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Summary

The Synthesis of Marine Corps Analysis study is a CNA-initiated study
designed to address a perceived disconnect in three key areas of CNA
analysis: operational assessment, organizational analysis, and real-
world operations. As an organization, CNA has executed numerous
studies analyzing various issues for the Navy and Marine Corps, to
include less formal analyses conducted by CNA field representatives
in support of their commands. For several reasons, most of our efforts
in these areas have been done separately. As a result, there is no over-
arching document that synthesizes the body of work in cach area,
including both the methods and substance. This study intends to
remedy this, at least in part, by linking these separate CNA efforts and
identifying key themes, methodologies/approaches, and pervasive
issues. This is the second of three reports, and focuses on organiza-
tional analysis.

Analysis of military organizations

Organizational analysis typically focuses on the structure and man-
ning of organizations. Its goal is to determine those organizational
structures that best meet the demands of and requirements for a spe-
cific organization. Like businesses and industries, military organiza-
tions strive to achieve the most with the fewest resources. That is, they
seek to be both effective and efficient. However, military organiza-
tions face three very specific obstacles that businesses and industries

do not:

1. They may need to be organized to meet the requirements and
challenges of three environments: peacetime, wartime, and the
transition between the two.

2. They may serve more than one role.



3. They may need to use an organizational structure that meets
current operational environments as well as potential future
operations, which may require considerable organizational
flexibility.

Our approach

CNA's approach to organizational analysis focuses on building an
analytical foundation that can be used to determine which organiza-
tional structure is better suited to meet the demands, requirements,
and resources of an organization. CNA's predominant approach to
such analysis is functions based. By using an approach that focuses on
“form following function,” an organization can measure itsell against
specific responsibilities and objectives (what is required). Once we
know what the organization must do, we can design (or re-design) it
to do just that. Our basic functional approach has four steps [1]:

1. Identify what an organization and its personnel are required to
do.

2. Determine il there are gaps between these requirements and

the organization’s actual achievements.
3. Design alternative organizational structures,
4. Analyze the alternatives’ costs, benefits, and risks.

This approach is a basic building block, which we refine and add to
in order to address the issues unique to a specific organizational

examination or study.

While this methodology may appear simple, good organizational
analysis is anything but easy. To execute these steps well, a good ana-
lyst must be aware of difficulties and pitfalls common to such analysis.
These include stakeholder bias and lack of data in step one, subjectiv-
ity in determining decision rules in step two, the endless number of
possible structures that can be considered in step three, and the ana-
lyst’s need to rely on an understanding of the organization and his or
her intuition in step four.

While the functions-based approach is by far the predominant one
used by CNA, in more recent years we have continued to refine and



expand on it. Specifically, for several complex organizational analyses
we have incorporated process analysis as an extension of the basic
functional approach. This approach uses processes and products,
which are derived from the organization’s functions, as the organiz-
ing principle. We find process-based analysis particularly useful when
considering organizations that may be geographically dispersed or
that are open to the possibility of using a non-Napoleonic structure

[2].

Challenges of organizational analysis

Analyzing organizations is not simple. The analysis has subjective
components: it tends to lack hard data or facts, and it is heavily
affected by an analyst’s intuition and understanding of the organiza-
tion. Even those organizational analyses based on solid analytical
[rameworks and reproducible critical thought processes are fraught
with challenges and obstacles. The five most common are:

e Stakeholder bias

® Need for an analyst with a deep knowledge of the organization
® Need for analyst objectivity

® Lack of data (e.g., lists of functions rarely exist)

® No one right answer.

Our goal

Despite its challenges and subjectivity, organizational analysis seeks to
determine which structures can get the most done with the fewest
resources. Balancing effectiveness and efficiency is a large part of the
analysis. In a world of limited resources, it is unrealistic to believe that
we can design and staff organizations that will be able to do every task
or function at the highest level 100 percent of the time. The cost in
both money and other resources (e.g., personnel) would likely be
prohibitive. Rather, our goal is to develop potential structures that
our analysis shows best meet an organization’s needs, and to present
those alternatives along with their benefits and shortfalls in a way that
enables a sponsor to make an informed and objective comparison
between them.
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Introduction

Methodology

As an organization, CNA has executed numerous studies analyzing
various issues for the Navy and Marine Corps. These have included
less-formal analyses conducted by CNA field representatives in sup-
port of their commands. Over the years, many of these analyses have
focused on three critical areas: operational assessment, organiza-
tional analysis, and reconstruction of real-world operations. For sev-
cral reasons—including the nature of the field representative
program, the requirements of various commands, and the disconnect
between field work and headquarters-based analyses—most of our
efforts in these areas have been done separately and littde effort has
been made to synthesize their results. In short, there is no overarch-
ing document that synthesizes the body of work in each area, includ-
ing both methods and substance.

In this CNA-initiated study, we identify key themes, methodologies,
and issues in each of the three areas of analysis. Our intended audi-
ence comprises the Marine Corps, CNA research analysts, and other
current and potential sponsors. This report discusses our work in the

area of organizational analysis.

Our overall approach is to take a critical look at the work (especially
the more recent analyses) we have done for the Navy and Marine
Corps in each of the three identified key areas. Figure 1 summarizes
the four-step process we used to execute our analysis plan. For each

of these areas, we will present the “bottom line” results of our efforts.
We have designed the study to provide for separate documentation
for each key area. Our previous report, Operational Assessment Primer:
A Synthesis of CNA’s Work for the Marine Corps, was published in October

2006 [3]. A separate report focusing on CNA's participation in

G



real-world operations will be completed in 2008, We may expand this

study to include examinations of other key areas as well.

