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TLTLE: The Impact of Congressional Proposals to
Reorganize the Department of Defense on the
Unified Command Role in the Resource Allocation
Process

AUTHOR: James R. Graham, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF

An introductory review of the current unified

command role in the planning, programming and budgeting

system (PPBS) followed by a discussion of resource

allocation problem areas identified in the Senate Armed

S, rvices Committeo, Stalf Neport, Dol Orqanizdt [on: The

N'ed, for Change_, sets up an assessment of potential impact

if the Senate Staff report recommendations are

implemented. The analysis includes a comparison of

current procedures and methodology with proposed changes.

Conclusions on the pros and cons of these proposals are

summarized, and an overall assessment of the unified

commander's role in the PPBS is offered.
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CHAPTE'R 1

INTRODUCTION

In the past decade, over 25 national level studies

have been undertaken which have suggested major problems

with the Department of Defense (DoD) organization and

structure. Most of these studies have reported problems

with the DoD resource allocation process and have proposed

changes to the planning, programming and budgeting system

(PPBS) or recommended reorganization of portions of the

1)ot) i.n order to make the PPBS a mor', effective procCsS.

Principal among these studies were Richard C. Steadmtn's,

National Military Command Structure which questioned the

effectiveness of PPBS in 1978; Donald B. Rice's Detense

Resource Management Study in 1979, which created the

Defense Resources Board (DRB); Deputy Secretary of Defense

(DEPSECDEF) Frank C. Carlucci's memorandum of March 1981

which mandated the most sweeping chanqes to the PPBS since

its inception by Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) Robert

McNamara in 1961; and most recently in 1985, the

Georgetown University Center for Strategic International

Studio.,; (C.SIS) report Toward a More Effective Defense, ano

Ili- St,itf Report to the Committee on Armed Scrvics of the

Uni ted Stat,-s Senate titled Defense Organization: The

Need for Change. These last two reports have spawn-d a

flurry of activity in both the House and Senate in the

1
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form of draft bills for Congressional resolution of the

problems which have been identified in the Committee

Report. In response to the significant attention which

has resulted on the subject of reorganization and the

ultimate impact on the PPBS, the Office of the Secretary

of Defense (OSD) and the Office of the Joint Chiefs of

Staft (OJCS) have been worki ( diI iitjtni ly to modi fy their

nethodol ogy in order to b(.st implement what appears most

certainly to be changes in the way the resource allocation

process works.

At the centerpiece of many of the proposed changes

are the unified commands. Historically the unified

commander in chief (CINC) has had little, if any, voice in

the process which acquires, modernizes, and makes ready

those forces for which he is responsible in the time of

war. Although the servic es have, to varyinq deqrees,

oncourag(ed inputs to their Proqrin Objective lnemorandum,

(POMs) from the using Major Commands (MAJCOMs), the

unified C!NCs have not participated in preparation of the

[)ol) budget through the PPBS except in a most cursory

manner.

Although what form any leqislation in the subject

of DoD reorganization will ultimately take is unknown, on,

can be sure that whatever formn that leislation takes, it

wil coritain !nimlnificant chngs,- to the wiy the system

>S
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unified commands operate within that system.

This report will assess what the impact of

Congressional proposals to reorganize the DoD will have on

the unified commands in the PPBS process. In order to

host analyze this impact, a review of the currcnt unified

command role in the resource allocation process will first

be provided. Next, using the Senate Armed Services

Committee Staff Report as the primary source of data,

those problem areas which are related to the PPBS will be

dis cussed. A comparison of the conclusions and proposed

recommendations contained in the report will follow, and

finally, those changes which would be required by the

unified command staffs in order to implement the

r-t'cormendations will ie analyzed. Some conclusions based

,)n ai comiarison of today's methodology and the proposed

k nar,:e wi I 1 be off err(i at t ho end of the report. In thke

,,r ('l u:; 1 on, ,at, ,;s(,8smfrt wi I ]hi iide re gardiq(J th,

!e';,(iibility of the proposals, the problems which will

occur in implementing the proposals, and some predictions

as to the benefits which will take place if these

proposals are enforced.

