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ABSTRACT

This paper examines the Pentagon’s implementation of Management Initiative Decision 913 to identify its change management process.  It illustrates factors that led to change and examines the context in which the implementation took place.  The implementation of Management Initiative Decision 913 is compared to John Kotter’s model for successfully implementing strategic change, as presented in his book, Leading Change.  This approach provides a framing construct from which to analyze the Pentagon’s change management process.  Finally, concluding recommendations offer suggestions to improve future change.    
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Preface

This paper is about change management.  The pages that follow attempt to present the Pentagon’s managerial process for implementing large-scale change.  Thus, this paper is not written for non-defense participants.  Nor was it written exclusively for those who helped shape many of the events described in Management Initiative Decision (MID) 913.  Instead, it is the defense industry in particular to which this paper is addressed.  

As I worked on this paper, uppermost in my mind was the ambitious young staff officer of tomorrow as well as the general reader.  My aim is to compare the Pentagon’s change management process to Kotter’s model as presented in his book, Leading Change.  Researching this paper forced me to reflect upon my own experiences more deeply, and think about how as a leader I might improve.  Finally, I wish to acknowledge the patience, understanding, and help my faculty advisor, Professor William H. Lord, rendered throughout the months the paper was in preparation. 
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INTRODUCTION 
“Strategy equals execution. All the great ideas and visions in the world are worthless if they can’t be implemented rapidly and efficiently.”

( Colin Powell

This paper compares and contrasts the change management models of the Defense Department and John Kotter.  The intent is to examine DoD’s change management methodology, as described by Pentagon officials, and compare it with John Kotter’s recommended Eight-Stage Process to implementing successful change.  The comparison is not intended as a text on the Pentagon’s resource allocation process but simply a look at the similarities and differences between the Pentagon’s actions for change and Kotter’s change management model.  

The study’s goal was to explore the effectiveness of DoD’s change management framework and perhaps suggest alternatives.  The paper is organized into three parts.  The first section looks at the history of the Pentagon’s decision-making process.  The second part compares and contrasts DoD’s change management framework with Kotter’s model.  Finally, the third provides recommendations and conclusions.  

The methodology for gathering information was a combination of readings, personal interviews, questionnaires, and discussions with members of government and practicing mangers in industry.  Interviews were held with senior members of current and previous administrations who were asked to assess the effectiveness of the Pentagon’s change management framework.  Following data collection and analysis, the results were compared to material contained in books, articles, and other studies.  

Historical Basis of the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System 

The Pentagon’s decision-making process commonly referred to as the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS) dates back several decades.  Prior to 1961 there was no mechanism for common defense planning.  In those days, planning, programming, and budgeting were not part of an integrated process but disjointed with respect to the different Services.
  Each Service maintained its own separate and unique budgets and each viewed planning and programming as a Service responsibility.  “Budgeting, on the other hand, was conducted within a completely different framework and was structured to satisfy the appropriate committees of Congress.  This construct presented problems for the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) because Service planning and budgeting was fiscally unrealistic.
  While the OSD led the Defense Department in a popular sense, in reality, there was no common defense plan.

Recognizing this problem, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara implemented a new methodology for defense planning, programming and budgeting in 1961.  This methodology called “systems analysis” became the official management tool for defense planning.
  It provided McNamara with a mechanism to make informed decisions on matters concerning strategy and force structure.  As one scholar, Henry Mintzberg, summarized the effort, “PPBS represented a formal attempt to couple strategic planning with programming and budgeting in a single system.’’
  

As with any change, McNamara’s methodology drew criticism in the way it affected the Services.  Despite some disproval, after 42 years, the “McNamara Management Reforms” remain firmly in place, and the use of analysis in support of defense decision-making continues to evolve.
  This is evident in current DoD Directive 7045.14 in which PPBS is described as:

…a cyclic process containing three distinct but interrelated phases: planning, programming and budgeting.  In addition to establishing the framework and process for decision making on future programs, the process permits prior decisions to be examined and analyzed from the viewpoint of the current environment and for the time period being addressed.
 