Figure |. Four-step process
Identify subject areas
b
Determine/target which CNA analysis is to be

considered for each subject area

A

Synthesize bodies of work
*Themes
*Methodologies
*Approaches
*lssues
v
Document findings
For this specilic task regarding organizational analysis, we focused on
the work of analysts at CNA headquarters in Alexandria but we also
included formal, published analyses done by field representatives.
The findings presented here are based on a review of our work in the
area of componency as well as traditional organizational
examinations.
- -
Organization

6

The remainder of this paper is presented in four sections. In the first
section, we describe organizational analysis in general terms, includ-
ing a brief description of CNA's work in this area. In the second sec-
tion, we present the approaches and methodologies that CNA uses to
analyze organizational structure and manning, and to determine



alternative organizational constructs that might better meet the
Navy’s and Marine Corps’ requirements. In the third section, we dis-
cuss the key challenges and obstacles to organizational analysis.
Finally, in the last section, we summarize our findings and highlight a
few key considerations.

~]
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Background

Definition

In this section, we discuss, in general terms, what we mean by the term
“organizational analysis,” and why organizations or parent organiza-
tions conduct reviews or assessments of themselves or their subordi-
nate organizations. We also discuss considerations that are specilic to
analyzing military organizations, as opposed to regular industry or
business, and cite examples of CNA studies addressing these specific
challenges. Finally, we briefly discuss CNA’s recent work (1993-
present) in the area of organizational analysis, to show how we con-
tinue to address the persistent issues facing the Navy and Marine
Corps (e.g., componency) while evolving to meet the demands of the
new organizational challenges that confront them.

For a range of reasons, including a desire to improve cfliciency or
cffectiveness or to cut costs, parent orgunizations. or organizations
themselves, might conduct an assessment of an organization’s perfor-
mance and design. In some cases, assessments are formal, planned,
systematic, and explicit (i.e., the organization is aware of the assess-
ment). In other cases, they are unplanned and unannounced. Due to
the nature of our work and the approaches and methodologies we
employ, CNA typically takes part in the planned and advertised orga-

nizational reviews.

Organizational analysis typically focuses on the structure and man-
ning of organizations. This includes examining what is required of
the organization, its roles and functions, its division of labor, and its
relationship with parent, subordinate, and adjacent organizations (or

commands, if it is a military organization).
Well-done organizational assessments generally employ standard pro-

cesses, such as reviewing the organization’s doctrine or charter to see
what what an organization is supposed to do, and sending out

9



questionnaires to compare the organization’s structure and actual

achievements to what is vxpf:t'lwl ol it and from it.

Analyst’s consider four basic elements when examining the structure

of an organization. In terms of military organizations, these are:

I. The organization’s (or department’s) purpose (i.e., ils
required roles and functions)

2. The flow of information and work (including that of all geo-
graphic locations, for distributed organizations)

3. The culture of the organization

4. The organization’s people (their selection, qualification, rank,
and training).

Purpose and goal

10

Whether someone is establishing a new organization or investigating
a disconnect between whatis required of an existing organization and
what it is delivering, or how it is resourced, an analysis of organiza-
tional design can show how to maximize results (i.e., output) while
optimizing resources (i.e., personnel and structure or “inputs™). An
organization’s structure can either enhance or hinder its efficiency
and effectiveness (i.c., productivity). More specifically, the organiza-
tion's chance of success can be profoundly affected by numerous
aspects of its structure: how information flows and to whom; whether,
and how many, parts of the work process are redundant; how clear
and precise the reporting structure is; and whether and how new
ideas and products are promoted.

Regardless of the specific reasons for wanting an organizational anal-
ysis, the ultimate goal is usually to achieve “organization operational
excellence™— that is, the organization does what it needs to do in the
most effective way and with the fewest resources (i.c., efficiently).
This is true whether we are discussing a business/industry organiza-
tion or a military organization.



Obstacles to analyzing military organizations

There are various reasons why the Navy and Marine Corps ask CNA

to conduct organizational reviews of their organizations. Typically,

the Navy and Marine Corps are concerned with such issues as: how

well an organization does what it is required to do; whether it is over-

manned, undermanned, or right-sized; whether any of the work pro-

cess or structure is redundant; and how suited its personnel are for

the job (i.e., whether they have the appropriate rank and training).

Compared to industries and businesses, military organizations face

additional obstacles or factors that further complicate efforts to struc-

ture them:

Military organizations may need to be organized to meet the
requirements and challenges of three environments: peace-
time, wartime, and the transition between the two. For exam-
ple, US Marine Forces North (MARFORNORTH) is simply a
service component headquarters in peacetime, but it may be
tasked to become a Joint Task Force (JTF) commander in the
event of an attack on or direct threat to the continental United
States (CONUS) [1].

Military organizations may serve more than one role. For exam-
ple, US Navy Central Command (NAVCENT) acts as both the
Navy component command for US Central Command (CENT-
COM) and the numbered fleet commander (Fifth Fleet) for
the US Navy [4].

Military organizations may need to use an organizational struc-
ture that meets current operational environments as well as
potential future operations; thus, they may require consider-
able organizational flexibility. For example, the US Marine
Forces Strategic Command (MARFORSTRAT) organization
was developed and implemented at the same time that US Stra-
tegic Command (STRATCOM) is evolving to meet current and
potential future threats [5-6].