VV



CHAPTER 1I

THE ROLE OF THE UNIFIED COMMAND IN THE PLANNING,
PROGRAMMING AND BUDGETING SYSTEM

Current policy and procedures for the PPBS are

contained in DoD Directive 7045.14. The first page of

that directive states "rh, ultimate objective of the PPUS

shall be to provide the operational commander-in-chief the

best mix of forces, equipment and suoport attainable

within fiscal constraints" (1:1). Althou,:h this direct v.,

aims to provide the unified command CINCs with the best

forces available, the role the CINC T-lavs. in the resource.

allocation process, which ultimately p)rocures his forces,

minimal. This chapter describes the interaction of the

unified conanander within the PPBS and discusses the role

oa the unified command staff in preparinci inputs to

various stages of planning, programminq, and budqetinc. A

oeneral diagram depictinc the primary milesto-es and

intetraction in the PPBS c,n i>e t otmnd at a!p nd i x I

As can be seen fron a.pendix 1, tne CINC's role is

minimhall and occurs oni\' durino Defense Guidance (DG)

4evclopriient and durni t:.( )eoD ;.ru.;ram review cycle -n

-,reparation for Fblisnin:: ::,e SFCD'F 's Pro,-ra: Deck. s i:

Merorandum ( PDM). Each , these restonsi ,ilities will h,,

aiScas~eoi in d<tai 1i t.- 1,; '1,r 1c'.:YsI

The unI t ited ccm, a'.c' 1 1 1 t , "i t P t Ph ~i3S

cycle is thr, .n his particiiat-on r 1W av.lo[,ent.
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on 5 April 1985 to initiate th(' F.'iscal Year (FY) 1988-92

planning phase of the PPBS. Two significant procedural

changes were announced in this memorandum. First the

Defense Guidance would be published earlier, and second

the DG would transition to a two-year cycle (2:1). The

Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) J-5 followei with ani

in If, en at on es aq wh ch nn un 'ed h?. im ta ,I -or

ov lo i,( .:t of th. FY 198P'-92 I)G. This ti,ietable i.i shown

I:: ir lqw'ndldi 2. II ,;hould i )( n i , f kit tIw , ClP&'s wi 1 I now

,t tw ic, w it t he D)Ib for DG preparati on, once in

S(;ptember and again in November. The September meeting is

not shown in appendix 1. Additionally, the proposed

publication date of 31 December 85 is approximately three

months earlier than the usual publication date for the DC.

]h- CI'JC's primary goal in DG preparation interaction is

. i-r te "...'is -,rieritie. and re(nuireme t.nts ir,,

I :((rJ)()rat'(I finto thi o;'iI,' tid iI,,nc , (- I)o )

,Tlml nj" (4:21) .

'I .;( ()- illi i)r I -r,( i u li I it'd co lfllliillld( r

iv,lvoment L n tht, Do) PPBS s5, t', is (luring the ,ro(Train

r,.view portion of the PPBS cycle. The unified comnmandur

do(s not submit iils own POM, and is totally dependent upon

the services to incIudc' his retii reinents in their POMI+.

The CINC's primary vehicle for input to the service POM is

5
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through those service components which are included in hiw

unified command. In November, 1984 Secretary Taft issued

a memorandum which directed sweeping changes to the

unified commander's role in the PPBS. Titled "Enhancement

of the CINC's Role in the PPBS," this memorandum directed

four major actions including:

a. Preparation of high priority needs,
prioritized across service and functional lines and wi ti
consideration of reasonable fiscal constraints.

b. Direct communications between commanders and
the Military Departments (MILDEPs) to resolve problems and
concerns during the development of POMs.

c. Preparation of a separate annex for each PUM
which identifies the requirement of operational commanders
as submitted, whether they were met in the POM and with
supporting rationale where such needs were not met.

d. Permission for the commanders to independently
raise issues during the program review process to the DRB
(5:1-3).

