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INTRODUCTION

Large complex organizations continuously evdlveir organizational structure,
management control systenasd governancastheyadapt to constantly changing economic,
political and competitie pressures (or for the Army, changing warfighting pressuridst
evolutionmayreflect new missions assigned to the organizatari{ may be reflective of
changing strategiege meet new challenges. The net effect is that change is constant.
Evolutionary changes accumulate and often drive the need for revolutionary changes in
organizational structure, management control systems, and governance systems. We believe that
since 9/11 and the publishing of General Orders 3-8p{@ 2002, HQDA needs &volutionary
change in its governance system. (The revolu
is currently underway with four new core enterprise boards and a new executive board.) We
further believe that leadership, organization structame,governance are the driving force
behind any organization in achieving its mission and goals. The subject of this brief is
governance

Governance, in its simplest form, ensures évaryondan an organization understands
themissionof the organization, themole in carryingout the mission, and treccountabilities
andauthoritiesassociated with themole. If, through a clearly communicated and documented
governance system, individuals understand mission, roles, accountahildiesithorities, they
will add value to the organization in accomplishing its overall goals. Consequently, one of the
critical success factors underpinning an orga
effectivegovernance system.

An effective governance system requires clearly defined and documented accountabilities
and authorities foraliblesi n an organi zationds structure. I
documentation, especially in the underlying authority base that defines the wetkinfg
relationships extant i n any organizati on, emp
what 0 and A wdwbatto@don Inthese drgamizatmns, management control becomes
blurred and the effectiveness and efficiency of the orgéiniz wanes. By contrast, the outcome
from a clearly defined and documented governance systerares likely to be gractical and
effective management control system, and a-stelictured, effective and efficient organization.
Failing to meet its missivis the cost of a nonexistent or weak governance system.

Our purpose in this brief is to demonstrate why revising3d®absolutely critical to
accomplishing the mission of the United States Army. We will present what we believe is both
the correct proess and correct content for revising-8@ the form of General Orders 3
Rewrite (i.e., G&BR). WithGOG3 R vetted and signed, we believe
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will have an effective governance system in place. Before discussing H3&@0verance
system, however, let us address the questghat organizational problems arise fraweak
or nonexistent governance system?

WITHOUT A FORMAL GOVERNANCESYSTEM

Best business practiséfrom businessteratureand academicesearchtell us that large
organizationsvhofail to clearly define and document a governance system suffer the following
problems:

e |[ts people are not aligned with the organi

e People fail to perform the work for which theole was created (e.g., people at HQDA
strategy levels running DRUS)

e Accountabilities for and the output expected from work are not defined and measured
(e.g., wartime rapidielding policies not crafted and promulgated after 9/11)

e Authority that accompanies an accountability not carefully and uniformly documented

(e.g., all owing one asgpermigsiopantther agres€riptione A over
and yet another anonitoring see GGB)

e Working relationships, essential fgeting work doneacros functional boundaries, are
left to individuak to define for themselves or for organizations to turn to the latest
management fad for resolution, e.g., social networking where everybody interacts with
everybody else

e Takingon or dupl i c astworkygverlappihgevork, orérictipnl peiris on
whose work it is (an efficiency issuajd what authority one individual has to tell
another what to do (an effectiveness issue)

WHY AFORMAL GOVERNANCESYSTEM FOR THEHQDA?

The importance of a clearly daoented governance systénor t he Ar mydés gen
forceis shown by the complex relationships in Figure 1. The basis of the compisxtityee
separate but closely interrelated organizational entities: the civilian Secretariat, the military
ARSTAF, andthe operating units (ACOMs and DRUS). Each has different roles in caoying
the Armyé6és mission as shown in Figure 2a and
relationship of the Secretariat and ARSTAF to the Army Commands (ACOMS).
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FIGURE 1
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FIGURE 2b
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Evenwithout horizontal and diagonal arrows, line labels, dotted and solid lines, colors,
and actual number of boxes for the entire generating force, Figures 2a and 2b show the
complexity of relationships in the generating force. Hopefully, the need for alfgowernance
system with clearly documented roles, accountabilities, and authorities is obvious from simply
viewing these figures.

Under Title X, the Secretariat staff exist
The essence tfheSecretariato | e i s t o Aoverseeo operations.
is charged with assisting the CSA in carrying out his role, wendompasses two missions: to
assist the SA in running the enterpriseu s ual | vy, by assuming a ACOOO

in executing his Joint Staff duties. In order to facilitate the CSA in carrying out his dual role, the
ARSTAF will need to be properly informed about the status of current operations and how those
operations may affect future strategies and future dpagt To maintain proper situational
awareness, the ARSTAF will h Bhuseby Title X,ithenmle oft o r 0O

t he ARSTAF i s t o i moAsishownrbypthedotttesireFigures@p&2heat i on s
workflow for both the ARFAF and the Secretariat is upward and focused on assisting their
respectedv theriokenososerseeingnd/ormonitoring
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How have these workingelationships been defidan the existing HQDA governance
document?We believe notvery clearl INnGO-3, t he terms fAovaensti ght 0 &
defined at allalthough they were uséckely throughout the documenOversightandmonitor
arebut two of the 84 action verbs contained in the-&@one of whicharedefined. What is
missing isa lexicon of termslescribing HQDA authorities and working relationshigss.
governance document with a clearly documented lexicon is missing in HQD#¥s is, of
course, not truér the Warfighting Army, where authorities and relationships are clearly
documented in doctrine.)