11



CNA’s work

CNA has executed numerous studies analyzing organizational struc-
tures and their personnel. Beginning in the carly 1990s, many of
CNA's organizational studies focused on componency, which was a
new concept for the US military and a post-war requirement. Specifi-
cally, the Navy and Marine Corps asked CNA to analyze what “organi-
zation” (both structure and manning) they should develop in order
to best meet the requirement to maintain service representation at
the geographic combatant commands (until 2001, these commands
were called geographic commander-in-chiefs (CINCs)). To cite a few
examples, between 1994 and 2001, CNA did studies analyzing the
concept of a Marine Service Component Headquarters in general
[7], the concept of Marine Service Componency in the European
Command (EUCOM) [8], Marine Componency in the Pacific Com-
mand and Korea [9], and both Marine and Navy componency in
CENTCOM [4, 10].

While the Navy and Marine Corps are still concerned with com-
ponency and the organizations that maintain it [1, 5, 6], they recently
(since the late 1990s) have also asked CNA analysts to focus on more
traditional organizational analysis. Such analyses have examined
whether an organization is structured and manned in the best way to
meet its operational mission and tasking [11-17]. In several of these
studies, CNA has looked at reorganizing standing organizations that
are being challenged by limited and waning resources or new roles.

In the next section, we discuss the approaches that CNA finds uscful
in conducting organizational analyses. We use the same (or a very
similar) approach regardless of whether or not the analysis involves
componency, and regardless of whether we are examining a standing

organization or proposed new organization.



Approaches/methodologies

When analyzing organizations, CNA's goal is to build an analytical
foundation that can be used to determine whether a particular orga-
nizational structure (or structures) is better suited to meet the
demands, requirements, and resources of an organization. This is
often a challenging task because organizational analysis, by its very
nature, is often less quantitative and more subjective than other types
of analyses. As a result, an analyst must be creative in developing a
framework that is based, as much as possible, on objective data and
information, and that does not rely too heavily on potentially biased
and emotional viewpoints of the organization’s current or future
stakeholders (e.g., pct‘snnnel).

An organization can be structured by activities, products, processes,
geography, or a combination of all four. In this section, we discuss the
approaches and methodologies that CNA uses to:

® Determine how to balance these factors,
® Examine military organizations and structures, and
® Analyze alternative organizational structures.

As part of this discussion, we provide examples of the work that CNA
analysts have done in this area. We begin with a discussion of the func-
tional approach, which relies on the theory that “form follows func-
tion.” It is the basic building block on which most of CNA’'s
organizational analyses stand [1,2, 4-21]. Next, we discuss process
analysis, which is in most cases an extension of the functional
approach. We also address the role and impact of geography (i.e., dis-
tributed organizations) in this section.



Functional approach

Functions are discrete actvities that drive an organization’s existence.
By using an approach that focuses on “form following function,” an
organization can measure itself against specific responsibilities and
objectives (what is required). Once we know what the organization
must do, we can design (or re-design) it to do just that. We generally
refer to this functions-based approach as the “functional approach™,
but sometimes refer to it as a “zero-based” or a “requirements-based”
approach.

Methodology

Figure 2 depicts our basic methodology. This approach has four
slcpsl:

1. Identify what the organization and its personnel are required
to do (i.c., its key roles, which are the culmination of its func-
tions, products, and processes).

2. If analyzing an existing organization, determine whether there
are gaps between these requirements and the organization’s
actual achievements, and whether any requirement is being
met more than once. If designing a new organization, deter-
mine constructs that minimize gaps and overlaps.

3. Design alternative organizational structures and manning.

4. Analyze the alternatives’ costs, benefits, and associated risks.

l. Depending on the nature of the specific organization or question being
analyzed, a step may be skipped or have sub-steps/ cavealts.



Figure 2. Functional approach methodology*

a. Source: [1].

Identify functions Ildentify required
(e.g., roles, missions, products and
tasks) processes

!

Determine gaps/ overlaps
Minimize gaps/overlaps

l

Design potential
organizational
structures

h 4
Compare potential
organizational
structures including
associated risks

The functional approach rests on the theory that once the roles, mis-
sions, and tasks (i.c., functions) of an organization are clearly identi-
fied and vetted, appropriate organizational constructs (or courses of
action) will be evident. An analyst can use the organization’s ability to
perform the required functions identified in step one against the
trade-offs identified in step four as the basis for deciding which orga-
nizational structures are best suited to meet the Navy’s/Marine
Corps’ and the specific organization’s needs effectively and
cfficiently.

These steps may appear to be easy to execute. The difficulty is execut-
ing them in an objective and reproducible manner. As we discuss
cach of the steps in the following paragraphs, we highlight these dif-
ficulties and present some ways of compensating for or overcoming
them.
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Identify functions, products and processes

The first step is to identify what an organization is required to do (i.c.,
its functions). Using the top-down approach, the obvious starting
point is to examine the doctrine, which is the equivalent of a charter
for business or industry. In the case of military organizations, it is
important to review joint as well as service-specific doctrine. The two
will likely overlap, but certain functions might be spelled out in only
one or the other. Other good sources of information on an organiza-
tion’s functions are exercise and operational after-action reports and
lessons-learned databases [10]. Such reports detail, often very specif-
ically, what the organization and its personnel were asked to do, what
they did and did not do, and, sometimes the reason for any discon-
nect between the two. Disparities might be due to an organization’s
having too few personnel or not having the “right” personnel to exe-
cute the task.

