r~unowork of de f e ns e  - 
- 

- 
- - ‘ 

-
.

. 
- 

- missions, suc h a~ ~ tratcgic offcns&, theater air . 
-

- 
- , :- - - 

-

- 
- defense , and others. -. -

. .- - 
- -

.
- 

‘• , -
-

- . 
- I am seriously concerned that  if we fa l l  in to  a ‘~~ ine— item” -- 

-

• - 

~~~~~~~~~~~ treat i. ~~w pp.~~~ aji ~Lj~,sues. we wi l l .  f i rst,  commit -

- 

ot~r~elves to ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
dun.licatipn~oL’ the - - 

- 
- 

-
~ 

-

• -
. d~ c,~sion—ma kir~~~to bc m~~~ _~~~~~~~~~ rmod Services and - - - - - 

-~~~~ 

- 
- - 

‘ - -

Ap~~~,opriatiOflS Comrnittccs~~~pc~. soconcl . more Imp ortantly , -we - ‘. 
-

-

- 
- may foreclose oü~ unique opportuni ty to have the Budget • : -

- ‘ - - - 
-

-
. 

• ; Committee provide , for  the f i~rst t ine , a forum for  examining - 
• 

- - -

-
. higher-order decisions of defense policy an d strategy which - . - - 

- 
. -

can be clearly linked to budget actions. 
- 

-
. - . . - — 

:

- 

‘
- ; :  

-
. -

95 FILE COPY 
±~ III



AD—A 062 lfl NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL MONTEREY CALIF FIG 511
NAVY—CONGRESSIONAL INTERACTIONS AND THE RESPONSE TO MISSION BUD——ETC (U)
MAR 77 P J HENNING

UNCLASSIFIED NL

I
I 

_ _UUt W
~
!fl

U. U-.



_ _  
2.2

II I I ~~ IJO~0 
~If L8

I .25 IIllI~
MICROCOPY RESOLUT%ON TEST

NAT K~~AI. BUREAU OF STA1~DAR~~ -I963-~



. — • t , ~~ ~
Senator Cdmund S. Musk3.e Page Two ‘

March 10, 1975 
, • ‘‘4 ~~ . I

• • ‘ : , .,  •~~ ‘

~ I P1
• - .‘ ~ ‘•

~~

To suminar].ze my suggestion , I believe it would be
advantageous for the Committee to report and ]ustify the
concurrent resolution’s national defense budget levels by’ .J~~,~ 

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

adding up the budget levels for specific defense missions
plus other “overhead” categories which cannot legitimate1y~
be allocated to defense missions. Dy so doing, I believe •

~~~
‘ ‘ , : •

• we - can provide a welcome and much needed connection between~~~’
~

congressional judgments on defense policy and budget allocations ~
,

tailored to reflect those judgments. . • 
• .

.. T.

More specifically, I think it would be appropriate to . • .

begin to develop specific information now so that we can orient 
‘ 

•

our discussion with Secretary Schlesinger when he appears before
the .Commit1.~

e on March 14. . -  • ‘

After a presentation of the international situation, ~~~~~~~~~

defense policy and strategy and foreign èominitments , we could .~~~~~
. 

~~~~~~~~

then proceed to discuss each mission as follows:

(1) How the nission relates to defense strategy ’ 
~~~

‘ 
~

- • “

and how critical it may be to executing policy; • ‘ : ‘ -

(2) Current and pro)ected levels of mtssion
• capability in relation to expected threat 1eve1s;:~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ 

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

(3) The case for increasing or decreasing mission • . . . .;‘ ..

capability and, hence, the need to phase out •.
~~~~ ~~

.- . • . • •

major acquisition programs or the cost, time and .. ~~.

capability goals for now ones,

(4) Total mission costs, including hi~târica1 trends 
!
;;~~~~~,

• and future projections. Included in ~açh mission ’
cost total should be the appropriate allocations ~~~~~~~~~~~~ . . •

~

• ‘ for . 

., •..
(a) related manpower costs,
(h) related operation and maintenance costs; - . ~~~:- ~ . •

• 
. Cc) related construction costs; 

. 
•• ‘

•~~~~,

• - ‘ Cd) • related acquisition programs C research, - ‘ “ . 
‘
~~~~~~

. 
‘ ‘

~~~~

/ development, test and evaluation and ‘ 
‘
-.

‘ 

. 
-

. .

• procurement costs); .

‘ I • , • Ce) other mission—related flDT&E costs. • 
. 

- -
. :~~~

‘ ‘

.1 • . - 
~~~~~~

. •

; • 
. • • ,

~ 

‘ ‘ , • - • •

I . ’ . , .

- i  •~~~~~~~~~ • . • •  ‘ • • .

