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Overview

Is the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) Joint Exercise Program (JEP) funding strategy appropriately designed to maximize joint training readiness?  The Combatant Commanders (CCDRs) are responsible for conducting numerous joint exercises with our military services, other governmental agencies, and multinational partners.  However, the execution of these joint exercises depends largely on funding from the Service Component's budgets.  Where is the joint (purple) money, who controls it, how can it be used, and how important is it to the readiness of joint commands?  Training budgets for the Combatant Commands must be allocated to and controlled by the Combatant Commanders in order to meet the intent of the CJCS Joint Exercise Program.  

The present funding strategy for the CJCS Joint Exercise Program provides for Combatant Commanders submitting proposals for joint exercises, force training, contingencies, selected operations and special forces training with other nations.  The CJCS has additional funds available upon request from a CCDR.  (10 USC 166) Historically, this “Purple Money” amounts to $400 to $500 million annually.  

The CJCS funds pay transportation costs, to include airlift and sealift.  Additionally, port costs and inland transportation are paid from the CJCS exercise program funding.   (GAO 98-189)

Services pay incremental training costs, though each service uses different methods to account for items such as payroll, fuel, and spare parts.  Obtaining accurate data on actual expenditures has been difficult, thus the true cost of joint exercises is not readily available. (GAO 98-189)

The Director for Operational Plans and Joint Force Development, J7, supervises the CJCS Joint Training System which includes the CJCS Joint Exercise Program.  The J7 reviews war plans and advises the CCDRs, the Joint Staff, the services and the Secretary of Defense on exercises and capabilities to support strategic goals.  (CJCSM 3500-03, pg. A-3)  

This J7 role is important to the National Defense Strategy.   Emerging technology, joint doctrine and joint tactics, techniques and procedures (TTPs) are tested and validated in joint exercises.  The Joint Exercise Program is designed to test deploying an expeditionary force and to train a joint staff.  Additionally, joint exercises are essential to train joint staffs for US Northern Command (USNORTHCOM) in homeland defense missions.  These types of exercises are the crux of our war fighting capability and homeland defense.  Funding these exercises requires a flexible strategy that maximizes the Combatant Commanders’ resources.
In the 21st Century, Operation IRAQI FREEDOM is a prime example of the need for Joint Exercises.  Despite lessons learned from Grenada, Panama, Desert Storm and Somalia, the U.S. military still encounters problems conducting joint operations.  

For example, several cases of fratricide (Patriot missiles shooting coalition aircraft) (Cahlink, pg. 68) were widely reported during the initial stages of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM.  U.S. Navy jets mistakenly fired on friendly Kurdish and Special Operations Forces. (Defense Update, Issue 1, 2005)  These cases of fratricide may have been prevented through a more robust joint exercise training program that identifies potential equipment interoperability problems or flaws in tactics, techniques and procedures.

Since the end of the Cold War, the U.S. military has deployed as an expeditionary joint force.  Operation IRAQI FREEDOM is the most recent example of joint deployability and war fighting, with the Air Force and Navy providing air cover as columns of Army and Marines moved from Kuwait to Baghdad.  

For most of the twentieth century, training has been service centric.   Funding for exercises was derived primarily from service budgets.  In 1986, the Goldwater-Nichols Act made joint training and joint exercises a matter of law.  The following excerpt reflects the intent of Congress in formulating the Act.  Additionally, the Department of Defense and Congress continue to emphasize joint training.



…to place clear responsibility on the commanders of the unified
and specified combatant commands for the accomplishment of 
missions assigned to them, …to provide for the more efficient use 
of defense resources. (McDonald, pg. 3)

Changes to the law in the 1990s provided more guidance and responsibility to the Combatant Commanders.  However, the corresponding effect with budget promulgation had little change.  A paper written in 1993 by Brigadier General Alfred Flowers (then Lieutenant Colonel Flowers), pointed out the inconsistency of funding under the Goldwater-Nichols Act.  He stated, (in a summary of the changes to the Joint Chiefs over the past 50 years,) “The roles of the Joint Chiefs ranged from directive authority over Combatant Commanders to one of no combatant authority—there was no change that gave them authority over the resources that supported the forces trained for the CINCs use.”  (Flowers, pg. 8)

By contrast, when the U.S. Special Operations Command (USSOCOM) was formed, the command controlled its own training budget as well as its own acquisition policy. (10 USC 167)  The need to influence and/or control the budget process for joint exercises for joint special operations forces was evident in the Special Operations community.  