Interviews with an organization’s past, current, and future personnel
(1.e., the stakeholders) can also be used to identify an organization’s
functions. It is not uncommon for personnel to execute critical tasks
and duties that are not explicitly stated in or required by doctrine. For
example, in [1], we used joint doctrine, Marine Corps doctrine and
guidance, and discussions with MARFORNORTH personnel to iden-
tify the key functions of the MARFORNORTH organization. If we had
used joint doctrine alone, we would have identified only 21 of the 25
roles; if we had used only Marine Corps doctrine, we would have iden-
tified only 17 of the 25. In addition, interviews served to clarify 8
MARFORNORTH roles that we might have otherwise considered
ancillary. In addition, interviews with personnel often serve as a “chop
session,” to scrub the results of a generic functional analysis that used
only doctrine and similar sources. Sometimes such interviews are
used to confirm whether a function spelled out in doctrine should
really be included in a comprehensive list of functions [22]. Doctrine
and similar sources may not take into account the realities of existing
resources or other constraints. Interviews with personnel often allow

an analyst to capture these points.

Gaining information from stakeholders, however, can also involve
danger and controversy. The “data” gathered from personnel are



self-reported, and, as such, may be biased. This is not to say that the
analyst should ignore the opinions of these personnel— they are
often the ones who best know best what the organization should, will,
or does do on a daily basis. Rather, the analyst should help compen-
sate for any potential bias or subjectivity of such stakeholders: before
engaging the organization’s personnel, he or she should have an
independent and detailed knowledge of the organization, its mis-
sions, its daily routine, and its potential role in a crisis. Armed with
such knowledge, an analyst can view the self-reported information in
context and ascribe the appropriate weight to it.

Finally, in analyzing military organizations, it is important to identify
the organization’s functions in all three environments (c¢.g., peace-
time, wartime, and the transition between the two). In [16], this issue
was critical, as Force Service Support Groups (FSSGs) were designed
with peacetime garrison structures that were completely different
from their wartime task-organized units. In this case, the analysts used
a modified version of the functional approach by applying criteria to
determine where and how functions could be most efficiently and
clfectively executed and by adding a process analysis element to iden-
tify potential organizational structures. Later in this report, we discuss
how criteria and process analysis can be incorporated into more com-
plex organizational analysis.

Determine gaps

This step entails comparing the requirements identified in step one
with actual activity within the command—that is, it compares what is
supposed to happen with what actually happened or can happen. To
continue with the MARFORNORTH example above, the author of
[19] used a series of questions and a rating scheme to determine if
the current organization and personnel could successfully execute a
certain function. The questions focused on the role or function’s fre-
quency, required effort, importance, residence in current organiza-
tion, and outlook, as well as whether the current organization was
meeting expectations with respect to this function. The analyst used
a scale or a Yes/No parameter (depending on the nature of the ques-
tion) to assess each function. Ultimately, the study identified eight

17



MARFORNORTH roles as gaps, given their existing organizational

structure and manning [19].

The questions and rating scheme were the basis of the decision
matrix to determine whether there was a gap between what MAR-
FORNORTH was supposed to do and what it actually did or could do.
The use of such a tool highlights a critical challenge of this step. Orga-
nizational analysis can be very subjective, but still must have an ana-
Iytical foundation to be credible. In [19], the analyst combined a
formal analytical framework (i.e., the questions and rating scale) with
more subjective data, to determine gaps. For example, the analyst
might have had no hard data to point to when answering the ques-
tion, “What amount of effort is required by MARFORNORTH to act
as a communications conduit between the combatant commander
and the service?” Rather, the analyst had to use her best understand-
ing of how much time and effort it took the stafl to act as this conduit.
She used the frequency and depth of MARFORNORTH's operation
summaries to USNORTHCOM to determine that it required a
medium amount of effort (low in peacetime and high in times of
crisis) [19].

This step is mainly used when analyzing an existing organization.
When designing new organizations, the analyst instead focuses on
building staff constructs and personnel tables that minimize gaps
between what needs to get done and what can get done. For example,
in [23], CNA proposes three organizational options for the Navy War-
fare Development Command (NWDC) to consider. One option pro-
poses the establishment of a completely new organization and
command, the Navy Warfare Integration Command (NWIC), and
includes a potential basic organizational structure that attempts to
minimize gaps and shortfalls between what the Navy wants from this
organization and what it can execute [23].

Design potential organizations

Step three, the determination of potential organizational structures
and manning, is simply a matter of designing alternative structures
that fulfill the requirements identified in step one and close (or min-
imize) any gaps identified in step two. This step primarily depends on



two things: the [unctions identified in step one, and the flexibility of
the sponsor. Its reliance on step one is obvious: the alternative orga-
nizations must be able to perform the required organizational func-
tions to one degree or another. But, the sponsor’s flexibility or open-
mindedness is also key because it drives how creative an analyst can
be in developing organizational structures. In most cases, CNA spon-
sors have asked us to develop new organizational structures, as well as
consider existing Navy or Marine Corps structures [7,9, 10]. This can
quickly become overwhelming. In some cases, due to the nature and
mission of an organization, a very large number of structures can be
considered. In such cases, analysts usually limit the number of courses
or actions, or potential organizational structures, (o a reasonable
number, by eliminating the alternatives that are either very costly or
unrealistic, or are very similar to other structures being considered

[9].