• ‘ ~~~~ 
•

- : ‘ .
- • ‘ • •• ‘

I
, ‘ 

. ‘ 
‘ . .

.
~~~~~~‘ 

• • • , • ~~ . 
-

, 4 ’~~~ 
. •

~~~ 
.

——  - - - 
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Senator Edmund S. Muskie Page Three ‘~~

March 10, 1975 . - - . 

‘ 
. ; - -  - ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

‘
.

• - ‘ •
~

‘
•~~~ ~~~~ 

‘: •

..
Ir

• - • . 
- ‘ ‘ 

, • ‘ , ~•“ .- • • . -. ~ •

This approach to the national defense budget was recommended ‘~~~~“ ,
~~

unanimously by the 12-member Commission on Government Procurement . ,• “~~~~
“

• 
- As a fo zner member , I am convinced that the Commission was , ’~.. . ;

‘
; •

unfortunately, correct in its find ing that

“Congress and its committees have become enmeshed at a
detailed level of decision-making and review in attempting to ~~~~~~~~ 

‘

: - fulfill their responsibilities. This disrupts programs,. denies -~~

• 
‘ flexibility to those responsible for executing programs,, and •

. •~~

• obscures Congress ’ view of related higher—order issues of • - -

national priorities and the allocation of national resources.:.: - 
~~~~

.

• 

“Congress should have an early and comprehensive opportunity 
- 

-

to debate and understand any agcncy ’s’m ission needs and goals - :,
,

•
~~

- for new acquisition efforts, and the opportunity to discuss the ~ -
•

relationship of proposed mission capabiljties to current - 
- - 

- • 

‘
.

national, policy and the allocation of resources in accordance ., ~
‘ -

with national priorities.” - 
- - 

•: 
• ~~~~~~~ -:

F ‘ I would be happy to discuss this approach with you further . - ~~~~
-

and have my staff lend assistance. •~~~ 
.
.

• •

With best personal regards,

•. I 

- I

- ‘ 
• IJtWTON CHILES — - :‘ - :- • . 

. 
-

‘ 
•
~ 

-
- -

~~~~~~~

— _ , •
• 

-
- - : :- - 

‘ - ‘
~ 

-

LC rcs

- 

‘ . ‘ , : -  • .:‘ ‘ • :  - -

- 
, 

.
‘-

• 
‘ .• .• . • .- ••

‘ 
• ; .

~~
, . ‘ . I . . l ’

• •
- • 

‘ 

‘ 
- • , 

‘ •

— — I

• 
‘ 

•
•• 

;
.

, •
‘ • , . ..

• ‘ p 
- 

• 
‘ : -

‘

•
‘•

~~~~~~~~
•‘“,,•

• ~~~~ 
‘I ’  - —

.

- ‘ - • ‘ - 
‘

- • 
. -• ‘: ‘ • 

• 
•
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• March 12 , 1975

Honora b le Law ton Chi les
Un it ed Sta tes Sena tor
Washington , D.C. 20510

- 1 Dear Law ton : -

I was delighted and encouraged to receive your
letter of March 10 on the steps which the Budget Corn-

• . mittee should take in revie wing the Budget of the
Department of Defense. It goes straight to the heart
of the problem facing the Committee In cons idering all
of the functional areas of the budget. 

-

, I share your concern that the Committee shoul d ,
on the whole , avoid a “li -ne—item ” approach to budgetary.

• -issues. And I agree that the Committee shou ld seek to
provide in its work a forum , as you express it, “for
ex~ p i f n j g,J~j gh~ r _ n r ~1Pr ~~~i,~ionc of defeiise,oo lic v ”~~
I find your suggestion that the Committee structure its
wor k on the Defense budget around mi ssion objectives
an d mission costs a constructive and attractive alterna—

___ tive .

• I am concerned that thi s year we wil l be con-
strained by time and resources in such a way that we
will not be able fully to develo p and analyze a mission
framewor k for our dec i s i o n s on De fense . Bu t I be li eve
we should be gin to work toward such a goal .

With best wishes , ’I am

~~~~~und S Mus kfe 

~~±. 
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July 18, 1975

• 
I .
.
..

I

.

Honorable James R. Schlesinger
Secretary of Defense
The Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20301

Dear Mr. Secretary:

A-s you may know, Chairman Muskie has organized
• several Budget Comm ittee Ta5k Force groups to work on the

upcoming budget cycle. The Defense Task Force has decided
to break down its work agenda into several key areas under

- 
- 

the leadership of the Task Force members .

Senator Chiles has agreed to take the lead in
developmen t of a mission-oriented defense budget presenta-
tion, as agreed to by the full Committee in its report on
the first Concurrent Resolution (Senate Report 94-77, 15
April 1975, page 44).