Critics contend PPBS is long over due for change a topic beyond the scope of this paper.    Instead, should the desire for large scale change occur, this paper provides an examination of one of the Pentagon’s past change efforts, compares the actions to a business model for change, and offers recommendations for future change action plans. 

governing policies and procedures for ppbs control

At the Department level, the OSD Comptroller and the Director, Program Analysis & Evaluation have responsibility for PPBS oversight and control.  From an executive management standpoint, people in these positions ensure military department and defense agency compliance with policy and procedure.  While the PPBS is centrally directed and controlled, its execution is quite de-centralized.
  Recognizing that each Service is defined separately in the budget process and recognized as an activity group or program, it is traditional that they have their own processes and organizations for managing the PPBS function.  To reiterate, DoD Directive 7045.14 is the primary tool that governs the PPBS.  This policy directive is applicable to all DoD.  

Factors Leading to Change

Throughout the mid 1980s and even for most of the early 1990s, U.S. defense policy was impacted largely by federal deficits.
  This was evident when Congress passed the 1985 Gramm-Rudmann-Hollings Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act, which set deficit targets.  Although deficits shrank somewhat in the late 1980s, they failed to meet statutory targets-in some years by substantial margins.  Those targets were not met due in part to unrealistic budget forecasting and worsening economic conditions.
  By 1993 the deficit had grown to approximately $255 billion as compared to only $150 billion in 1987.  To address this problem, both the George H. Bush and the Clinton administration cut budget outlays, which in turn meant less funding for DoD.  Table 1 summarizes the federal deficits resulting from budget outlays.

	The Deficit Compared with the Gramm-Rudmann-Hollings Targets (In Billions of Dollars)

	
	1986
	1987
	1988
	1989
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993

	Original Deficit Target 
	172
	144
	108
	72
	36
	0
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Revised Deficit Target
	n.a.
	n.a.
	144
	136
	100
	64
	28
	0

	Actual Deficit
	221
	150
	155
	152
	221
	269
	290
	255

	Amt Above Original Target
	49
	6
	47
	80
	185
	269
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Amt Above Revised Target
	n.a.
	n.a.
	11
	16
	121
	205
	262
	255

	Source: Congressional Budget Office.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Notes: n.a. = Not Applicable.

The Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act) contained the original deficit targets; the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Reaffirmation Act of 187 contained the revised targets.


TABLE 1. FEDERAL DEFICITS

In addition to the many pressures regarding federal spending, the 1993 National Performance Review (NPR) identified constraints to effective and efficient government management and proposed reforms designed to reduce bureaucratic constraints and produce better outcomes for citizens.  That endeavor resulted in the administration turning its attention to government reform—to create a government that worked better and cost less.
  Similarly, the enactment of the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) was a significant step in shifting the focus of federal management and accountability away from inputs, such as personnel levels, and adherence to prescribed processes to a greater focus on achieving desired program results.  Under GPRA, federal agencies were directed to implement results-oriented management reforms, like strategic planning, performance planning, and performance measurement and reporting.  In principle the GPRA would improve the confidence of the American people in the capability of the Federal Government by systematically holding Federal agencies accountable for achieving program results.
  Here, the difference between what federal agencies were doing and what they were accomplishing marked a fundamental shift in the government’s management direction.  In a sense, the GPRA had itself fundamentally shaped the reorganization of modern government.   

In 1995, the Report of the Commission on Roles and Missions of the Armed Forces “Directions for Defense,” recommended several improvements to PPBS such as unified strategic direction, more attention to front-end planning, fewer program changes late in the process, and less attention to unnecessary detail.  The Commission also recommended a thorough restructuring of the existing DoD PPBS as well as the Department’s decision-making information support framework—the Future Years Defense Program—which was cited as too “input“ oriented.
  Drawing on the Goldwater-Nichols Defense Reorganization Act of 1986, this report set the conditions for strategic change.  In other words, it charted a new course for the Services and provided managerial direction.  This report essentially provided OSD a methodology on how to achieve greater efficiencies.
  To some observers, the report was counter-intuitive but the reality is, today, many of the Commissions recommendations are being implemented throughout the Department and other agencies.   