Based on previous CNA work, analysts usually consider three cle-
ments when developing potential structures or courses of action for
military organizations:

® The degree of effort or support the organization will provide
® Geographic dispersion (or distributed operations)

® Napoleonic (traditional function-oriented) or non-Napoleonic
(process-oriented) construct.

Again, potential organizational structures can vary, based on the
degree to which they support the required functions; usually, the
trade-off is personnel costs. For example, some organizational struc-
tures provide for every function to be executed at 100 percent effec-
tiveness all of the time. Other organizational structures may have a
flex or surge design, which allows for some functions to be only min-
imally executed in peacetime but provides for an augment capability
in times of crisis. In several of our studies, we have varied our poten-
tial organizational structures by the degree to which some or all func-
tions can be executed under each option (i.e., the degree of support)
[1,9]. For example, in [9], course of action (COA) 1 proposed having
a combined Navy and Marine Corps staff would perform service com-
ponent functions for the Marines in theater, while COA 8 proposed
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having a full component for each separate headquarters. In COA 1,
the Marine Corps would not have a separate voice in the various the-
aters and its ability to advocate for itsell could be limited. In COA 8,
a separate three-star commander would lead a full staff 10 represent

the Marine Corps in cach theater to the highest degree.

In order to incorporate the second and third elements mentioned
above (geographic dispersion, and Napoleonic versus non-Napole-
onic construct) into our analysis of an organization, analysts can
expand on the functional approach and incorporate a process-analy-
sis element. We discuss this expanded approach and these elements
later in this section.

Compare potential organizations

The final step is to compare and contrast the potential organizational
structures designed in step three. It is important that these compari-
sons highlight the costs, benefits, and risks associated with cach
course of action or alternative structure. Steps three and four often
involve a trade-off. The larger the scope (or the breadth/number) of
options identified in step three, the shallower the depth (or detailed
consideration) of the comparisons in step four. If the scope is limited
1o a l‘CilSUnilhIl' I'Ill.ll'lh(_'l' (}f pi)l(‘llliil’ structurces, [Il(‘ (“(Illl!)ill'iﬁ(]lls
between them can likely include a more in-depth analysis that include
developing tables of organization (T/0s) and equipment (T/Es),
examining wartime augmentation requirements, and determining
the specific rank, experience, and training required for each billet. If
however, the scope is wide (i.c., the number of potential structures is
large), the depth of the analysis will likely be sacrificed and the com-
parisons will probably be limited simply to the risks and costs associ-
ated with each option.

Functions

Figure 3 and table 1 are examples of analyses used to compare alter-
native organizational structures. In figure 3, the number of options is

rather large, so the analysis is limited to a simple scale that compares



the structures. In table 1, we consider only four potential structures

so the comparisons are more detailed.

Figure 3. Example: Comparison of potential structures®
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Table 1. Example: Comparison of organizations’ ability to mitigate of possible gaps ¢

Functional Traditional Reduced Minimal
Possible gaps Gaph organization organization organization organization
Antiterrorism  MC  Increased personnel  Increased personnel  Comparable person-  Decreased personnel
and force to fully support all to fully support all nel to partially sup-  and discontinued
protection requirements requirements port all requirements  program manage-
ment to fully support
only NC require
ments
Theater NC  Added designated Added designated Retained personnel  Retained personnel
security personnel to fully personnel to fully and designated as a  and designated as a
cooperation support all require-  support all require-  shared responsibility  shared responsibility
ments ments to partially support  to fully support only
all requirements NC requirements
Marine MC  Added designated Added designated Retained personnel  Retained personnel
emergency personnel to fully personnel to fully and designated as a  and designated as a
preparedness support all require-  support all require-  shared responsibility  shared responsibility
liaison ments ments to partially support  to fully support only
all requirements NC requirements
Planning NC  Increased personnel  Increased personnel  Retained personnelto  Reduced personnel to
to fully support all to fully support all partially support all  fully support only NC
requirements requirements requirements requirements
Training and  NC  Added designated Added designated Retained personnel  Retained personnel
exercises personnel to fully personnel to fully and designated as a  and designated as a
support all require-  support all require-  shared responsibility  shared responsibility
ments ments to partially support o fully support only
all requirements NC requirements
Operations NC  Maintain continu- Maintained continu-  Maintained only Maintained during a
center ously and indirectly  ously and indirectly  during a crisis and crisis only with aug-

mitigated by overall
staff increases to fully
support requirements

mitigated by overall
staff increases to fully
support requirements

supplemented by
MARFORRES or
officer on call to par-
tially support all
requirements

mented personnel to
partially support only
NC requirements

a. Source: [1].
b. NC - This is a gap in meeting USNORTHCOM'’s expectations. MC - This is a gap in meeting the Marine Corps'’
expectations.

These examples may give the false impression that this step is rela-
tively easy. To demonstrate the difficulty of using an analytical basis to
compare functions that are qualitative, not quantitative, let us
describe the framework used in assessing the COAs in figure 3. In
[10], CNA assessed the courses of action based on their ability to sat-
isfy the requirements dictated by the function (or factor) itself. For
example, representing the Marine Corps’ interests in theater in
peacetime might be best accomplished through the full-time
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Process-based

presence of Marines in theater. Therefore, the critical element for
this function is presence in theater. This is the type of subjective and
qualitative call that will benefit greatly if the analyst has a deep under-
standing of what a service component really needs to do and how it
can best do it. In this study, the analysts rated the COAs relative 1o one
another using a stoplight chart. Therefore, with respect to Marine
Corps interests, a COA that allows for the presence of Marines in the-
ater full-time during peacetime is rated higher than one that does not
allow for this presence. COA 1, which calls for a combined Navy and
Marine Corps staff to represent component interests in peacetime is
rated as fair, while COA 8, which calls for a three-star Marine com-
mander and full-time Marine staff in theater, is rated as better (or
high). At the end of the assessment, those COAs that best fulfill the
most critical functions for each operating environment are recom-
mended, asin [10].