Thjs~ 1etter is to request that the Defense
Department begin as soon as possible to work with the
Sen’a’~e s’caff to deve.iop SUC?1 a budget~p jentation-_ Please
co~~&i~ate this effort tTir~~ g~5 ~exii~or Cbi1~~c) rA prt~centa-

• tive, Mr. Lester A. Fettig .

Mr. Michael Joy will be responsible for the
overall coordina tion of this and other worjc projects for
the Defense Task Force.

Thanking you for your attention and cooperation ,
l am

-
. S cerely,

~~~IN~~~~~

- - . D fe?se Task Force

EFH:jp

File Cot~I
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• December 8, 1975

• SI..

The Honorable Donald H. Ruinsfeld 
•

Secretary of Defense 
•

The Pentagon - -

• Washington, D.C. 
-

Dear Mr. Secretary:’ •

In a July 18, 1975 letter to Secretary Schlesinger, the
Senate Budget Committee requested the cooperation of the

• Department-of Defense in developing a defense budget display ‘

for use by the committee in considering the 1977 budget
resolution. -

During consideration the 1976 resolution, the committee
found that a presentation of the defense budget by missions,
with the allocation of support and RDT&E to those missions, was
very useful. As a result, one of the objectives of the
Committee Defense Task Force, of which I am a member, has been
to develop our requirement in advance of our consideration of

• the next presidential Budget, so that your Comptroller would
• have adequate time to prepare the necessary tables.

In this regard my staff has been meeting with OSD to - 

-

review the methodology by which the defense budget is
structured , and to clarify our needs. It is not our intention
to create needless additional displays of the defense budget,
and for this reason we have given careful consideration to the

• current organization of the Five Year Defense Plan and the
fiscal guidance categories now in use as a point of departure
for possible mission categories.

FILE COPY......



The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld
-‘ Page Two

December 8, 1975

The, attached table provides a mission structure which
would serve the committe~ ’s needs to properly consider the
defense function. Key to the value of this display is that
training, medical, general -support, and RDT&E would be allocated
within the missions listed.

The Senate Budget Committee would use this display to provide
a context for our consideration of major defense issues. In order
to fully grasp the financial commitment to particular mission
functions, it is most important that related support be allocated
to mission areas.

While consideration of the mission budgets will provide
+ valuable guidance for the Committee’s decisions,’ it is my under-
- standing the committee’s final recommendation to the Senate for the

defense function will remain at the level of aggregation as was
the case for 1976. In any case, we fully realize that the alloca-
tion of support to missions would be accomplished by statistical

• 

. - algorithms, and that your accounting system is not structured to
allow you to be governed by guidance at the mission level.

• Our Defense Task Force will be reporting its recommendations
to the full committee shor.tly. Consequently, we would appreciate
receiving a functional display of the 1976 President’s Defense
Bequest as soon as possible, and a similar display reflecting final
congressional action on the FY 76 request, after you have had

• an opportunity to review that action.

Thank you for your cooperation and support. Please have
your staff contact Mr. Les Fettig at 224-0211 for further infor-
mation and coordination on this request.

Wtih best regards,

+ 
. 

+ -~ A~TON CHILES

LC : rs
enclosures

+ 
I0I Etlotopi

L. . .~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
_ _
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. . December 5, 1975

-
.- . 

4 . Table l 2

Defense Mission Structure

Strategic Warfare

. Strategic offensive

. Strategic defensive

- . Strategic command, control and communication

Tactical Warfare

• Sea control
- Naval projection and sea control

- - Sea area control
• - Amphib operations

• Air warfare
—air superiority/interdiction
-c3.ose air support

• Land Warfare
- combat forces

- 
- combat support forces
- other forces

• Tactical mobility

* 

Defense Wide Support

• Intelligence

• Communication

• Technology base R&D

• Management

Non-real program ‘value

• • Retirement pay

• International Aid

- Total

. 

- .  . 
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THE SECRETARY 01” DEFENSE
• WA~~I-4INGTO N+ 0 C. 2030$

- JA N 10 1976

Honorable Lawton Chiles - 
. 

-

+ United States Senate

Dear Senator chiles: 
. 

. 

-

As you know, my staff has been workin g closely with yours ’ on our response
to your request of Dcce.mber 8, 1975 , for a “mission—oriented” budget
display fo r the President ’s 1’? 1976 request. In f~act , the process was -

sta rted las t summer in response to the .~u1y 18, 1975 letter from Senat or
• 

+ Rollings on the same subject.

Over the months we have ~aci~ .~~y ij~~~~~~~~~ pj~Jete details of our program
• clown to the p roi~ram ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~a~tIie~.~~ •~ i’~iJAing J’1 nt’k 

~ ~- --fl oD’ S.I 
p1ar~ting . programming , an4 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ also made frank

• disclosure of the flexibili ties and limitations which exist wi thin the
present system insofar as our capability to reallocate to your suggested

• mission st ructure is concerned.

We have also had discussions ‘with the Office of Managemen t and Budget and
with th e s taffs  of the various interested Congressional Committees , includ—
ing the Budget Coim~it cees , on the vari ous possible responsas to Section 601
of Public Law 93—344, the Congressional Budget Act of. 1974. This provision

• requi res that the federal budget for FY 1979 be submitted on a mission
basis . 4t~~ you ~nn apnre~ fate thi wilL..; i;e—~4~~fini t ion oL...th e views
an d nee4~ oLthe various Con al_ Cp~~~~~~~~ as well a~~ot~~r acencies
within the executive branch . , - 

-

Notwithstanding these longer range objectives , it is our intenti on to be
responsive to your near—term requirement s . T~j ance K. M~Clary, th~ fl~ fcn~ e
Comptroller , ~1s p repared to work with you and Lester A. P~~~~g ~L you r

— I • st~~~~tO~~ake sure vau~~zisad~s are met.

I can assure you we have a common objective in seeking a -key to better under—
standing of our bud~et requirements each year, and we look forward to working
with you in this regard . .~

—
~~~