During the 2000 presidential campaign, then-candidate George W. Bush argued that the U.S. military must be transformed to effectively counter the very different kinds of challenges projected to emerge over the next several decades.  He also suggested that transforming the U.S. military would result in reducing other investment accounts.
  Shortly after taking office the President selected Donald H. Rumsfeld as the 21st Secretary of Defense.  

The department Rumsfeld was selected to lead was created in 1949 and the Defense Department is America’s largest company.  At 3.3 million strong, it comprises 1.4 million active duty, 654 thousand civilians, and 1.2 million Guard and Reserve.
  As DoD Chief Executive Officer, Secretary Rumsfeld is responsible for the overall direction of the Department and its various polices.  Table 2 compares DoD with four other top companies.
  Clearly, by comparison, DoD is the largest of the five organizations listed.  According to some observers, DoD is perhaps the most complex organization in America.

	By Comparison

	Company
	Budget/Revenue
	Employees

	DoD
	$371 Billion
	2,036,000

	Wal-Mart
	$227 Billion
	1,383,000

	ExxonMobil
	$200 Billion
	97,900

	General Motors
	$181 Billion
	365,000

	Ford
	$160 Billion
	354,400

	Source: DefenseLink Website, DoD Overview


TABLE 2. DOD By COMPARISON

Beginning with his first day on the job as head of the Defense Department, Secretary Rumsfeld recognized that implementing change in the Pentagon was an enormous challenge. He understood that making changes was important to the Pentagon’s long-term survival and success so he forged ahead.  In a speech on September 10, 2001, he said:

Because the Department must respond quickly to changing threats, we're overhauling the 40-year-old Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System, or PPBS, the annual process of forecasting threats for the next several years, matching threats to programs and programs to budgets.

This speech illustrated the need for transforming the PPBS process.  Most notably, Defense Secretary Rumsfeld mentions his strategic direction on transforming the legacy system and later approved a plan for change.  Similarly, in January 2002, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld spoke about the "21st Century Transformation" of the U.S. Armed Forces.  In this widely published speech, Rumsfeld said “To prepare for the future, we also decided to move away from the so-called threat-based strategy that had dominated our country's defense planning for nearly a half-century and adopt what we characterized as a capability-based strategy, one that focuses less on who might threaten us or where we might be threatened, and more on how we might be threatened and what we need to do to deter and defend against such threats.”
  In interpreting this speech, it is important to note that the Department would undergo major change.  

The January 2002 speech built on the legacy September 10 speech as it focused attention on transforming the U.S. Armed Forces to meet 21st Century challenges.  Although Rumsfeld expressed his intentions to make significant changes within the organization, implementation does not necessarily easily follow. 

Several factors influenced Rumsfeld’s decision to tackle major organizational changes.  First, the emergence of new threats has meant that the Defense Department must change the way that it manages strategy and force structure.  In May 2003, Secretary Rumsfeld wrote in the Pacific Stars and Stripes  “The Defense Department is still bogged down in bureaucratic processes of the Industrial Age.”
  The events of the 1990’s coupled with the Pentagon’s decision-making support processes lend credence to this assertion.  Second, DoD Transformation represents, in fact, major change.  In essence Rumsfeld is leading the biggest overhaul of the Defense Department since the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Act.  Recent studies show that the right leadership working together with an effective strategy produces change. 

MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE DECISION (MID) 913 

Given the number of factors leading to change in DoD over the past few years, it is perhaps not surprising to find some sort of document to initiate change.  Management Initiative Decision 913 is the document approved by the Deputy Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDEF) that established the two year Planning, Programming, Budgeting and Execution (PPBE) process.  The “E” in that four-letter connotation, links OSD Comptroller to the financial management side and to what OSD is doing in regard to improving the quality of its financial management statements.
  The MID now requires a two-year program and budget cycle vice the previous one-year.