Costs

What these examples do not make obvious is that costs, both mone-
tary and non-monetary, and resource availability are often key consid-
erations in determining potential organizational structures. For
example, while one alternative might provide for a broad and deep
range of support and cover all functions fully, it might be infeasible if
it is beyond the scope of the organization’s budget for personnel and
equipment. Another potential structure might be infeasible because
the necessary type of personnel (who have the correct military occu-
pational specialty and rank) are not available. Such challenges must
be considered both when identifying potential structures and when
comparing them.

Finally, for the purposes of CNA’s analyses of military organizations,
effectiveness usually trumps efficiency. This is because if a military
organization cannot perform its critical functions, especially in a time
of crisis, the cost may be counted in terms of lives lost—and the Navy
and Marine Corps are unwilling to pay such a cost.

analysis

Processes are a series of steps designed to result in products or ser-

vices. Functions can contribute to more than one process. Therefore,

23



another approach CNA sometimes uses when analyzing organizations
is a process-based analysis. Figure 4 illustrates how we incorporate a
process-analysis element into its functional approach to organiza-
tional analysis. We most frequently use this when we analyze more
complex organizations that have either the potential or the require-
ment to be geographically dispersed (i.e., operate in two or more
locations) and carry on distributed operations, and that are open 1o

using a non-Napoleonic structure.

Figure 4. Expanded functional approach?

Distribution/Location of Functions Process-Based Analysis

Specific functions z— Major Functions ;—*Processes —* Products

Use processes an the

T
Applyartsria organizing principle

Non-Napoleonic

Connection to T/O gt
Organization

a. Source: Revised from [4].




Geographic dispersion/distributed operations

The left side of figure 4 shows how the functional or requirements-
based approach is expanded in order to determine appropriate con-
structs for an organization that can or must have geographically dis-
tributed operations (e.g., MARCENT). This is shown by the use of
both nucleus and distributed boxes as inputs to determining total
specific functions. In such cases, a series of criteria are used to deter-
mine where at which location a specific function could be accom-
plished most efficiently and effectively. These criteria vary, based on
the organization’s specific functions and roles. We provide two exam-
ples of criteria that CNA has used in previous studies.

1. In [15], based on US Marine Forces Atlantic’s (MARFOR-
LANT’s) role in Norfolk and Stuttgart, CNA applied three cri-
teria to the specific functions or general role of
MARFORLANT:

— In-theater interactions. Does the function require in-theater
actions or on-the-ground situation awareness? If so, the
function must reside in the nucleus (or in-theater) staff.

—  Command-specific knowledge. 1s an in-depth understanding of
headquarters operating procedures required? If the func-
tion requires specific knowledge of the command to be per-
formed, it requires a member of the staff (nucleus or
distributed) to accomplish it.

— Subject matter expertise. Does the in-theater headquarters
need certain subject matter expertise, and is it available?

2. In [3-21], we used four criteria in distributing construct and
personnel in a Marine Service component headquarters orga-
nization. In addition to in-theater interactions and command-
specific knowledge, we also used:

— Connectivity. Is continuous connectivity with the source of
the information required, or is a short-term loss acceptable?
If the organization cannot afford to lose touch at all,
connectivity is required.



— Timeliness. 1s the time horizon immediate (within an hour),
soon (same day), or time-available (more than a day)?

Figures 5 and 6 show how the criteria above were applied to the orga-
nizations in examples 1 and 2, respectively, to determine potential
courses of action or potential organizational structures.

Figure 5. Example: Criteria for connecting functions to location?

— Required

— > Not Required

In-Theater

Centralized

“» — Required in and
Available to in-theater HQ

—— Only available centrally

a. Source: [15].



Figure 6. Example: Criteria for locating staff functions®

> —* Required continuously
/"~ Risk of short-term loss acceptable ,

Nucleus

> —* Required

\. Distributed staff

. Virtual staff

—— = Not Required -

a. Source: [21].

Once functions are assigned to or associated with an “appropriate”
location, the next step could be a review or development of suitable
T/Os to construct the organization and its elements. However, an
analyst might first consider what type of structure is most appropriate:
Napoleonic or non-napoleonic.

Napoleonic or non-Napoleonic construct

The right side of figure 4 illustrates how CNA incorporates process
analysis in order to determine the line (function or process) along
which the organization should be structured. Traditional military
organizations are typically organized around numbered staff sections
(G-sections), with each section focused on its own functional niche.



Such functionally based organizations tend to assign manpower
based on the number and complexity of the functions within a given
department. This reinforces stovepiped personnel and can inhibit
cross-functional thinking and creativity [23-24]. In addition, staff sec-
tions tend to grow as a department matures [23].

On the other hand, organizations can also be organized around a
process-oriented principle that focuses on end-products. Non-
Napoleonic organizations are designed around the products
required of a staff and the processes the staff uses to deliver these
products, rather than around the expertise areas as traditional G-staff
organization [21].