‘) • 

+

1- /
+ . /

Sincerely,

(• ‘ ,) [
/ 

~~~~

+ 

• 
. 
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January 22, 1975 -

Honorable Dqnald. Rumsfeld
- Secretary

Department of Defense
- .‘ 

- The Pentagon
- 

i Washington , D.C.

Dear Mr. Secret ary :

Thank you for your letter of January 10 indicating your • 
- 

- -

desire to work with the Senate Budget Committee toward meeting our
budget information requirements.

Last year, during consideration of the defense function
budget, the committee determined that a mission approach should be

- pursued for 1977 to provide a. framework for assessing the total
resources devoted to each major defense mission. The goal, simi-.
larly proposed b~

) former Secretary Schlesinger, recommended: to
raise the level of congressional debate above distracting, piecemeal

- . issues and instead concentrat e on fundamental defense priorities
and capabilities.

- + 
- AS a result or discussions with Mr. McClary and his starr,

• we have come to an agreement that a. mission budget presentc.tion
could be presented by the Defense Department in the format sub— r
mitted. to you. This format is more detailed than that provided
to the committee last year. However, it conforms rather closely

+ to the structure now used by OSD for its own fiscal guidance.

1 ; 
. - -~~~~~~~-1

•, . . cue to~iY. • ..  -. , . .  104 .., 
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Page two
January 22, 1975

After careful consideration, we have concluded that this
display , along with relevant back up material, would provide the
committee with important insight into the relationship between
defense policies and resource allocation. As a result, we feel

+ compelled to repcut the request that you provide such a mission
budget display t’or FY 1977, along with. related. brmikout s an& trends

• • by February 9 for our review for the defense function.

We realize that there is uncertainty in how to best allo-
cate elements of overhead to specific missions , and questions on how
to best redefine the missions themselves. For now, however , we are
prepared to structure the missions to take account of the existing
defense categories and to accept your best estimates of Program 7
and 8 allocations even though they may not be of the same quality
as other budget estimates. We are convinced that our exper ience
win be helpful in preparing for the required government—wide
presentation of agency mission budgets as called for in the l971~
Budget Control and Impoundment Act , section 601(i), beginning

- with fiscal year 1979 . +

We look forward to your continued interest and. support.

Sincerely ,

,~~~~e~~~~~~ 1f o1li~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ !
/ I? Chairman , Dc - 

~e Task Force

-
~: ~

‘
~: _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _

Ct vton Chiles liobert / • 
-

• 
(
~~~~~~~~~Q4~~~~~ _-

. 
_ _ _ _ _

Warren G.~14agnuson~ • 
n i  Cran~ tori

:
L

.. :::~~~~~~~

p.
- .  . 

- 
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ThE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WA$HINQTON -

MAR 6 1976

Honorabh Ernest F. Hollings
Chairman , Defense Task Force
Committee on the Budget - -
-United States Senate
Washington , D. C. 20510

Dear M r .  Chairman :

This letter is in response to your January 22 request for a
display of the F? 7 1 President ’s Budget for Defense by
“Defense Mission Structure. ”

All of us are working on the problem of explaining defense
programs and expenditures to the American people in a way
w h i c h  is a c c u r a t e , c l ea r , and r e l a t a b l e  to n a t i o n a l  s e c u ri t y
objectives . The task seems to be relatively easy in the
case of stratsgic nuclear forces. Over the years , the need
for a strategic deterrent has been appreciated by almost every—
one. Strategic systems are almost entirely single—purpose;
the mission U.S. nuclear forces perform can be related to a
quantifiable counterpart on the Soviet side and an answer to
the “how much is enough?” questi on is , at least , conceivable.