This change effort started with Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) tasking number 20, commonly known as the “DPG 20 Study.”  Here, the Senior Executive Council (SEC) was asked to examine the resource allocation process and make recommendations.  This study was instrumental in developing and implementing a series of recommendations to the Department’s PPBE process as outlined in the MID.  Pentagon officials said that the “DPG 20 Study” led by the Secretary of the Navy resulted in the creation of MID 913.
  In particular, MID 913 set timelines and identified the organizations responsible for implementing specific initiatives.  For example, “DoD is switching from an annual program objective memorandum and budget estimate submission cycle to a biennial cycle starting with an abbreviated review and amendment cycle for fiscal year 2005.  The Department will formulate two-year budgets and use the off years to focus on fiscal execution and program performance.”
  Essentially, the Pentagon is adhering to the FY2005-2009 Program Budget Review schedule outlined in the MID.  Most noteworthy is the fact that the Pentagon has converted to a new process.  Likewise, MID 913 provides the roadmap needed to fully implement this process in FY 2005.
  

On-going work

The OSD is still working to modernize the business processes and systems supporting the Department’s operations.   For instance, other initiatives, such as development of reformed Defense Programming Guidance, a military capabilities construct, and a systems integration and program/budget data framework are underway and are scheduled for completion prior to POM-06. 
  

The MID was only the first, albeit important, step in transforming the Department’s internal decision process.  It represents a watershed event, paving the way for additional process streamlining, such as the follow-on efforts led by former Under Secretary of Defense Aldridge.  The “Aldridge Study” focuses on the first part of the process and introduces a more robust and fiscally informed strategic planning environment.  Over a longer term, PPBE will benefit as other business process reengineering efforts mature.  Certainly, there will be a need to consider “lessons learned” as well as potential “next steps”, such as incorporating the results of the Aldridge Study. 
  In this regard, it may be desirable for the OSD Comptroller to solicit and coordinate comments with the OSD staff, the Military Departments, other Defense Components, and the Joint Staff prior to fully implementing the MID.  

kotter’s model versUs Dod’s implementation

Kotter’s book, Leading Change presents a model on strategic change.  Drawing on years of quantitative and qualitative research, Kotter’s book serves as an action-planning guide for many modern day managers.  The author argues that strategies for implementing change in corporations often fail because the changes do not alter behavior.  He identifies the most common mistakes in effecting change and offers eight steps to overcome obstacles.  The eight-step process consists of establishing a sense of urgency by analyzing competition and identifying potential crises; putting together a powerful team to lead change; creating a vision; communicating the new vision, strategies, and expected behavior; removing obstacles to the change and encouraging risk taking; recognizing and rewarding short-term successes; identifying people who can implement change; and ensuring that the changes become part of the institutional culture for long-term transformation and growth.  He acknowledges that substantive change requires leadership, but that leadership as a divine gift at birth is only granted to a few.  Finally, Kotter makes a critical distinction between management and leadership.  
Establishing a sense of urgency

One of Kotter’s key concepts is that establishing a sense of urgency is crucial to gaining needed cooperation.  He explains that one of the biggest mistakes people make is that they try to change the organization without creating a high sense of urgency in the people who manage and run the enterprise.   Kotter says this error is fatal because when complacency levels are high transformations always fail to achieve their objectives.
  

When Defense Secretary Rumsfeld assumed his position in January 2001, he inherited an organization that was steeped in bureaucratic processes and was long over due for change.  He knew that the Pentagon needed to transform in order to maintain its relevance as well as to be able to meet the challenges of the present and the future.  He initiated many changes and established a new direction for the Department.  He also put into effect several new management initiatives to improve the Departments efficiency.  One such initiative was the new program budget process.  Changing the process required new thinking, and not everyone would favor his approach.  Despite a strong and decisive Secretary of Defense, people in the Department had their own way of doing things, and by their standards, they were doing things well.  