GO-3 also leaves undefined accountabilities for the different organizational levels in
HQDA. For example, who is accountable for policy and strategy at specific levels in the HQDA
organizational structure? Why is this importaf@cause left undefined by level, policy and
strategy work(situational awarenesgolicy application strategyformulation,tracking
evaluationgtc.)is circumvented by operations work. Many ARSTAF elements, and some
Secretariat elements, are runnDBUs. As a result, their attention is often diverted away from
higher level policy and strategy work by the deyday demands of running operations. In some
cases, ARSTAF principles have directhands, r at her than fAmonitoring
with ACOMs. Policy and strategy work suffers because accountabilities are not clearly
documented in a governance document. Many senior leaders in the ARSTAF and Secretariat are
not engaged in Aenvisioning the thmaettheed or f o
changes of which we wrote in the introduction to this brief. Without a clearly documented
governance system, they may not even be aware that this is one of the accountabilities for their
level of work. We would reiterate again that thisndradication of the need for a revised
governance document and a governance system.

The changes that we have experienced in the Army since 9/11 have triggered a
proliferation of other organizational entitieet shown in Figure 1: councils, committeesda
working groups (e.g.,-Kings). Because many of these groups fuladed GG3 (2002), they are
not documented in GQ or elsewhere. Questions arise: What are the accountabilities and
authorities of these working groups? How will their work be lintcethe evolving core
enterprise boards? Or will they be replaced by the boards or board subcommittees? The roles,
accountabilities, and authorities of these HQDA working groups should be clearly documented
in a formal governance system.
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GO-3R 7 A PROCESS ANB\ GOVERNANCESYSTEM

The rewrite of GE&3 (GO-3R)was undertaken to address many of the above problems
and to offset future problemsThe current G&B doesnod6t addr ess,pathny of
because it was intended to be a static dootirmed not a dynamic governance system, and partly
because of the many changes in the generating
publication Still today, GGO3 (and Title X) are used by Headquarters elements to justify what
theywant to dorather than what theshouldbe doing.

We will discuss first how we changed the process of producing the revision, and then
how we hope to redefine the governance of HQDA from a single document into an enterprise
wide governance system. The originadgess of writing GEB in 2002 was to ask each HQDA
agency to list its functions, tasks, mission areas, and legally mandated activities. Some agencies
submitted |l ong |ists, possibly under the fear
would daim it as their own; alternatively, other agencies submitted very short, broadly defined
lists. Theindividual lists wee then staffelor commenthroughout the HadquartersThe
staffing process reduced duplication of functiaefined which staff @ment claimed the lead
for a particular functionandgavevisibility to previously undefinedhission areasAlthough a
short paragraph from Title X preceded each ag
specific functions or mission areasorfnost items on the list, there was no reference to with
whom/for whom the agency worked in carryagt its functions. Little attempt was made in the
document to define work for the various levels at which the agency functioned (strategic or
operating ¢évels). The process left many governance questions unanswered. In short, the
process produced a descriptive document (AHow
generating forcehouldrun.

Our revision of GE3 and our process to revise it encompddhie following steps:

1. An education phase (workshops, executive briefings, and white papers) to teach
principles of a welstructured organization and normatively what is valdding
work at various levels in that structure,

2. Defined what agenciesandpebe i n their roles should b
strategic levels of work in HQDA,

3. Recognizing that in order for most people to perform their missions effectively,
they must work with others, therefore, we carefully defined a lexicon of
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authoritiesto accompany their roles and accountabilities, especially as they
related to other people in the headquarters or in subordinate organizations,

4. Asked each agency to define its own vadukeling tasks and outputs by either
submitting worksheets or sitting forterviews. (We categorized level of work,
accountability, and helped identify the authority necessary to-oatrghe task--
the beginning of the normative purpose of the-8Rgovernance process.),

5. Staffed each drafted section to the agency itselfrfarkup.

6. (To be done) Staff the entire document to all agencies in HQDA. (This will be a
normative step in which agencies that have working relationships with other
agencies will agree on the authotiigise underlying their relationship
(prescriptive oversight, monitoring, advisory, collaborative, cooperative, service
providing)

7. Using the document itself and organizational analytical tools to define
overlapping work, missing work (voids), and communioépracticel again,
normatively defining whashould and should not be done, who should do the
work, what is their underlying accountability and authority.

As we moved through the steps in the revision process, we realized that the information
we captured would have to be recorded and maintained in an electronic datthizdsee were
no longer producing a simple document, but a governance system. Antiraroep
introductory comment that fAchange i s constant
sSoon as a new mission, strategy, or organization structure change occurred (e.g., core enterprise
boards), we recognized that what we were producing wateatronic governance system.

FILLING THEGOVERNANCR/OID INHQDA

The work product from revising GO will be an electronic governance system capable
of documenting new missiongles,tasks, accountabilitieauthoritiesand working
relationships. It also will be capable of incorporating new argdional entities such as the

1DuringtheEnterpriseTaskForceasffi te in February, we were encouraged b
whole of HQDA seemtorely on asevenyearolddoane nt and Ti tnbteingthéwagofd t hat
searchable databasgistst o f i nd out who does what in the Headquarter




‘ f‘\/// ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGN INC ©
o’ www.organizational.com

ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGN AT WORK

Core Enteaprise Bbards and the Army Executive Board, defining their work, accountabilities,
authorities, and working relationships. &8 can le analyzed using organizational analytical

tools to assist HQDA agencies in carryiogt their mission more effectively and efficiently.

Most importantly, the GEBR governance system and the analytics that accompany it will yield a
set of organizationalesign principles by which HQDA will be continuously improving the way

it organizes and manages itself. (These principles are currently evolving and will be published in
a separate documentigure 3 shows the place of governance in the management fstem
HQDA.

FIGURE 3
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For more information about this subject, or any other white paper, please visit us on our website at:
www.organizational.coror send us an email tali@organizational.com