• We have a kind of parity or equivalence with the Soviet Union
+ today —— they lead in throwwei ght and total megato nnage , we

- lead in numbers of reentry vehicles and warheads and in accu—
• racy —— and the deterrent is effective.

The situation is not so sharply focused with respect to the
multi—purpose elements of our military capability. They must
interact with the multi—purpose forces around the world...
those of the Warsaw Pact , the Soviets alone , Mid—East countries ,
Asian nations , and emerging powers throughout the world. We
talk of broad missions for our general purpose forces , but we
realize they must do anything and everything the strategic
nuclear forces cannot do.

As I ind ica t ed  in my l e t t e r  to Sena tor  Ch iles  on J anua ry  10 ,
I want to be responsive to the requirements of the Bud-get
Control and Impoundment Act of 1974 by presenting the Defense

L - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - •~ ~±11± ~~
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Budget in an appropriate mission structure . We met in Senator
Chiles ’ office on March 5 for the purpose of clarifying the
way in which ~j~e DoD p.ro~ r~immir~ syst~m ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
that. I showed you the F? 7? Budget in conventional terms ——

• 
by major appropria tions title —— and then in terms of the ten
major programs used witL in DoD to relate resources to outputs
or missions.

• You will, recall that five of the ten DoD programs ($65 bii.lion
o r a  ~.II~~.r~biL [1on t o t a J~ i~n F’! 7 7) a re  f o r c e —  or m i s s i o~~
O ented~——~8trateg ic rorces, general~~iirp5se forces. intelli—
ge~~ e and communrca~ Ions, airlift and sealift, and Guajd and
Reserve (orceá and t~ce oiher five include a broad sup~~ rt
base for those forces or functions. Over t he  p a s t  decade ,  DoD
has successively refined its program element structure to allo-
cate as much support to missions and forces as has seemed
reasonable.

The result is a Defense mission structure which presents a
picture quite different from the degree of resource allocation
your letter requested , but which has a va~ tdity by virtue of
wide understanding of the allocation details —— both within
DoD and without —— a n d  i t  se rves  us weli .

T h u s ;  a f t e r  c a r e f u l  co n s i d e r a t i o n of where  we a re  w i t h  r e s p e c t
to f o r m a l  s u b m i s s i o n  of a new display, I c o n c l u d e  t h a t  c h a n g ing
to the  f o r m a t  you s u g g e s t e d  could cause c o n s i d e r a b l e  c o r r f u s i o n
and misunderstanding with respect to the FY 77 Bud ge t , p o s s i b l y
detracting from the substantive discussion of defense issues
which we both seek.

I t  is my view, t h e r e f or e ,~~~hat  I s h o u l d  c~j~ti.n.ue to present and
ju .~~j Jy th e . D e f en s e  b u d g~~ç to the  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
st ~,u ctu r e  and m a j o r  p r o g~ a_m_ c at ezo r i e  a 1+rea.jjLu.s.ed_vi~Mn DoD.
We~ wi1l c o n t i n u e  to work  w i t h  you ,  t h e  other C o n g r e s s i o n a l
C o m m i t t e e s , Congres s iona l  B u d g e t  O f f i c e , and Office of Manage—
meat  and Budget  to d e t e r m i n e  how t h i s  program s t r u c t u r e  shou ld
be revised to meet the requirements of Section 601 of P.L. 93—344

~~~~~~ F? 79 objective date. -

Sincerely, 
-
,

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ /~~~~~~~
(

L 
1 

. 
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• APPENDIX F — Letters Sent between HASC and HBC - • -

+ , , .•• , • Concerning the Proposed Defense Department ‘~~~~~~~‘ ‘ ‘~~~~~

“““- ‘ 
Supp l emental for FY 1 977 ‘°‘

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
‘

~~~ 
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~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~ ~ou�r of ~ rprcscnta ffl3 t~
• $ C. WMITL. COMMITT EE ON ARMED SERVICES 

~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~
t~j~ ~~~~ - — — — •~~~ C J. ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~

~3a~~)ing f on . ~3.t.. 2Oalo :-‘.o T- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

3cc t’W F~. V~~
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~~~~
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I•~ £L?tW•W?t• M E L V IN  PRICE. CMMRMAN
•?WeI.OV. 3tt.cUWI. CLI.” .
— c n ’f t  J. De~~$. I-C- Septv

~~
er 15, 1976

~~ S. W3W LST (U~~~
N,.. GA UC. ~~CN.J~ L.CYD.