Like Robert McNamara, Secretary Rumsfeld came from the business community, and he was determined to bring his business expertise to bear on the Pentagon bureaucracy.  He believed enthusiastically in lean government and faster cycle times.  Determined to transform the DoD in accord with American business practices, Rumsfeld was also determined to do it on his terms.  In simplest terms, he adopted a business approach to transforming the Pentagon.  The results of his approach are well known but getting people out of their comfort zone was no small task.
   For instance, people had years of experience with PPBS and an ingrained notion of how PPBE should work.  Transforming the process required a change strategy that persuaded dissenters to embrace the merits of change.  
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Kotter contends that without a sense of urgency, people won’t make needed sacrifices.  Instead they cling to the status quo and resist change.  His book cites several reasons why organizations fail.  Figure 1 lists eight errors common to organization change efforts and their consequences.
  

FIGURE 1. COMMON ERRORS TO ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE

The problem, as Kotter explains in his book, is that executives fail to understand that change is a process.  In order to achieve success, leaders have to take into account the organizational culture and the amount of time needed to effect the change.  Studies show that mistakes can be avoided if management takes the right approach to transforming the organization.  By focusing on their existing organizations and outdated procedures, leaders often create more problems than they solve, and old legacies continue to prevail.  What’s needed instead is executive level understanding and buy-in to the change management process.  Kotter offers an approach to avoid common errors to transformation and this will be addressed later in the paper.  Before addressing that topic, it is important to understand how management and leadership affect change. 

management’s role in implementing change

After observing several efforts to enhance organizational performance such as “Total Quality Management, Balanced Score Card, Lean Government—Lean Industry,” among others, I’m convinced that change starts with the leader of the organization.  Without buy-in from the top, change won’t happen.  The leader has to drive change; otherwise, it fails.  To be sure, the leader has to own the change process.  This means being visible to the extent that the leader steers the process in the direction that meets the organization’s goals.  For example, the Services are in the process of preparing transformation road maps for submission to the Secretary of Defense.  Each Service Chief is responsible for taking ownership.  They will determine the direction on transformation and delegate other tasks to lower management echelons that will in turn delegate to the supervisory level.  This effort requires the Service Chief to play an active role in the change process.  In this example, the Service Chiefs are responsible for the actual transformation road maps.  

management versUs leadership

The issue of management versus leadership has been around for years.  Drawing on Kotter’s definitions, “management is a set of processes that can keep a complicated system of people and technology running smoothly.”
  The examples he cites include: planning, budgeting organizing, staffing, controlling, and problem solving.  Thus, Kotter sees management more as a process to steer organizational effort.  Leadership, on the other hand, is a set of processes that creates organizations in the first place or adapts them to significantly changing circumstances.  Successful transformation is 70 to 90 percent leadership and only 10 to 30 percent management, according to Kotter. 
  He stresses leadership skill over management guidance when transforming the organization.  Studies show that both are necessary in successful transformations.     

kotter’s eight-stage change framework

In detailing his change management process, Kotter contends that there are eight-steps that organizations must go through to achieve the goal of successfully implementing change.   Figure 2 illustrates Kotter’s change management sequence.
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Figure 2. Kotter’s Change sequence

The first four steps move people out of their comfort zones.  This phase is more difficult because change is usually accompanied by organizational unrest, uncertainty, and stress among employees.  Kotter notes that phases five to seven then introduce many new practices.
   The last phase involves institutionalizing the change so that it becomes ingrained in the organizations culture.  As Kotter pointed out—and research has illustrated—“successful change of any magnitude goes through all eight steps, usually in the sequence” shown above.
  On this point, Kotter believes sequence is important to successfully implementing change.  In most instances these stages were identified through interviews, questionnaires, or readings.  Some of these states have been identified as more significant than others and obviously have a greater influence on process change.  

Analysis of Dod’s change process using kotter’s model

Applying Kotter’s eight stages to the implementation of MID 913 revealed that some steps were undoubtedly more significant to implementing than others.  It was difficult to find documented evidence relative to the use or non-use of all eight stages.  Therefore, this study focuses on the five stages considered most significant in the change process.  This approach was selected because it facilitates correlating Kotter’s model with the initiatives DoD has taken to implement MID 913.  