Thus for the first time, during preparation of the

FY 87-91 service POMs, the CINCs were asked to submit a

priority list of war-fiqhting requirements. These CI NC

prior ities wer, then clos'ly monitored in the preparatr,

of each service POM and were reported u[pon as the services

present(d their POMs to the OSD. This action provided

insight and visibility to the CINCs" re.quirements which

had never before been present in program development. Th o

results were evident in the 1arue number of CINC proqramts

which were included in the FY87-91 MILI)t.t PPN !;ubmissjen;

to OI

I)h rinq r(,(' nt \ia -.s, thk -ra' his rIh i rc(r_ ,,ls i(1

- ... . - -- .- . -P .-



interaction between the services and the unified command

staffs during development of the POM. The Air Staff, for

example, invites both CENTCOM and READINESS Command to sit

in during Air Force Board and Council meetings. The Air

Force, as the assigned executive agent service for

operating money for these two commands also allows them to

make initial presentations to the Air Staff Board

Structure just like the Air Force MAJCOMs. The Army and

Navy have not formalized the process to the degree that

the Air Force has, however both are willing to accept

unified command inputs to their POM development process

through both written and verbal communications (4:22).

Prior to the initiation of CINC priority lists in

conjunction with preparing the FY 87-91 POM, the unified

commanders had no influence in the development of service

programs. Consequently, much criticism has been levied

against the lack of war-fighting capability and

predominance of service parochi.al resourco requests in the

individual service POMs.

Although the unified commander has little input to

the service POM, his involvement with the OSD program

review becomes quite detailed. First, shortly after the

,;(rvVices submit their POMs, the JCS J-5 provides copies to

tho uni fied commanders. Each CINC provides his assessment

of the service program in terms of a risk assessment

7q



between guidance as layed out in the DG and the actual

programmed capability which is contained in the service

POMs. This assessment is used to develop the Joint

Program Assessment Memorandum (,jPAM).

"The JCS provides a risk assessment of the
service POMs in the JPAM for SECDEF use during
POM review. It is based on POM force
recommendations and includes the views of the
JCS on the balance and capabilities of the
overall POM force and support levels to
execute the approved national military
strategy. The JCS recommends actions to
improve overall defense capabilities within
alternative POM funding levels directed by the
SECDEF" (6:33).

The next step of unified commander involvement in
I.

proqram review is through participation in the OSD issue
.9

cyclo. Each CINC is provided copies of the OSD Issue .

Books and is invited to review and comment upon them. His

written comments are provided via message. In July eich

CINC [,,I:;onailly apears hI, 0 , th,. I01M to exjlrts;s I]::,

views on the contents of the service POMs, the resultinq

issues, and proposed program changes to be included in the

PDM.

Finally, once the President's Budget has been

submitted to Congress, tile unified com:nander are

frequently called before congre.-sional comliuttees to

testify within his ar(ea of r,,sponsibilit -. This testionl

is the CINC's f inal opportuni ty to in luiicf, a proorai,

8

r
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CIAPTI'R I I I

A REVIEW OF DOD PPBS PROBLEMS AS IDENTIFIED IN THE STAFF
REPORT TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

DEFENSE ORGANIZATION: THE NEED FOR CHANGE*

Chapter seven of the Staff Report to the Committee

on Armed Services of the United States Senate, titled

Defense Reorganization: The Need for Change, is devoted

to the planning, programming and budgeting system. This

chapter, as well as chapter eight on the acquisition

process, goes beyond the basic rationale for the study

which was to look at organizational structure and

effectiveness of the DoD. The study points out, however,

that these resource allocation decision making procedures

can have significant impact on the overall organization's

performance, and therefore may provide insight into

organizational rtrengths and weaknesses in their role as

integrating devices (7:483).

In order to assess PPBS procedural changes in the

i11ifJi,(d commands, on0 must f irSt understand the nature of

the criticisms levied upon the PPBS by the author of that

report. These criticisms fall into seven major

categories. In this chapter, each of those categories

will be reviewed with specific emphasis placed on the

unLified commander's role, where appropriate.

*''he content of this chapter is derived from data

presented in Chapter 7 of the Senate Armed Services
Committee Report, Defense Or(_anization: The Need for
Cha nge.

9



Ineffective Strategic Planning

The first problem area is ineffective strategic

planning. This term specifically is defined as "selection

of objectives, identification of constraints (including

fiscal), formulation of a strategy to secure these

objectives and decisions on supporting policies and broad

resource allocations" (7:494). Eight examples were

included in the report which supported the concept of

ineffective strategic planning.