We define products as the service or result that is delivered, and pro-
cesses as collections of activities that use functions (inputs) and create
products (outputs). By organizing around these activities or pro-
cesses, we eliminate stovepiped sections and gain a more synthesized
result [4]. Previous CNA work indicates that there are two ways to do
this [15, 20]:

1. Moving from specific functions, to major functions, to pro-
cesses, to products

2. Doing the reverse (moving from products, to processes, to
functions)

This is illustrated by the arrows going in both directions between
functions and products in figure 4. Figure 7 shows how we used
reverse process analysis (products, to processes, to functions) to
examine potential non-Napoleonic component headquarters organi-
zations in [21]. First, we identified outputs, or what service or product
had to be provided by the organization. Second, we identified the
processes that were or should have been used to develop these out-
puts. Third, we dissected the processes into their major functions,
determining which functions enabled the execution and completion
of the required processes. Finally, we identified the personnel break-
down that would/could accomplish these functions. This ultimately




led to the construction of a general T/O that the Marine Corps could
use as a baseline for component headquarters organizations.

Figure 7. Example: Process analysis (products to functions)®
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a. Source: [21].
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We've presented two basic approaches to analyzing organizations:

functions based and process analysis. Typically, the latter is an off-

shoot or expansion of the former. It is important to note, however,

that our method of organizational analysis continues to evolve and be

refined. As we have pointed out in this section, there are significant

difficulties in examining organizations with critical analytical rigor.

We continue to develop approaches and methodologies to overcome

or compensate for them. In the next section, we discuss in greater
detail the key challenges to organizational analysis.
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Key challenges

Analyzing organizations is not simple. Unlike some other types of
analysis, it has a subjective component. In most cases, there are few
concrete data or facts upon which to base a critical examination.
Instead, an analyst must draw heavily on subjective data and on his or
her own understanding of the organization and its mission, purpose
and role, in order to develop organizational constructs that can best
(or better) serve the organization, and its parent, adjacent, and sub-
ordinate commands. Good organizational analysis often rests on
developing and applying a critical thought process, or analytical
framework, to information that does not easily lend itself to such
action.

Throughout this report, we have highlighted the difficulties and
obstacles that plague organizational analysis. In this section, we dis-
cuss, in greater detail, five key challenges that an analyst faces. Our
goal is to summarize the considerations and pitfalls that an analyst
should be aware of when analyzing an organization.

Stakeholder Bias

Formal documents, such as doctrine, charters, and memorandums of
agreement, can only go so far in providing insight into the true mis-
sion, role, and functions of an organization. In many cases, such doc-
uments present what its founders thought or expected an
organization should or would do, and do not take into account real-
world constraints (¢.g., limited personnel available to staff the organi-
zation) or changes over time (e.g., the increased likelihood of an
attack on US soil).

Interviews and discussions with an organization’s personnel are a crit-
ical source of information on what the organization is expected to do
and actually does. Unlike more traditional data sources, however, per-
sonnel have a stake in what happens to the organization. As such, the
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“data” and information they give can be biased and misleading. For
example, a supervisor might inflate (perhaps unconsciously) the
number and complexity of the activities that his department per-
forms, in order to maintain or increase his staff allotment.

Thus, on the one hand, an analyst might lose a critical information
source if he or she does not tap personnel or is too quick to discredit
what they say. On the other hand, if the analyst over-relies on self-
reported information, he or she might reach the incorrect conclu-
sion and predict a less than optimal organizational structure. The
challenge is to develop an analytical framework that balances the
value of the information with its veracity. One possibility is to inde-
pendently verify the information through observation or third-party
documentation (e.g., an after-action report written by an evaluator).
But such opportunities are not often available. Ultimately, there is no
sure way to overcome stakeholder bias. An analyst should simply be

aware that it exists and try to counter its influence on the analysis.

Deep knowledge of the organization is critical

Organizational analysis can be subjective and often lacks hard data to
back up its conclusions. For example, there are numerous factors that
determine whether an organization would benefit more from having
a rotating liaison cell at a combatant command or having permanent
staff stationed there. In the former option, it might lack the institu-
tional knowledge that is gained by having personnel with two- or
three-year assignments there. However, it might benefit from having
personnel with more in-depth knowledge of events and develop-
ments outside that command. To make these determinations and to
develop the decision rules that separate perception from reality (e.g.,
stakeholder bias), an analyst must have an in-depth understanding ol
what an organization needs to be doing. Unfortunately, itis often very
difficult for an outsider to gain that understanding. One way that
CNA counters this challenge is by involving field representatives
when doing organizational analysis.
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Remaining objective

This challenge is directly related to the two previous challenges. We
have already pointed out the potential issue of bias within the organi-
zation and its personnel. In addition, it is extremely difficult to
remain the lone objective voice when working closely with a staff on
a day to day basis. This is true whether the analyst is a field represen-
tative assigned to that staff or simply requires daily interaction with
personnel to get information.

Along the same lines, an analyst may become so convinced that a cer-
tain result is best that he or she does not objectively evaluate its short-
falls. This is even more likely when much of the analysis is subjective.
This challenge highlights the importance of having an analytic frame-
work on which the analysis is based.

Functional lists don’t always exist

One might expect that when an organization is being established, a
detailed list would be made, relating what the organization will do
(i.e., its reason for existing). We have learned that this is not often the
case. Even if such a list was made, it may be outdated and incomplete.
This is understandable given that organizations, like people, may
evolve and redefine themselves over time.