The mission of U.S. Joint Forces Command (USJFCOM) addresses the need to conduct joint training.  The predecessor of USJFCOM was charged with training apportioned forces for the CCDRs. (Flowers, pg. 13)   The funding strategy then is the same as it is now, with the CJCS holding the funds for joint exercises and services responsible for their respective forces.  There have been changes in recent years, mostly within Joint Forces Command.  Increased emphasis on joint training courses, Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) and Joint Task Forces (JTFs) are examples of commitment to train joint staffs capable to perform joint exercises and operations. (Pace, pg. 11)

Despite the requirements of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, funding for joint exercises has been inconsistent.  Due to reduced forces and higher deployment rates, the Congress initiated a reduction goal of 30%  in 2001 for joint training exercises. (FY01 Budget Estimate, pg. 2)  A case history from U.S. European Command (USEUCOM) illustrates why Congress issued this directive.  Many designated “joint exercises” were no longer joint.  In USEUCOM,
It also became clear that other exercises remained on the schedule 
because of the inertia in budgets, planning, and bureaucracy.  Exercises dropped off the NATO schedule but remained on the U.S. calendar 
as bilateral or single-service events.  …some events, like exercises 
based on contingency operations, were based on Soviet-era threats 
that appear anachronistic. (Mariano, pg. 97)
The passage describes changes made in USEUCOM to enhance training.  Clearly, the Combatant Commander needs to have the capability to make changes through the budget process for appropriate training.  Consider the following testimony before Congress in 1998. 
The committee is concerned that the number of exercises under 
the CJCS Exercise Program and the military service's participation 
in the PFP program is exceeding the ability of the services to 
meet these requirements in what is already a high paced operational environment. Admiral Paul Reason, Commander of U.S. Atlantic 
Fleet, noted in testimony before the committee, `Too many unified 
CINCs are competing for the same scarce assets.' That many of 
these exercises may have little or no joint training value compounds 
the committee's concerns. Therefore, to address operation and 
personnel tempo concerns and reduce the number of joint exercises, 
the committee also recommends a reduction of $xx in funding for 
the CJCS Exercise Program.  (House Report 105-132, section 316)
Admiral Reason’s testimony highlights how Combatant Commanders compete for funds.  To cure this ill, allow the commanders to control their budgets.  Reducing joint training is not an answer for a flawed budget strategy.  

Funds for joint exercises are limited.  As stated above, Congress mandated a cut of 30% before 9/11.  Since 9/11, funds have been diverted or not used due to the operational tempo of the war effort.  However, all echelons of command must still train during peace or war.  Despite the continued cuts to the JEP, the current FY07 budget states the following:

The program (Joint Exercise Program JEP) is the primary means 
for CoComs to train battle staffs and forces in joint and combined operations, evaluate war plans and execute engagement strategies.     …This vital program also provides a vehicle for DoD 
to assess the military’s ability to satisfy joint national security requirements and to enhance and evaluate  interoperability between 
the Services (FY07 Budget Estimate, pg. 5)
This is the imperative of the CJCS for joint training.  Combatant Commanders must use the JEP to train their forces.   Trained and ready forces in the geographic area of operations is the Commander’s objective.  Combatant Commanders are required by law (10 USC 164) to report preparedness to the Secretary of Defense.  Implicit to preparedness is the training, equipment and monetary resources to field ready forces.  The CJCS Joint Exercise Program is the primary means to train the joint battle staff, yet the CCDRs do not control this budget.