The first of these is a dominance of programming

and budgeting which is highlighted by adjectives such as

"too long" and "resource manager dominated." The

conclusion is drawn that programming and budgeting

dictates strategic planning rather than the reverse which

is the design of PPBS. The report further accuses the DoD

of having a lack of management discipline to givek

strategic planning the attention which it deserves. Again

the emphasis on resource questions is blamed as the cause

for this problem. Next the JCS system is said to be

unable to provide useful strategic planning advice for

military strategy. Specifically, the Joint Long Range

Strategic Appraisal and the Joint Strateg.lic Planning

Document (JSPD), the princiiplo JCS docuients which begin

the transition from strategic planning to programming,

hiv(- li)( ' f l l- dI i r o ! hI v,it to the 1 es- " t li

Steadman Report in 1981 (8:21). The next criticism is the

10
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lack of concensus on strategy among the services and the

JCS. Strong service parochialism, individual service

global strategies and strategies without mission

priorities result in large strategy-force mismatches. The

Senate report lists another contributor to ineffective

strategic planning as inadequate machinery to do the job.

It states the DRB is too big and unwieldy and calls the

process "piecemeal, irregular and highly informal"

(7:497). ''he final three examples are labled as a weak

strategic planning tradition, based on a historical lack

of having to rely on strategic planning, inadequate policy

and planning guidance in the DG and insufficient guidance

from the National Security Council.

Insufficient Relationship Between Strategic Planning and
Fiscal Constraints

The second major problem area is an insufficient

relationship between strategic planning and fiscal

con. tr<i i nt ; . Tho report lists symptoms of this problem a!;

limited utility of the strategic planning documents in the

programming and budgeting phases of the PPBS; unattainable

defense guidance; and a growing gap between the planning

force, the POM force and the Congressional budget. The

primary cause of these symptoms is listed as fiscally

unconstrained planning. The authors point out that the

JSPI) is not resource constrained and therefore a lacx of



fiscal thinking carries over into the DG, the service

POMs, the JPAM and the final program and budget decisions.

They even surmise that the short range oriented Joint

Strategic Capabilities Plan may be based on the fiscally

unconstrained JSPD and therefore provides an unrealistic

assessment of our current capability (7:499). Finally the

report accuses the DoD of not having a strategy which

tailors goals to resources and results in a failure to

meet objectives within constraints.

Absence of Realistic Fiscal Guidance

The third major problem area is an absence of

realistic fiscal guidance. Historically, the fiscal

guidance portion of the DG is developed several months

after the policy and strategy portions have been

completed. This fiscal guidlance always exceeds the,

President's Budget which usually exceeds that which is

approved by Congress. The fiscal guidance for the four

nonbudget years of the Five Year Defense Program is even

less realistic and results in overprogrammed resource

requests and whole programs which would never appear if

this "bowwave" effect were not built into the fiscal

guidance. The root causes of this optimistic fiscal

guidance policy have heen listed as a dil ,,c'iit, in

political judqments; econondic uncert a nties .,uch as t he

li.il t h of th , ,''( rl(oiw', r ( d ,II] t w Ind Ii [ I r I 1.I t i(,I

I }:

,:s~.P - # .~ . . .. :"



indicies; and the bureaucratic tendency to build in

growth.

Failure of the PPBS to Emphasize the Output Side of the
Defense Program

The fourth problem area is the failure of the PPBS

to emphasize the output side of the defense program.

Heading the rationale for this problem is the fact that

the DRB is dominated by personnel with a strong input

orientation. Of the 20 members of the DRB, only 5 are

considered to have any orientation toward output

considerations. The others have a resource (input)

orientation. Inherent in this problem is the fact that

there is an absence of OSD organizations which have a

riultifunctional mission, or output orientation.

Additional rationale centers on the role of the JCS and

the unified CINCs in the resource allocation process.

Specifically addressed are the limited influence of the

CINCs in the process, the limited independent authority of

the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) and the

inability of the JCS system to make meaningful

proqrammatic inputs to the PPBS. The unified commanders

,Ire dependent upon tho services for resources. Although

unified commanders now testify before th, DRB three tim e;

i, year, they still do not have, the cent irmniiny irfluenc,- N1

over the resource al location piocess whicti i s nece',sar': to

13
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insure their critical requirements are programmed.