. ,  ~~~~~~~~~ S~.
I.: —C, J. ~~~~~~~~ ‘I.?.

r 3 3~~r~bie Broci: .~dan~sC~~ir~~n, Co z-n ttee on the Sudçet
U.S. House of ~e7resenta tives

• ;;eshin~ton , D.C. 2~5l5

Dear ;~r. Chairwan:

I am fori;arding a copy of H.R. 15378 Introduced by ~r. Ser.nett
and Mr. E-ob i i i s on , f~eznbers of this Co~~ ittee . This b i l l  represents
the Uaval shipbuil ding portion of the President ’s F? 1977 Suppl e—
r.ental Authorization request ~:hich he fo~~srded to 

the Congress -
~~~fl ~ J2USt ~3 , 197~.

The Subco~~ittee on Saap~ :er ~r’~ Stra teg ic and Critical

~~~rIais on Septe~~er 1, 
1976 voted u~~r,L~~uS1y to reco~~iend

that the Co~E..ittee on Arr~ed Services report the 
bi ll to the Ho:j se.

• ::h~n the bill was considered by the full Co~niit ttee on Septe~nber 8,
1976, the Co~~ittee voted to tabl e the bill due to the uncertainty
of rariy ~~~bars as to ~Thether a rule coul d be obta ined, and

we could successfully seek aman±~entS to the second
- . 

concurrent resolution on the budget. - con-

In l :earHigs b~r ore the St~b:o~n.itt3e on Seapower and Stra teg c
and Critical ieterials on Se~te~ber 1, l~ 7S, the Chief of ~sval
Opera tions ~as c~srled con:err~ing the e~argericy nature of the
President ’s request. ~ie respor~ ed that to delay the funding
for the cor~ enc~~ent of two anti-air i-;arfare ships equipped wi th

+ r the AEGIS system, and four frigates designed for convoy protection.
would delay the entry of these shi ps into the fleet for an
additional year and der,y the Iavy these additional units with

~:Mch to meet the Soviet threat.

In view of the situation descrIbed above , it would be
u
~

efu1 to the Cori~ittee If you could advise us as to whether ,

S..
• \

108
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- as Chalrr,an of the Coozntttee on the Budget, you would oppose
the granting of a rule based on emergency conditions and
apprppriate Increases in the second concurrent resolution on

+ - 

+ the budget.

- 

• - Sincerely yours.

~elvIn  Price
Chairman

MP:akw

F 
. Enclosure

: .
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SDSLSV~~~ LW TTCMJP. COMMITTEE ON ThE BuDGET WSI.VIN U. MIU.IM.
- PASISII J. NI?CNC~.~. MO. ~~~~~~~~~ ITAPF SMOGYNS

Jj~~ ington, 3.C. 2051.5
SAM CII WII. PLC-

September 20, 1976
I%J*ASCTN HSI.VZMSN. N.Y. -
Wfti* OLR O~ $~~

OSSNOY GRDNS
VtIQmvC OINSVTSN

Honorable Melvin Price
Chai rman
Committee on Armed Services • 

+

U.S. Ho..23e of Representatives
Washing ton, D. C.

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in reply to your letter of September 15 asking for my
position on H.R. 15378, a proposed suppl emental for the Navy ’s ship—
building program.

Section 402 of Public Law 93-344 requires that all authorization bills
be reported on or before May 15 preceding the beginning of the fiscal

• year to which they apply. It is my understanding that the supplemental
request which you are asking me to consider includes ships which were
ir,cluded in your original authorization bill ~nd rejected by the Congress.

+ It is doubtful that the request would have been rejected had there been a
real emergency. This supplemental request simply asks the Congress to

• reverse its decision .

Section 402 Of Public Law 93-344 provides that no authorization
• reported after May 15 may be considered in the House absent an emergency -

waiver. The House Budget Committee has generally opposed granting
waivers for authorization bi lls reported after May 15. In view of the
fact that these ships have already been considered and rejected by the
Congress this year and no clear emergency exists , I, as Chai rman of
the Budget Committee, woul d oppose any waiver of the required reporting
date under Section 402(a) of the Budget Act.