The absence of a good starting point, such as a list of an organiza-
tion’s activities, may be a problem for an analyst. It will essentially
require the analyst to formally define an organization’s activities for
it. This is particularly difficult if the analyst is not intimately familiar
with the organization and its place among its parent, adjacent and
subordinate organizations. In addition, it often requires an extensive
amount of time and effort that might be better used developing and
refining an analytic framework.

No one right answer
Organizational analysis is not like mathematics: there is no one right

answer. The analysts must rely heavily on subjective data and intuition
to be certain that an organization is structured the best way possible.
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Instead, the analysts seek to determine those structures that best meet
the requirements and demands facing an organization. This is one
reason why CNA typically presents several recommended options and
carefully weighs and documents the pros and cons of each. No single
construct will be perfect; each will have its shortcomings. We can only
analyze and present the alternatives in a way that enables the sponsor
to make a meaningful, informed, and objective comparison of the

alternatives.

In the next section we summarize our findings and present our final

thoughts on organizational analysis.



Conclusion

Summary

The objective of this paper is to lay out in detail the approach CNA
uses to analyze organizations, specifically the structure and manning
of military organizations. Over the past 15 years, we have primarily
used a functions-based approach to analyze organizations. We
describe that functional methodology in this paper but only in gen-
eral terms. In practice, each study is unique and the actual applica-
tion of this methodology varies from one to the next. For example, as
we discussed, in some studies we incorporate process analysis into the
functions-based approach in order to address more complex issues.
We expect our approach and methodology for these types of studics
to continue to evolve as we develop better analytical frameworks and

tools.

In short, the functions-based approach has four steps [1]:

I. Identify the functions, tasks, roles, and missions (i.c., the
requirements) of the organization.

2. Determine the gaps between these requirements and what the
current or proposed organizational structure actually does.

3. Design potential organizational structures that minimize any
gaps from step two.

4. Analyze the risks and trade-offs associated with each potential
structure.

While this approach may seem simple, it can quickly get complex. For
example, step one entails more than just reviewing doctrine. To truly
understand what an organization (and its personnel) must do, an
analyst must interview personnel; review after-action reports, exercise
reports, and lessons learned; and consider how future operational
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requirements may affect the organization. When using personnel as
a data source, an analyst must expect and compensate for bias inher-
ent in self-reported information (i.c., stakeholder bias). In addition,
this step may also be complicated by the fact that some military orga-
nizations will serve more than one role (e.g., the same organization
serves as both Fifth Fleet and NAVCENT), so the analyst must identify
the organization’s requirements for cach of these roles. And, in
almost all cases, the analyst will need to consider an organization’s
requirements in peacetime, in wartime, and during the transition
between the two.

Steps three and four can also challenge an analyst because in some
cases the potential organizational constructs can be numerous. At
this point, an analyst must strike a balance between the breadth of
organizations in step three and the depth of the analysis ol cach
potential structure in step four. These two steps are further compli-
cated by time constraints (i.c., the organization needs to be estab-
lished or revised in a short timeframe) and limited resources (e.g.,
lack of money and personnel with the appropriate rank or military
operational specialty (MOS) ). These two constraints (money and per-
sonnel) are becoming more important as the military budgets and T/
Os are stretched very thin.

The functions-based approach is very useful; however, even when the
above caveats are incorporated the approach has limited utility when
analysts are considering more complex organizations. Therelore,
CNA analysts have expanded upon it and incorporated process anal-
ysis to address two common questions we have had to consider: dis-
tributed operations and Napoleonic versus non-Napoleonic structure
[2]. When considering these two elements, or possibilities, we have
found that tracing functions through to the processes and resulting
products is an effective way to identify potential organizational struc-
tures. In many cases, we do the reverse—i.c., we start by identifying
products and trace back to the processes that resulted in them and
the functions that collectively made up the process. Once these are
identified, it tends to become evident whether a Napoleonic or non-
Napoleonic structure is more appropriate. The process analysis also
serves to help determine where (i.e., in which location if distributed
operations are required or are possible) a function should reside.



Our goal

As evidenced in this report, organizational analysis is complex.
Throughout this report we have highlighted the challenges of bias,
lack of data, and subjectivity. In general, we can categorize the key
challenges into five categories: stakeholder bias, the requirement for
the analyst to have a deep understanding of the organization, the
requirement for the analyst to remain objective, the lack of data (e.g.,
comprehensive function lists rarely exist), and the fact that there is no
one right answer. These challenges point to the fact that organiza-
tional analysis heavily depends on the analyst’s intuition, qualitative
and subjective assessments, and familiarity with the organization.
What may at first seem to be an easy four-step functional approach or
quick process analysis, is actually a complex methodology built to pro-
vide an analytic foundation for a subject that does not easily lend itself

to analysis.

Ultimately, the goal of any organizational analysis is to achieve “orga-
nization operational excellence,” or to get the most done with the
fewest resources. The end-state is to be as effective as possible while
also being as efficient as possible. Determining the balance between
effectiveness and efficiency is a large part of such analysis. When it
comes to military organizations, effectiveness usually trumps effi-
ciency because the people’s lives and the nation’s security is at stake.
That is not to say that we design potential organizations to be able to
do every task or function at the highest level all of the time—the cost
of such structures would likely be prohibitive and unreasonable.
Rather, when designing alternative structures, analyzing the costs and
trade-offs between them, and making recommendations, we favor
those structures that best meet requirements (i.e., effectiveness) even
if additional resources are needed.
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