Based on the study findings, there is no evidence to suggest that DoD has a standard process for managing change.  There may be many reasons this was the case.  Depending on the nature of the issue and the magnitude of the problem, the Department typically follows a very loose process in its change management approach.
  Despite the fact that DoD uses a non-standard approach, each of the five stages examined here provide ample evidence that the Pentagon is making progress on implementing change.  In the paragraphs that follow the study compares DoD’s implementation strategy to Kotter’s model.  

Stage #1 - Establishing a Sense of Urgency.  In May 2003, OSD published the MID 913 directive to the Department, which outlined the roadmap to fully implement recommendations from the SEC to improve the DoD decision-making progress.
  This involved several initiatives regarding process change.  For instance, OSD has changed the way in which it manages programs reviews.  With $380 billion in the defense budget, today the four-star commands are forced to make tradeoffs concerning programs.  In other words, the status quo is no longer acceptable in the planning and budget process.  As an example, under the new process, OSD has rejected several budget requests.  This bold act illustrated a dramatic expectation for change, and it encouraged command-wide compliance with the new process.  By rejecting budget requests, OSD did, in fact, create a sense of urgency.  Realizing OSD’s insistence on change, today there’s nearly full compliance with the new process.  The picture emerging from those interviewed for this paper further suggests that commanders view the new PPBE process very positively.  In short, people were motivated by example.  Finally, there is general consensus among the Department’s senior leadership that the new process is more reflective of the corporate-style leadership that Secretary Rumsfeld is implementing throughout the Department.      

Stage #2 - Creating the Guiding Coalition.  Kotter emphasizes the point of building the right team to guide the transformation.  Rumsfeld’s original notion, back in 2001, was that the SEC would be essentially a board of directors who, among other things, would help him make decisions that transcended Services boundaries.  If functioning as intended, the SEC would provide counsel to the Secretary of Defense in the application of sound business practices.  Unfortunately, the three Service secretaries decided to exclude the Comptroller from sitting on the SEC.  Consequently, the SEC failed in its original purpose during 2001-02.  Since then, the Secretary of the Air Force emerged, while both the Army and Navy Secretary positions were left vacant.  As a result, over the summer of 2003, the SEC was largely defunct.  Since that time the SEC appears to be helping on smaller management issues.   

In May 2003, the Secretary of Defense endorsed implementing MID 913.  He additionally formed a Senior Leadership Review Group (SLRG).  A comprehensive look at the committee structure suggests that these are the key players in Pentagon’s change management framework.  Through this framework the Pentagon provides oversight and direction.  During an interview, the SEC Executive Secretary stated:

“There is no chairperson for this particular construct because it doesn’t run like a normal council.  Rather, it is a small intimate group—you don’t have lots of people around the back of the room and there are no note takers.  This allows them to discuss key issues of interest.  To the extent that there needs to be a decision coming out of the council that requires documentation, then we do that.  Otherwise, people get guidance and go start working.”

Further findings indicate that the SEC was meeting once every week or two but since the Department has been without a Under Secretary Defense (USD) for Acquisition, and without a Secretary of Navy and Army, the meetings have been less frequent.  Not only does the SEC provide council to the Secretary of Defense, but it is also charged with monitoring the progress of implementing management improvements.  Table 3 lists the key stakeholders for implementing MID 913.
   This list isn’t all-inclusive, but it does identify the main players. 

	Organizational Framework for Implementing MID 913

	Deputy Secretary
	USD Acquisition
	J8
	Service Chiefs

	CFO/Comptroller
	Director, PA&E
	Secretary Navy
	Service Deputies

	USD for Policy
	Deputy Comptroller
	Service Comptrollers
	


TABLE 3. MID 913 STAKEHOLDERS

As stakeholders, they have responsibility for overseeing change.  This approach was selected because these are the key players in the Department’s resource allocation process.  In particular, according to the Director, PA&E, “The core people who are working—trying to think through what do we do next, how we manage this change, how to shift guidance: is the J8, the Under Secretary Defense (Policy), the Director PA&E, and the Deputy Comptroller.  That’s the group that is core steering the process change.”
  Apparently this group meets regularly.  In addition to this group there’s a DPG steering group, which included the same people in the core group.  Accordingly, the Pentagon is primarily managing MID 913 through the core leadership entities that drive the resource allocation process.  This construct models the resource process owners in each of the Services.  Further, although the OSD Comptroller and Director PA&E are not decision makers, they are really the process owners who are responsible for driving MID 913 forward.