Secretary Taft's changes, which were discussed in Chapter

II, were used for the first time in preparing the FY 87

budget and should help alleviate this criticism.

inability of the JCS to Make Meaningful Programmatic Input

The fifth area of concern is the inability of the

JCS system to make meaningful programmatic input. The

JPAM is the theoretical vehicle for this submission,

however institutional limitations and a very short time

period for input makes the JPAM a somewhat ineffective

document. Recently, the JPAM has become more of a
p

restatement of requirements for cross service programs

which have previously been identified in the DG than a

genuine assessment of risk contained in the service POMs.

Insufficient Attention in the PPBS to Execution Oversiqjht
and Control

The sixth problem area is that insufficient

attention in the PPBS is payed to execution oversight and

control. Because the primary focus of the PPBS is in the

future and it starts fresh every year, there is little

attention or evaluation of past year's program decisions.

The lack of an auequate accounting and nana..;ement

''I f I- it I on SHV'.-; t I i i t : ill vilt t lI U

- . • I - . . • =



to a focus on commitment to new acquisition programs and

iesearch and development rather than delivery and

effective use of resources. Finally, the fact that only

the service secretaries must actually execute the

resultant budget, and the remaining members of the DRB

have, for the most part, a future orientation causes the

recommendations and decisions of this body to frequently

be unrealistic and not meet the needs of the war-fighting

forces.

Longth, Complexity, and instability of the PPIBS Cycle

The seventh and last major area of criticism is

the length, complexity and instability of the PPBS. The

15 month cycle is considered to be too long, and the fact

that the planning, programming and budgeting phases are

simultaneously addressing three different budgets is a

complexity which causes confusion. These factors combined

with instability caused by external influences such as

unrealistic fiscal guidance and congressional

micromanagement, conflicting policy and guidance, and t h,

unstable congressional budget process all cause the PPBS

to be looked at with question.

In summary seven major PPBS problem areas hav

been identified in the senate staff report on DoD

organization. These problems focus on strateqic planninq,

fiscal constraints, the role of the JCS and simple

15 5
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realistic procedures. Of potential importance to the

unified commanders are strategic planning issues, desires

for output orientation and the lack of CINC influence in

the resource allocation process. Some efforts are already

underway to improve the process and depending upon what is

ultimately legislated, other changes may have to be made.

The next two chapters will explore the recommended probltm

solutions and necessary chanqes to implement these

reconunendat ions.

.



CIIAP'I'I: I I V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE PPbS AS IDENTIFIED
IN THE SENATE STAFF REPORT

DEFENSE ORGANIZATION: THE NEED FOR CHANGE*

After reviewing many option proposals to satisfy

the problem areas identified in the previous chapter, 10

conclusions and 14 recommendations ultimately were

presented in the staff report. In this chapter, a review

of thoso conclusions and recommendations will he
SI

I~re,.eitetd. Whert, appropriate, the r port's rationale for

making a recommendation will also be provided.

The first three conclusions stand alone and serve

as building blocks for the fourth conclusion which carries

with it seven of the recommendations. They are as

follows:

1. The PP13 system is capable of
responding to changes in policy and
management style and generally supporting
the mana~lement needs of Do[) leadership.

2. 'Thv, 111B system has no df i c ioencies so
Scvere that it should bh consi(Iered the
primary reason for changing the
fundamental organizational relationships
in DoD.

3. L)of) resource allocation is currently
hampered by ineffective strategic
planning; accordinqly, the strategic
planning process in 1)o) should be
stre'ngIthoned (7:526-527).

*Tl, content o t this chapter is derivod from data
S,''nt'l in Chapt.r 7 of the Sonate Armed Services

C'iii it tee iP'rfort, )'fense Organ i zation: The Need 1ir 1-
h ia nue( . - -1
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The fourth conclusion states "Both OSD and OJCS

have important roles to play in DoD strategic planniny;

accordingly, efforts should be made to strengthen the

strategic planning capabilities of both organizations"

(7:527). Seven recommendations follow this conclusion and

each of these will be analyzed independently in the

succeeding paragraph.