Should a waiver be requested , I will of course convene a meeting
of the Budget Committee to consider a recommendation to the Rules Corn-

• m ittee. I am enclosing a copy of a letter to Chairman Madden of the
Rules Committee stating our general view with respect to waivers of

• 
•.: 

Section 402. - -

Very truly yours, -

.-

~BR0CK ADA?•IS - -

,..Chairman
BA:JC:vc . -

1 1 0



APPENDIX-G — Adm. R I ckover Comment of “On Watch” Taken
from Testimony before the SAC May 5, 1 976

Senator NVNN. I am ~tetting around to this point. And I don’t
want. to get into personalities here. but I really do think this is iutpor-
tant. because there is an awfu l lot of conversation.
Admiral Zuniwalt has written a book, and in that book he says—

anti I quote hint :
Rtci~o~er ban been working sncees..fnlly toward a subsurface Na~~. and so

It La partly his doing that for 20 years the ~ a~y baa been getting uiuaUer.
Admiral RIcKoitu. That is right; the cockroaches always conic from

the neighbor s apartment.
Senator Nrxx. I agree with you on that statcuient too. Do you have

anything specific to sav e -

Admiral Ricitov~a. t~Iave you had that. experience, too ~Senator Nr~~ . I ha re that- same experience. Do you think that is
a logical allegation! You are sayiiuz here that. you prefer quality
rather than numbers. And that. is what Admiral Zuniwalt is saying
tha t von do.

AJmiral RIcKcwIm. I will answer that question in the same manner
that I answered it on Good Friday. A female hrosdcaster called me
front one of the leadinit TV stat ions. She said she wanted me to
comment, on what Admiral Zmnwalt said. I agreed. She said. ~Now. I
have got. you on the tape.” The first question she asked was: Have you
read Admiral Zumwalt~s book!” -

And I said. ‘So.”
And she said. ‘I can’t hear von.”

+ And I said. ‘I am sorry, I am munching my Easter roll now.” So
I repeated m~ir answer.
And then she asked me the first question : “What do you think of

such and such a statement.?”
And I said. “Well, this is a free country and Admiral Ziuuwalt

is entitled to his opinion.” 
-She asked the second question. And I said , “Well this is a free

comitrv. and lie is entitled to his opinion.”
And this went on. And she said. ~Is that the only answer von are

going to give!”
And I said : “‘Vs eli, you can ask a thousand questions and tha t is

all the answer von will get.”
And she said. “You apparentlY don’t want toanswer.”
And I said, “That is up to you, I will keep giving that. answer as

long as you want.”
I will not get into any argu ments. for a man who can’t ae~omplish

what he wants to always finds fault with others rather than himself.
Senator Nr~s. I don’t want to get into an argwnent either. But.

the essential question we have got to decide is nuclear versus non-nu-
clear, smaller ships versus the larger ships and numbers versus quality.
That is the essential question. Two experts. Admiral Zumwalt on
one band and you on the other hand, are in fundamental disagree-
ment. and a lot of peopie in the Navy are fundamentally in disagree-
ment and a lot of the people in the aaministration are in fundamental
disagreement, it makes it very difficult for Congress, at least me. to
saske a rational decision.

V
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Admiral Rzc~ovsit. I think you are just as intelligent as any naval +

othcer, sir.
Mr. Lzzonvox. May I make one comment
Senator NVNN. Yes, sir.
Mr. Luouvow. If you like we would be glad to provide for therecord statements made by Admiral Zumwslt when he was Chief ofNaval Operations in which he testified to the Congress that he von-sidered an all-nuclear task force would have a greater ability to pent’-trate and counter the Soviet threat than any other surface force weknow how to build. and he stated that CV~(7O, the nuclear-poweredaircraft carrier Carl riwm. was the first priority item in the generalpLU~ Ose forces budget in fiscal 1074, which was the year in which tluship was authorized, end he stated that we should build at least onenuclear escort a. year.
I would be glad to cite those for the record.
Senator Nr~~. I think that would be very helpful. - -

[The information referred to follows:)
Excurra Fio~ Sr*rrlLzsTs iv Cmi, or NAvAl. Opsai rtowe. Aaiai*t. Etmtn U.Zr~sw.u.r, JL. Pr3usaru ix T~ E JosxT Coinurru ow aro uc EY~aGr +

Rn~~u or “Hiiizwa Axe Suuievwwr Imsqrar or r~r Su~~ xxrr riz o~)in.rr~ay Arrz.tv*rioy, oy Nucz.zu Piorvi.siox rca NAVAL Wais~~~rpa ’Ditv, ~f~y 5, 19Ti—Si,v~ij i~~ 30, 1972, Cx.tau iv x~roa Hsxa~ M.JAc~sow
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APPENDIX H — A Cotunent on What Typ i cally Occurs to the
Agency Attempti ng to implement PPBS by
Aaron Wlldavsky

THE CALCULATIONS IN PIOGPAM IUDGITINC

I have previously a gued that program budgeting would
run up against severe political difficulties While most of 