Having looked at the core group that is principally steering the process change, there’s no question that the experience level is fairly high.  For the most part, this group is important because it provides the managerial oversight that Kotter discusses in his book.  As Kotter points out, management deals with the functions that support change.  This is descriptive of what the study found regarding the core groups function.  In particular, this group manages the day-to-day actions involving MID 913.  For example, as assumptions, priorities and key actions are developed; they are run back through the SLRG for final decision.  This group is important because it provides the managerial oversight that Kotter recommends.  As Kotter points out, management deals with the functions that support change.  This is descriptive of what the study found regarding the core groups function.  Having considered the core group’s construct and Kotter’s model individually, it is clear that Secretary Rumsfeld has established an effective team to guide the change process.  

Stage#3 – Developing a Vision and Strategy.  As mentioned earlier, the DPG 20 study laid the foundation for the change vision and strategy.  The common view held by Pentagon officials was that MID 913 outlined the vision and strategy to convert to the new PPBE process.  Not surprisingly, the study findings validated the Pentagon’s perspective in that DoD is using the new PPBE process to build the next budget.  Consistent with Kotter’s theory, people understand the vision and they are on board with the strategy.  In this regard, they are committed to meeting Rumsfeld’s top priorities.  In fact, our findings revealed strong support for the new process.  Couple that with increased defense budgets and a growing economy, and it’s easy to see why there’s growing optimism regarding the new process.      

Stage #4 - Communicating the Change Vision.  Journalists from the Wall Street Journal interviewed Pentagon officials about the new PPBE process, but there was no evidence of anything being published.  One official said, “We have done interviews with a number of places and selected people to do speeches.”
  Accordingly, the Department’s leadership is in fact communicating the change vision.  Additionally, the Center for Strategic International Studies (CSIS) is being leveraged to reach out to inform the external community of proposed changes.  Finally, the Pentagon has been to half of the defense agencies trying to communicate its transformation message.  In sum, OSD is out there systematically attempting to communicate externally at every level.  As for internal communications, numerous studies show that OSD is highly unsuccessful at communicating in depth their change vision throughout the organization.  For instance, there is no mechanism or procedure to address the lack of internal communication and it is an issue that is currently under study for improvement.  The Pentagon is silent on when this study was initiated as well as when the results will be published. 

In light of the above, using the DoD framework, it is entirely possible that the Pentagon convenes a SLRG meeting and all of the key executives are told, “Here’s the key decision, go talk about it” and maybe half of them even communicate the message.  As one Pentagon official stated, “Even when they agree on a decision, often the information isn’t communicated to appropriate staff.”
  This runs counter to Kotter’s model in which he emphasizes communicating the change vision.  Here the utility of Kotter’s model can be seen.  Decisions on change must be communicated to the lowest level otherwise the change will never happen.  Hence, OSD communication channels must be improved if the Department is to achieve its transformation goals.       

Stage #6 - Generating Short Term Wins.  Kotter notes that change often takes a long time, especially in big organizations.
  He therefore stresses the importance of having a few short-term wins to demonstrate progress.  Looking retrospectively at the MID 913 implementation, the Pentagon has achieved some short-term wins.  Significant portions of MID 913 are already implemented.  For instance, for the FY 2005 cycle, an off year in the revised process, Components submitted Program Change Proposals (PCPs) and Budget Change Proposals (BCPs) requesting those changes necessary to reflect facts-of-life.  This first trial of the process has proven to be a success, paving the way for the next steps.  In addition, the Pentagon is making progress on a new measurement structure—one that will actually measure the Services readiness levels against capability requirements.  Similarly, other initiatives, such as development of reformed Defense Programming Guidance, a military capabilities construct, and a systems integration and program/budget data framework are underway and are scheduled for completion prior to POM ‘06.  According to one Pentagon official, “The new framework is going into place and we’ll see if the substance improves the process.”
  In this regard, at least at the process level, OSD believes it is making progress.  