First, OSD's predominant focus on resource

decisions should be diminished. The foundation of this

recommendation is a reorganization of OSD into

mission-oriented offices that would streamline the fprocQ';s

and produce a less resource-oriented focus. 'Ilie rep(,rt

also recommends the creation of an executive committee of

the DRB which would be the principal forum for strategic

planning decisions. The proposal is for a 12 member

committee which would include the service secretaries, th'

Joint Military Advisory Coumcil (LaI) U 0 1f CJICS .1 1 A

four-star officer other than the service cnif from (,each

service) and 4 mission oriented Under/Assistant

Secretaries of Defense (7:188). This rocormiendation would

eliminate the "future ori entation" which exists witfiin t t,(

current DRB. Next, recommendations to ippoint senio ()'SI)

officials with :tronq strategic planninq sKi I is and

interests and to create an Assistant Secrtarv of [)efen.-,o

for Strategic Planning are of fered as an attempt to rplace

....................................................



more emphasis on the strategic planning process and

insulate strategic planners from excessive outside demands

on their time. A recommendation to expand the strategic

planning process into mission-oriented offices was also

made and finally, a recommendation was offered to use an

expanded net asscossment in the OJCS in order to assure

that the best alternatives are presented in the strategicI

pLanning process.

The fiftrh conclusion waIs that "There is an

insufficient relditionship between strateqic planning and

fiscal constraints" (7:527). This conclusion carried two

ie(commirendat ions with it which both focused on the JSPD.

The, first required this planning document to reflect

fiscal constraints and the second suncested that the JSPD

shnoul d be prepa red a [ter the DG; in ordier to include an rd

hoast' thro JSPT) on the ciuidance which is a part of the DG.

if v' ma jor hi ne i t of t hi s proposal woulId be- to ; ro i d- a

r',rr' r -i I i !t i (- dou(iit t () ('onipar(, the~ s (rvi (-( P(oN1'

hj1i.'tin tthf pro;)cition o)f the JPAM, aind it would al low%

cilnaly-sis ot programming which would he consistant wit.:i

po)I I cy. .

The sixth concl usion focu:;os on reali st ic f isca il

,;idille and st'ltes "T ah!;;oneo -f rltI I sti1c fisc'a

ir(: rosl-;i It! 1 it) I ciss 0 I pitiel (f th' fi vai up of t it

*PW iro(]i(:t indl ii rdcl rin r fi S s



allocation process" (7:528). Specific recommendations

under this conclusion are to provide the defense budg,t

earlier for Presidential review and to require Do[) to mwne

a mid-course correction after the First Concurrent

Congressional Budget Resolution or similar congressional

intent. These recommendations both support realism in

fiscal guidance. By submitting the budget early for

Piesidential revJew, conc ptually, tiwe wol(i exist to

make chanqes if the President should choosu to reoefini

his budget guidance. The mid-course correction concept is

aimed at out-year fiscal projections and would serve to

eliminate the "bowwave" problem which wais pr,'viously

discussed in Chapter III.

The next two conclusions are as follows:

7. Tihe PPB System fails to emphasize the
output side of the defense program.

8. The JCS system is unable to make

meaningful programmatic inputs (7:528).

Although neither of these conclusions carried .a

recommendation with thern ini the chapter on PPBS, two

reconimendat ions from the- cha)ter on Uni f itd and Speci f I,, i

C(ommand, suqgsted the capabi 1 iti es of the, Joint Stat f 1),

;tren(thnd to do es urc(, aa 'u c ,1 a7(i t irat the ()SD

should have mission-oriented offices to repr,.-sent the

un[] 1 i {'(1 eunrIra Iler s en ( r] *s 'LIr-et a| I I ((Ct lenl s. sues {

The ninth conlCIusion states "The L'PB System gjivs

"--



insufficient attention to execution oversight and control"

(7:528). It carries with it two recommendations which

address this concern. First, a suggestion to include a

controlling phase as part of the PPBS is made to follow-up

once the budget is completed by the current process.

Second, an accounting or management information system

needs to be created in order to facilitate this proposed

control phase of the PPBS. The report reasons that "it

does not appear logical to conduct a structured, 15 month

resource allocation process and then place limited

attention on what actually happens" (7:524).