The CCDRs also must integrate their training strategy to include Joint, Interagency and Multinational (JIM) partners.  Training in the JIM environment is another use of the CJCS Joint Training Exercise funds.  A current example of this is exercise ARDENT SENTRY 07, a homeland defense joint exercise of USNORTHCOM.   Other agencies, such as FEMA, FBI, Department of Energy as well as joint military forces are involved in this multi-state exercise. (Martin, pg. B1)  The USNORTHCOM Commander must have the latitude to align resources with all of the participants to meet his readiness objectives.
Proposal
The present funding strategy for the CJCS Joint Exercise Program must be changed.  Give control of the training budget to the CCDRs so they can effectively conduct joint training.  Rename the Joint Exercise Program the “CCDR Joint Training and Exercise Program” to further emphasize this is a Commander’s Program.

To implement this change, include all costs associated with joint training exercises in the DoD Operations and Maintenance budget rather than respective services Operations and Maintenance budgets.  This budget should be owned by the respective CCDRs.  Give the CCDRs authority to direct service payrolls to exercise participants.  Additionally, other government agencies should have budgets aligned with these joint training exercise requirements.  An appropriation for “CCDR exercises” should be separate and distinct from service institutional training.   


In a paper written in 1998, Colonel Michael Pasquarett and Professor James Kievet, proposed that the Geographic Combatant Commands be realigned with Department of State regions and given budgetary authority.  They postulated that this radical redesign is necessary for a new security world where the U.S. is the only superpower, and conventional forces as designed for WWII and the Cold War are no longer relevant.


Military Service component headquarters, perhaps once



vital, are now anachronisms, both unnecessary in the post 
GNA-86 environment and ill-suited for effective policy 
implementation in the
emerging international environment.    
…Those Title 10 responsibilities (organize, equip, train, 
resource, budget) which must be accomplished to some 
degree in-theater can be done at the combatant command  


staff level. (Pasquarett and Kievet, pg. 23-24)

As a budgetary theory, Pasquarett and Kievet’s sentiments are reasonable.  Our military strategy is designed on the Combatant Commands, not individual services.  This has been the case since before passage of the Goldwater-Nichols Act.  Other governmental agencies that must be a part of joint exercises must be integrated with the budget process.

Certainly, this proposal will meet with resistance.  Services can argue whether their headquarters are anachronisms.  Competition for acquisition programs will continue to be a part of the overall funding process.  Historically, many joint exercises conducted in the past have been more service centric than truly joint.  (Mariano, pg. 98) 
The following example illustrates the continuing problem with the current funding strategy.  U.S. Transportation Command (USTRANSCOM) states that funds for Joint Logistics Over-The-Shore (JLOTS) exercises are insufficient.  “Service funding is always a WILD CARD!” is a bullet comment in a USTRANSCOM briefing.  (DoD JLOTS Update, slide 17)                   

Another proposal is that the CJCS and Joint Staff relinquish control of exercise funds.  The CJCS and staff do not exercise combatant command.  The CJCS can maintain control of contingency funds to disburse as necessary for emergencies.  However, the CJCS is still only an advisor, not a commander.  The CCDRs should control funds that affect their commands.  Allow the CCDRs to promulgate and execute the joint exercise budget based on respective training plans.

Training exercise budgets need to be tied to execution, with results that are reportable to Congress.  Combatant Commanders must be able to show Congress and the President measurable results.  To assist the CCDRs, use the J7 to evaluate the exercises as recommended by several GAO audits done in the 1990s. (GAO 95-109)

Ensure the Joint Staff performs oversight of the CCDRs through training and readiness assessments.  Make this staff large enough to provide oversight.  Join it with other government agency staffs to assist in the evaluations.  Staffs are the eyes and ears of the commander, in this case, the Commander in Chief.  Historically, the J7 has only been funded to observe a few exercises per year. (GAO 95-109)  Despite recommendations by GAO, the J7 has not received additional personnel or funds.
Forces much smaller, more capable, more agile and more 
independent than the forces existing today will conduct training 
missions in 2010. It is not unrealistic to imagine that training in 
2010 will blend active and Reserve components with U.S. 
federal agencies and multinational representatives. Future training 
will amplify the effects achieved by each participating force in a 
joint operation and stress the benefits of proper integration as forces 
at all levels of war strive to effect the same battle space. (Catton)
Contrast this statement with the House Committee report cited above.  In six years, from 1998 to 2004, joint exercises have regained importance.  The relevance of joint training is evolving.   The CCDR is charged with readiness in his respective Area of Responsibility.  These commanders should have the authority to control their training and readiness requirements.
Arguments for New Strategy

The future is joint.  Exercise funding should be joint.  When will we recognize jointness to its full extent?  We are fighting joint, thinking joint, but only sometimes training joint.  Services still fight over their piece of the budget, to the detriment of joint training.  


