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product by the decision maker is also essential tor major efforts if
one is to avoid unpleasant surprises requiring major rework because
of poor communication,

— This subgroup believes HQDA could and should significantly improve
the analytic support to its senior leadership in the Pentagon for
the long range benefit of the Army. It is our view that this could
be done with no changes in organizations (in our view the Army has
had enough reorganizations of one type or another in recent years).

Specifically we suggest:

— That a '"senior analytical support (SAS)'" function for the senior
Army leadership be installed (qﬁ_reinstalled as the case may be)
in Army PASE (or in CAA as a lesser prefe&rred alternative).
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— That some number of PAGE (or CAA) analytical spaces (say 20 to 40)
be reallocated from current staff action program support functions

(or from more routine but less important annual analytic production
efforts in the case of CAA) to the SAS function.

— That some additional analytical personnel (say 40 to 60) occupying
spaces assigned to analytical organizations in TRADOC, AMC, and CAA
be permitted to work in the SAS organization for terms of say 2 to
L years after which they would return to their parent oganiza-
tions. By letting personnel in fewer than five or ten percent of
the analytic spaces in these organizations come to work where they
can interact directly with the senior leaders of the Army, gain a
perspective that it would otherwise take decades to achieve, and
then take that perspective back to their parent organizations, the
Army could significantly improve the subsequent management and

~  anatytic products of all the affected organizations. We would
expect that the Army leadership could choose from a large number of
military and civilian applicants for the SAS prositions made
available to be filled by analytical personnel in TRADOC, AMC and
CAA. (If there were not many applicants who wanted the opportunity
to work directly for the senior Army leadership, it might give you
a clue as to where to take your next personnel cuts!)

— That the SAS function be limited to about 80 professionals or
fewer initially and never grow as large as 150 individuals. The

- purpose of the SAS should be as its name implies — support for the
senior Army leadership — and also to serve as a training ground
for future military and civilian managers of the Army. The SAS
should anticipate the problems that leadership will be addressing
as well as responding to their requests. |t should use and
integrate other organizations' products where practical. It should
not be devoted to large models or research of methodologies and
models. |t should be devoted to using applied common sense and the
simplest appropriate tool to illuminate issues for its leaders. It

should be putting out some 'brush fires" and also anticipating
issues and building capital to reduce the likelihood of future
'brush fires.'" To do all of the above the SAS analysts need to
have the opportunity to interact with the senior leaders by
briefing their results directly and being present when the initial
'"needs of the customer' are being defined by that customer. |f the
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analysts are separated from the decision makers by layers of
colonels and generals and/or SES members the SAS tunction will
fail.

That the entire SAS organization of about 80 professionals be
located in the Pentagon. If the SAS is under PASE, room for some
60 professionals, at most, would have to be obtained by relocating
others outside the building (the 20 to 40 PASE spaces suggested for
SAS are already in the building). |If the SAS were to report to
CAA, room for all 80 spaces would have to be found in the Pentagon
or it would need to be located in Bethesda. The availability of
the SAS analytical personnel to senior Army leadership when an
issue arises and when the boss wants to discuss it can be key to
making the process work or fail. Locating the organization out of
town would increase its chances of failure because the organization
would have a high probability of becoming isolated and out of touch
with what was going on in the E ring. (Please be aware that while
we believe location is important, the direct interaction of the SAS

group with the senior leaders it supports is a much more important
criteria.)

— QOur preference for a SAS under PAGE vs. CAA is related to: the need to
revitalize the analysis function in PAEE; our view that it would be
more difficult to create a positive mindset of leaders and analysts
toward a SAS in CAA vs. a SAS in PAEE; the desirability of co-locating
the SAS function with the senior Army leadership in the Pentagon; and
our perception that the uniformed military portion of the Army
leadership would be more receptive to the SAS function being under the
command of a general officer. A military leader of the SAS function

might also help to improve the attitude of all military officers toward

an analytic approach in their jobs and careers by showing that
analytically oriented individuals can succeed in the Army.

In summary we believe that: (1) the Army has considerable analytic
talent and expertise which could be better used; (2) the direct analytic
support to senior Army leaders in the Pentagon can and should be improved to
achieve a better balance and utilization of the Army's analytic resources
and, more importantly, to improve the information available to key individuals
for making decisions on the future of the U. S. Army; and (3) placing
analytically oriented individuals from TRADOC, AMC and other major commands
where they can get into the '"headspace'' of senior Army decision makers will

-

have important long—range benefits for the Army.

I'f the Army does not (1) encourage a greater degree of openness on the
part of its leadership to accept constructive debate on key issues within its
own confines, and (2) develop and use its available analytic skills to
illuninate and clarify such key issues for the Army leadership, then it is
likely that the Army will have greater difficulty in the future in convincing
the key elements in the Executive Branch and in the Congress of the wisdom of
its proposals. Under current and projected federal fiscal conditions, the
competition for resources will continue to be tough. The Army needs to be
innovative and use all its available skills, including analytic ones, to
develop strong programs that can witstand tough scrutiny and be defended
successfully in the Executive Branch and in the Congress. Otherwise the Army
can be assured that it will remain the Military Department with the smallest
share of the DoD budget.
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Our specific suggestions on a means to improve the direct analytic support
to senior Army leadership are clearly not the only possible ways to achieve the
objective. Please be assured that the subgroup's principal concern is that
solutions be implemented, and not that the particular form of our suggestions,
particularly as they relate to specific organizational or management elements,
be adopted. |If you or others believe that some new or revised organization is
needed to best improve the analytically oriented staff support to the Army's
senior decision makers, we would gladly support such a judgment. We do
believe, however, that any ad hoc informal solutions that might ignore the
formal system would not benefit the Army over the long run even if they could
produce some short term benefits.

Sincerely,

John D. Christie

Chairman,
Ad Hoc Subgroup on
Army Analysis

cc: General Maxwell R. Thurman
LTG H. Norman Schwarzkopf
Mr. Gilbert F. Decker
COL Richard E. Entlich
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