The final conclusion is that "The PPBS cycle is

too long, complex, and unstable" (7:528). It also makes

two recommendations which suggest less frequent

publication of major strategic planning documents and a

mnrger of the programming and budgeting phases of the

IPI'BS. The report accuses the Pentagon of expending

tioii:ands of hour:; on paperwork to support the PPBS. 'I'll-

athors contend that much of this paperwork is meaningless

and repetitive and read by very few. The recommendation

,m1phasizes the two-year planning cycle which was

miit itated with the DG in 1985 and suqgests that staff

,JiS(.ts would he available for more productive thinkinq as

,i result of writinq less. The programminq and budqetinq

pha:;es are viewed as repetition., of the same task which it

21



merged could save time and eliminate some complexitios.

Overall, these conclusions and recommendations

focus on OSD organizational changes and PP13S procedural

changes. Little attention is placed on the role of the

unified commander in the process even though considerable

concern over his lack of participation was previously

addressed in the section on problems with the PPBS. Thf,

role of the CINC in the PPBS has under(qone cOn5jd(,rabl

change since Secretary Carlucci issued his memorandum o,

changes in 1981. Consequently, very few changes in tho.

way the unified commander operates would be requir,d if

these recommendations wert implemented. An assessment (,ti

the CINC's role will be made in the next chapter.

d
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CHAPTER V

IMPACT OF RECOMMENDATIONS TO CHANGE THE PPBS ON THE

UNIFIED COMMANDER

An analysis of the recommendations contained in

the Senate Staff Report on DoD organization indicates that

relatively little change would be required by the unified

commands to implement the proposed recommendations. This

result is in line with an assessment made by the Hudson

Institute on the House's version of Dol) reorganization,

Ih1(;us;e Posolution 3718, which proposes change within the

iCS. 'The I tudson report conctude;:

The issue of CINC input to the national
level planning process is of concern to
the committee. While additional
participation in resource planning is
considered infeasible in light of CINC
operational responsibilities, current
support through the Service-component
chain of command and further contributions

to strategic and policy planning should be
explored. A steady flow of information
and opinion should be oncouraged between
th, T -cretary of Defense and the combatant
c )iuan(ior s (9:37).

The senate, report emphasizes change within both

('[) and( OJCS, however does not suggest organizational

(itcllJC within thf, unified command. The unified CINCs

,,)ncorns over lkick of ability to influence the resource

,i location process zire recognized; however, solutions to

,, lvini this problom are procedural, not organizational.

I) 111rj tle past I iv,, years, and particularly as a result

2).



of the 1984 changes implemented by Secretary Taft, the

unified commander has had stronger input to the PPBS than

he has ever had before. The procedural changes

implemented during preparation of the FY 87-91 POMs have

again been exercised during the early preparations of the

FY 88-92 service POMs, and according to a JCS Strategic

Plans and Resource Analysis Agency spokesman, are much

improved because of lessons learned the first time throilh

the cycle in 1985 (10).

All unified commanders have charged staff offices

within their J-5 to monitor resource allocation progress

and to make the necessary inputs as required to

participate in the resource allocation process. As a

result of the Taft memorandum, increased emphasis on CINC

participation has caused service staffs to coordinate much

more closely with the unified command PPBS staffs and to

solicit resource allocation requirements early in the

planning cycle and frequently throughout POM deve]opment.

This interaction has resulted in an increased

understanding of both CINC needs by services and the PPB

System by the unified command staff.

All things considf~red, the CINC's role in PPBS has

been considerably enhanced and little attention to his

participation is justified in the staff report. Changes

in OSD and OJCS to foster mission oriented organizations

24
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would further enhance the CINC's requirements as he would

then have a spokesman which is not within the system as it

is organized today. If OSD and OJCS organizational

changes are implemented to increase both strategic

planning effectiveness as well as the resource allocation

process, increased demands on the unified command staff

would most probably occur due to a change in focus by the

organizational heirarchy of both OSD and JCS.

Additionally, the timing of review and comment phases by

the unified staffs would change for the DG, JSPD, and

Issue Paper cycle, however the detailed staff efforts

involved should continue essentially unchanged.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS

Short of actually allocating resources to the

unified commander, the role which he plays in the resource

allocation process has changed considerably since 1981.