Indeed, the DoD is already leaning this way with the February 2006 issue of the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR):  “The QDR discusses changing the Pentagon's business and budgeting practices to reflect an increased focus on joint warfighters,” according to the document.  Perhaps most notably, the Defense Department plans to break its budget lines into "joint capability areas," moving away somewhat from the historic service-by-service breakdown.”  (Scully)
Making the exercise training dollars joint (purple) corrects the flaws of leaving this authority in Title 10 with the service components. (Flowers, pg. iii )  The commander of the 82nd Airborne Division is not going to conduct a joint exercise by himself.  The commander of Sixth Fleet is not going to fight a war on his own.  If we truly believe that we train as we fight, then joint exercise funds should be controlled by the CCDR. 

Therefore, giving the CCDRs resources with the responsibility is a logical extension of our collective military ethic.  Commanders are always responsible to their next higher level commander.  The CCDRs are responsible to the Commander in Chief, not the Joint Staff or the Services.  Why make these commanders go to respective service components in order to fund training exercises?  It’s almost like Dad asking the kids for money to go on vacation.

Additionally, adding other government agencies to the funding strategy ensures that we train for missions other than combat.  We should train as we fight.  As a corollary, we should train across the entire range of military operations, conducting crisis response and limited contingencies in the same manner we approach major combat operations.  This requires the CCDRs to integrate their joint training exercises with other government agencies.  If we have learned anything from Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, it is that the military cannot work unilaterally in securing the peace.  Learning to work with other governmental agencies should be a training objective tied to joint exercises and funded with joint money.

The CCDRs are held accountable for the readiness of their commands. (10 USC 164)  Division and Brigade commanders of the Army are held accountable for the readiness of their units.  Ship captains are held accountable for their commands.  Wing Commanders are held accountable for the readiness of their aircraft.  Likewise, Joint Commanders are held accountable for joint readiness.  Service Chiefs are held accountable for institutional training.   War fighting accountability, and funding resources to achieve training readiness, should stay with the CCDRs.

The functional commands already work this way to some extent.  USSOCOM has joint budget authority now. (10 USC 167)  The rationale for standing up USSOCOM in this manner was based on the unique requirements of Special Operations Forces (SOF).  For example, the SOF wanted an acquisition strategy to develop interoperable equipment.  Additionally, USSOCOM thought it important to develop joint tactics, techniques and procedures.  Similarly, USTRANSCOM has funds to support joint exercises for the transport of personnel and equipment for joint exercises.
Geographic CCDRs have the same responsibilities.  However, 10 USC 164 does not give the geographic CCDRs the same budget authority.  The model has proved to be viable and efficient for USSOCOM and USTRANSCOM.  Assigning the joint exercise program training funds to the geographic CCDRs allows for the same initiatives as USSOCOM, namely, exercise of joint TTPs  for the Area of Operations.  
Recommendations

First, change budget submission to allow more input from CCDRs.  The military budget should be divided between the Combatant Commands for war fighting training and the services for institutional support.  This is consistent with the original intent behind the Goldwater-Nichols Act.  Presently, much of the training budget needed by the CCDRs is contained in the respective services’ budgets.

Second, change budget laws.  The Goldwater-Nichols Act made no change to the Title 10 funding responsibilities of the CCDRs. (Flowers, pg. iii)  Additionally, change funding laws for other government agencies that contribute to our joint mission so that all funding can be leveraged for optimal readiness.

Third, charge the CJCS and the Joint Staff with ensuring the joint exercise budget is executed by the CCDRs as designed.  The Joint Staff should ensure the priorities of the Commander-in-Chief are met through the budget process, specifically in the area of joint readiness, through joint exercises.