Recommendations

IMPROVE THE DOD CHANGE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

With much of the MID 913 implementation underway, DoD should pursue improvements to its change management framework.  One of the basic themes in Kotter’s book is that the leader drives change but it’s difficult to achieve success if you don’t have a methodology to facilitate change.  The Pentagon has a framework in place but there’s little evidence to suggest that it’s meeting the desired goals of the organization.  To improve its change management framework, DoD should establish measures of merit for evaluating the effectiveness of the current framework.  By establishing a measurement system, the information needed to assess the frameworks effectiveness will be readily available for interpretation.  Finally, if DoD wishes to use Kotter’s model to implement future change, it should make this a singular goal.   

SHOW WHAT WORKS AND REINFORCE DESIRED BEHAVIOR

Momentum from early successes regarding implementing MID 913 must be maintained otherwise people loose confidence in the change process.  The OSD, the program-budget community, and other agencies must fully embrace MID 913 and all of its dimensions if DoD is to achieve its goal.  Concurrently, DoD must demonstrate that the new process works.  By putting emphasis on short-term results, DoD will improve its credibility concerning transforming the program-budget process.  Ultimately, this will result in the desired behavior that DoD seeks in regard to the Services’ full cooperation and support on fully implementing MID 913.             

DEVELOP A MECHANISM TO COMMUNICATE THE CHANGE VISION 

Most worthy of special attention is communicating the change message down to every level of the organization. The DoD should invest more time and effort in communicating its change vision.  People know about PPBE and its intended purpose, but some organizations don’t understand the need for change.  Thus, DoD must do a better job of informing the activities of why the process is changing.  This will, of course, require significant coordination centered on a coherent approach.  In other words, the Pentagon must work harder at getting people to understand where OSD is going.  Vice President Gore was able to communicate his vision for transforming the government eight years ago.  On this point, OSD should draw on the lessons from the past administration so that the change process can be seen the same as we saw the Defense Reform Initiative.  To be sure, the OSD must work closely with the various activities to ensure they are driving the change down to their organizations.  In short, OSD should leverage all available means to communicate the new vision.  Communicating the change vision is not easy.  It takes time and, most of all, commitment from the OSD.  

CONTINUE STUDIES TO IMPROVE THE PPBE PROCESS

While it is beyond the scope of this paper to determine whether or not MID 913 will improve the PPBE process, it is clearly an issue that needs to be considered and addressed by OSD.  It is recommended that future research explore the effectiveness of MID 913.  Similarly, future studies need also to look more closely to determine if further improvements could be made to the new PPBE structure.  If improvements were identified, determining a course of action would be required to implement future change.  Although, studies are costly and time consuming, the potential payoff is high, particularly during periods of transformation.         

Conclusions 

The DoD change management framework and Kotter’s model are two complementary and mutually reinforcing constructs, which build on the foundation of leader character and competence.  The DoD can strengthen its framework by formulating a methodology to manage change.  The DoD can also benefit from Kotter’s vast experience in industry and government environments by incorporating his change management practices into senior executive and management training programs.  Although OSD has converted to the new PPBE process, their change management framework remains undefined by any measure of merit.  This runs counter to current thinking, which says metrics are an important element in measuring organizational efficiency.  On this point, if DoD is not measuring its change management framework, then in reality, it has no way of knowing if the framework is meeting desired goals.  In a corporation, management spends more time looking at fewer subjects.  But those issues are the things that drive leverage.  That leverage has clear metrics associated with it like profits and employee’s performance.  In turn, employee performance is judged against those metrics.  This is where DoD needs to go with their change management framework.  They’ve got to get a change mechanism in place that has the right measurements to effectively manage change.  In this regard, the current framework will need continual refinement and improvement to stay abreast with DoD transformation.  
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