The Staff Report to the Senate Armed Services Committee,

Defense Organization: The Need for Change, proposes 14

recommendations for change in the planning, programming

and budgeting chapter however none of these will have a

direct impact on the unified commander. Additionally

three recommendations in the section on unified and

specified commands will also have no direct impact. Each

of these recommendations will improve t-he unified

commander's ability to participate in the PPBS process,

but none will cause him to reorganize his staff or to

drastically implement new procedures. These

recommendations allow the unified CINC to attend to his

primary war-fighting responsibilities and prevents a

concern of Senator Barry Goldwater, co-sponsor of the

Senate Report. Goldwater says "..., but I am concerned

that the quest for management of resources iF divertinq

some of our best talent away frow their primary

responsibilities of planrinin arid pr,.arin l !(t war"

(11:30). Senator Sam Nunn, the other co-sponsor ol the

report suggests that "...the primary thrust of our etfort
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will be to give the people out in the field more authority

t ) cal I thi, shots b)etor(- they go to w,,r , ha( that we can

fight better if we go to war" (11:36).

The report does just that. It proposes

reorganization ot the OSD to provide a mission

orientation, it places increased emphasis on strategic

planning while it deemphasizes the focus on resource

decisions. It requires that fiscal reality be considered

in the strategic planning process and that a sense of

tiscal reality continue throughout the programning phase.

It recommends that a control phase be added and sulqest:,;

that OSD, the Joint Staff and the Services all increase

their communication with, and representation of, tne

unified commanders within the resource allocation process.

If all of these recommendations are adopted, the result

;,;hould be a significant increase in unified commander

rpresentation in the PPBS process with little or no

h',ingle required by his staff.
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APPENDIX I

CALENDAR OF MAJOR PPBS EVENTS (7:489)

i

DOD PPBS

PLANNING PROGRAMMING BUDGETING
NOV JAN MAY JUL AUG SEP OCT-DEC JAN

SECR TARY
or o,,. N . 4

DEFENSE G 7-.".

01EFfNSf 1Ei
ArfOUnC S BOARD 
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APPENDIX 2 (3:2)

FY 88-92 DEFENSE GUI DANCE~ DFVELOPMENT TIMETAB3LE

Activity Date Completed

Commanders of U & S Commands and 24 May 85
DRI3 members provide their personal
recommendations to SECDEF for major
changes to Sections I, II and III
of the FY 87-91 DG

"For Comment" Draft Sections 1-111 22 Jul 85
PuLbl ished

(owlmc'nts on "For Cornnont" Draft 9 Auq 85
:;oct-iotifs 1-111 frov i dod to SECI)EF

W01d me~ets with Commanders of U & S 0/a 4 Sep 85
Commands on Draft Sections I-Ill

(Commanders of U & S Commands and 4 Sep 85
1)RB Members provide their personal
recommendations to SECDEF for
;i1,jor changes to Sections IV-V of
the FY 87-91 DG

"For Comment" Draft Sections IV-V 19 Oct 85
Publ ished

9.

Commients on "For Comment" D~raft 31 Oct 85
se4ctions 1 V-V providod for SK1.CLEF

13K inf ~ets witth coinmando rs of (i & S o/a 8 Nov 85
(el~i~ld ~ () n I)ra ift ,;((t ions I V-V

' FY 88-92 D EFNP uUDA id] 3 1Doc H85

iman der ofidance Published 15 Mar 86

VV

DRB embes povid ther prsonl V

reco~endtion to ECDE formajo ""

chanes t Secion I, I anEII

of th FY 8-91 D
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GLOSSARY

CINC Commander in Chief

CJCS Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

DEPSECDEF Deputy Secretary of Defense

DG Defense Guidance
J

DoD Depariment of Defense

DRB Defense Resources Board

FY Fiscal Year

JCS Joint Chiefs of Staff

JPAM Joint Program Assessment Memorandum

JSPD Joint Strategic Planning Document

MAJCOM Major Command

MILDEP Military Department

OJCS Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

')SD Office of Secretary of Defense

PDM Program Decision Memorandum

POM Program Objective Memorandum

PPBS Planning, Programming and Budgeting System

SECDEF Secretary of Defense
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