Finally, make “Purple Money” the Joint Exercise Program Funding Strategy.  This needs to be a Joint appropriation, flexible and usable for any service or governmental agency.  The CCDRs must develop their exercise requirements, estimate the costs and submit to the Joint Staff for inclusion in the DoD budget.  The determination of which forces to be involved in a joint exercise should not be constrained by the color of money of the service component.
Conclusions

Joint funding for exercises is a logical step in the process toward true jointness.  Transforming the money flow is the only way the services will progress toward the intent of the Goldwater-Nichols Act.  Joint training at the individual level is slowly becoming institutionalized.  Training (and control of the resources) at the Combatant Command level should be the military institutional norm as well.  Our experience since passage of the Goldwater-Nichols Act has shown us that joint war fighting is the standard for a joint expeditionary force.  We have conducted joint operations with other government agencies.  The funding strategy must be re-designed to leave behind the Cold War legacy structure.  To truly achieve jointness, follow the money.
References
Cahlink, George.  (2004, June).  Better Blue Force Tracking. AIR FORCE Magazine, pg. 68.

Catton, Jack J. (2004, July 19).  Joint Force Developer, Military Training Technology, Volume 9, Issue 3.  Retrieved December 12, 2006, from http://www.military-training-technology.com

Defense Update, International Online Defense Magazine, “Fratricide Incidents through Air/Ground Fire,” Issue 1, 2005

Flowers, Alfred K.  (1994, April).  An Examination of the Roles, Missions and Funding Process for CJCS Exercise.  Industrial College of the Armed Forces,  Washington DC.
Mariano,  Stephen J. (Winter 2002-03).  Transforming Joint Exercises and Readiness, Joint Forces Quarterly.  Pgs. 97-98.
Martin, Deanna (2007, April 18).  Indiana training center to expand, simulate nuclear detonation. The Indianapolis Star, pg B1.

McDonald, Con, (2000).   The Impact of the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 on Civil Military Relations.  Carlisle Barracks, PA:   U.S. Army War College.

Pace, Peter.  Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff speech presented to the 109th Congress Senate Armed Services Committee, February 7, 2006.

            Pasquarett, Michael and Kievet, James (1997, March).  A Blueprint for a Bold Restructuring of the Organization for National Security The Military Combatant Commands and State Department Regional Bureaus.  Carlisle Barracks, PA:  Center for Strategic Leadership. Retrieved March 3, 2007, from http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA326287
Scully, Megan. (2006, Feb 3).   Pentagon Review calls for more joint operations, Daily Briefing, Congressdaily.  Retrieved March 3, 2007, from http://www.govexec.com/dailyfed/0206/020306cdpm1.htm
10 U.S. Code Sections 164, 166, 167

Chairman Joint Chiefs of Staff Manual (CJCSM) 3500.03, (1996) Joint Exercise Coordination Procedures
FY2001 Budget Estimate, THE JOINT STAFF.  Retrieved January 4, 2007, http://www.defenselink.mil/comptroller/defbudget/fy2001/budget
FY2007, Budget Estimate, The Joint Staff

House Report 105-132 - NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998 REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ON H.R. 1119 together with ADDITIONAL AND DISSENTING VIEWS.  Retrieved January 4, 2007, from http://www.congress.gov
U.S. General Accounting Office (1995). Military Capabilities: Stronger Joint Staff Role Needed to Enhance Joint Military Training.  (GAO/NSIAD-95-109).  Washington DC:  U.S. General Accounting Office.
U.S. General Accounting Office (1998).  Joint Training: Observations on the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Exercise Program, Letter Report.   (GAO/NSIAD-98-189).  Washington DC:  U.S. General Accounting Office.
U.S. Government Accountability Office (2005).  Actions Needed to Enhance DOD’s Program to Transform Joint Training.  (GAO 05-0548).  Washington DC:  U.S. Government Accountability Office
US Transportation Command, DOD JLOTS Program Update, Slide 17. Retrieved March 4, 2007. from http://www.sddc.army.mil/EXTRACONTENT/Southcom/2 - USTRANSCOM.
PAGE  
14