-
th~~ ~ig”mPn P~ hive been eoneeded. I have been told that
in a better world, without the vulgar intrusion o~~~litical
factors (such as the consent of the governed), PPBS woiii~
perform its wonders as advertised. Now it is clear tl~~ fór
the narrow purpose of predicting why program budgeting
would not work there was no need to mention political
problems at all. It would have been sufficient to say that
the wholesale introduction of PPBS presented insuperable
difficulties of calculation. All the obstacles previously men-
tioned, such as lack of talent, theory, and data. may be
summed up in a single statement: no one knows how to do

• p rogr am budgeting. Ai~other way of putting’it would be to
say that 0121W know what prrt~r~vn ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~
in general, but no one knows what it should be in any par.
ti~~~~ c2se.i’~ zram budzetint cannot be stated in operaS
tionat termi. Jhere is no aereenient on what the words
mean, let alone an ability to show another person what
shOuld be done. The reason for the difficulty is that telling
an agency to adopt program budgeting means telling it - to
find better policies and there is no formula for doing that.
One can t and should ) talk about measuring effectiveness.
estimating costs, and compasing alternative~ but that is a
far esy from being able to take the creative leap of formu-
lating a better policy.

On the basis of numiious discussions with would-be prac~
titioners of program budgeting at the federal level. I think I
~ p.4escnbe the usual Dattern of events. The instructions +

cQmc down from the Bureau of the Budget You must have
~ proar~ n budget. A&encv oemonnel hit the nanic button.

1 1 3
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They just do not know how to do what they have been
• a~~~ to do. They turn, iUthev can. to the pitifulh~ sniali

b fpgees from the Pentagon who have come~p light
the way. But these Defense intellectuals do not know much
about the ~ jicy area in which they are worki.~~ That takes
ti~~~~ et spmcthina must quickly come out . QLalLthis. So

a t~~t amount of inehnste information char•
acterizfd by premature guantifleation of irrelevant items.
Neither the agency head nor the examiners in the Bureau
of the Budget can comprehend the material submitted to
them. Its very bulk inhibits understanding. It is useless to
the Director of the Budget in making his decisions. In an
effort to be helpful, the program analysis unit at the Budget
Bureau says something like, “Nice try, fellows; we appreci-
ate all that effort. But you have not quite got the idea of
program budgeting yet. Re~m~ n!w~ ~~n m,ivt t4~iri fy ~nals,
define obi~eth~~ r~4aP~ th~~ ~~~~ g~~~~~~t~ lh.. ~~to’s,

• pmj~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ send a new submission
based on this understanding.”
Another furious effort takes place. Incrcdible amounts of

overtime are put in. Ultimately, under severe time pressure.
even more data are accumulated. No one will be abk to say
that agency personnel 4id not~~j~rd. The ne~ presents-
tion makes a little more sense to some people and a little
less to others. It just does not hang together as a presenta-
tion of agency policies. There are more encouraging words
from the Budget Bureau and another sermon about specify-
ing alternative ways of meeting agency objectives, though

¼ not, of course, taking the old objectives for granted. By this
time agency personnel are desperate. “XVi! woiiM lnv~ to do
it.”~ they say. “but we cannot figure out the right way. You
experts in the Budget Bureau should show us how to do Tt.~’
Silence. The word from on high is that the Bureau of the
Budget does not interfere with agency operations; it is the
agency’s task to set up its own budget After a while, cym’
cism reigns supreme. 

-
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• Jo l s s t .  Cli i c  f~. o L ~~I .i i 1.

• 2. OveralL Dofe;i~;e Bud~~ t Prepu r u t  ion - - tw il ge t  comj o~ i tion , 
-

- 
t re nd S , infl ation , priOrit 1t.~ - —

Offi ce of the Seciet;iry of Defcn~ e

+ 3. S i t -a t eg ic Nucl ei r Force Po’~ .ure - -  A i r  F o i cu , N~~~y ,  O f f i c e
of the Joint. Ciiief ~ of Statf , Office
ot.~ Sccrcl.ary of Defense .

4. M~sriti r.~e Po:,tuire - -  Navy ) Marine Corps , Air Force , Of f i ce
o.f the Joint Chi efs of Staff , Off ice
of Secretary of De fense.

S. NATO Posture - -  M :ity , Air Force , Nuvy-, Office of th e Joint H
Chi e fs of Sta ff , Office of Secretary of
De fense

6. Mili tary Force Sumiitary -- Service Chiefs of Staff jointly.

7. Mili tary Dt part itient ?tlanagcrncnt --  policies , ef f iciency ,
preparedness , new legislation - -

Service Secretaries jointly.
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