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LETTER OF SUBMITTAL 
OCTOBER 16, 1985. 

Hon. BARRY GOLDWATER, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. SAM NUNN, 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Armed Services, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GOLDWATER AND SENATOR NUNN: During June 
1983, Senator John Tower and the late Senator Scoop Jackson, 
then the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member, directed the 
staff of the Committee on Armed Services to prepare a comprehen- 
sive study of the organization and decision-making procedures of 
the Department of Defense. After an initial period of hearings, 
interviews, and research, a more vigorous study effort was initiated 
under your direction in January 1985. Additional guidance has 
been provided by the Task Force on Defense Organization which 
was formed in May 1985. The staff study, entitled Defense Organiza- 
tion: The Need for Change, has now been completed and is respect- 
fully submitted for the Committee’s consideration. 

In response to the broad tasking given the staff, the study ad- 
dresses a wide range of issues affecting the performance of the De- 
partment of Defense. The Department’s four major organizational 
elements are analyzed: the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the 
Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the unified and specified 
commands, and the Military Departments. Two key decision- 
making and management procedures of the Department of De- 
fense-the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System and the 
acquisition process-are examined. By reason of its impact on the 
performance of the Department of Defense, congressional review 
and oversight of defense policies and programs are also addressed. 
Lastly, the study examines the fundamental principle of civilian 
control of the military. 

In testimony before the Senate Committee on Armed Services, 
former Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger stated: 

. . . in the absence of structural reform I fear that we 
shall obtain less than is attainable from our expenditures 
and from our forces. Sound structure will permit the re- 
lease of energies and of imagination now unduly con- 
strained by the existing arrangements. Without such 
reform, I fear that the United States will obtain neither 
the best military advice, nor the effective execution of 
military plans, nor the provision of military capabilities 
commensurate with the fiscal resources provided, nor the 
most advantageous deterrence and defense posture avail- 
able to the Nation. 

(III) 
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The staff study concurs with Secretary Schlesinger’s statement. 
The performance of the Department of Defense has been seriously 
hampered by major structural deficiencies. 

While the staff study is critical of the current organization 
and decision-making procedures of the Department of Defense 
(and of the Congress), it would be incorrect and unfair to place re- 
sponsibility for these problems on present or past Administrations 
or on current or former civilian or military officials of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. Most of the deficiencies identified in this study 
have been evident for much of this Century. Moreover, these long- 
term problems have confounded some of the most thoughtful, deci- 
sive, and experienced officials who have sought to solve them 
during the last 85 years. As the Department of Defense is the larg- 
est and most complex organization in the Free World, it is under- 
standable that effective solutions have been difficult to develop and 
implement. However, the greater demands on the Department of 
Defense that have evolved over the last 30 years have increased the 
seriousness of structural deficiencies. 

As is the nature of organizational studies, the focus of this study is 
on deficiencies in the performance of the Department of Defense and 
the Congress. Obviously, these two organizations perform many 
tasks well. The absence of discussion of these areas does not mean 
that they have gone unnoticed. In some activities, the Department of 
Defense has achieved a level of efficiency unmatched elsewhere in 
the Federal Government. Moreover, the trends in the organization 
and procedures of the Department of Defense are moving in the right 
direction. Numerous improvements have been implemented, par- 
ticularly in the last two years. However, much remains to be done, 
especially in light of the more severe fiscal constraints currently 
anticipated for the immediate future. 

The purpose of this study is to strengthen the Department of 
Defense. The capabilities of U.S. military forces have been improved 
over the last five years. In many respects, American forces are better 
manned, equipped, and led than has been the case for a long time. 
The full potential of this revitalization cannot, however, be realized 
under current structural deficiencies. The study does not suggest 
that this revitalization of American military capabilities should be 
slowed or that defense spending reductions should be made. On the 
contrary, substantial force improvements will continue to be neces- 
sary for the foreseeable future. The study does, however, see the need 
for a parallel revitalization of antiquated organizational arrange- 
ments. 

While the staff study contains 91 specific recommendations, it is 
likely that only a small portion of these recommendations would be 
appropriately implemented through legislation. The vast majority of 
the proposed changes can and should be made under the existing 
authorities of the President and Secretary of Defense. The staff 
study examined a broad range of problems-including many for 
which legislative remedies are not feasible or appropriate-so that 
the Committee might have a comprehensive context in which to 
formulate legislation. 
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The conclusions and recommendations of this study represent a 

consensus of the participating Committee staff members. Not all 
staff members agree, however, with each conclusion and recom- 
mendation. In this regard, the study was the result of an extraordi- 
nary effort by a small group of Committee staff members, most of 
whom were concurrently responsible for their normal staff assign- 
ments. In fact, the study would not have been possible without the 
enormous contributions of two individuals: Rick Finn and Barbara 
Brown. The quality of this study is due, in large part, to Rick’s 
thorough research and analysis and writing skills. Beyond his sub- 
stantive contributions, Rick edited the entire study. Barbara typed 
nearly the entire manuscript through its many drafts-an enor- 
mous undertaking. Moreover, she handled much of the administra- 
tion of this massive effort. Barbara simultaneously performed these 
two demanding tasks with great skill, patience, and dedication. The 
important contributions of Jeff Smith, Alan Yuspeh, Pat Tucker, 
John Hamre, and Colleen `Getz also need to be recognized. Each of 
these individuals played a key part in preparing the study. Finally, 
another staff member-Carl Smith-and two former staff mem- 
bers-Bruce Porter and Jim Smith-also deserve recognition. 
While they were not involved in the final stages of the study, their 
early contributions were significant. 

This staff study represents only a starting point for inquiry by 
the Committee on Armed Services. Many of the issues and propos- 
als will need to be examined in more detail, especially by the most 
experienced and thoughtful experts available. The issues addressed 
in this study are critical to national security. Hopefully, the staff 
study will assist the Committee in its consideration of these impor- 
tant matters. 

Respectfully, 
JAMES R. LOCHER III, 

Professional Staff Member 
and Study Director. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This study, as its title --Defense Organization: The Need for 

Change -indicates, is critical of the current organization and decision- 
making procedures of the Department of Defense (DoD) and of the 
Congress. The underlying problems within DoD have been evident 
for much of this Century. The inability to solve these problems is 
not due to a lack of attention or a failure to have the issues exam- 
ined by the most experienced and learned experts. At regular inter- 
vals during the last 85 years, these issues have been vigorously ad- 
dressed by highly capable and well-intentioned individuals, both 
from the public and private sectors as well as from civilian and 

military life. It is the complexity of the Department of Defense — 
the largest organization in the Free World -that has served to 
frustrate previous efforts. Adding to the difficulty of these issues 
are the quickening pace of the technological revolution, the in- 
creasing and changing demands of protecting U.S. security inter- 
ests in a dynamic international environment, and the resistance to 
needed changes by a substantial portion of the defense bureaucra- 
cy. While the problems in congressional review and oversight of 
the defense program have emerged more recently, their resolution 
has not been possible despite serious study and concern by Mem- 
bers of Congress. 

Twenty-seven years have passed since major statutory changes 
were last made in DoD organizational arrangements. During that 
period, substantial experience has been gained with the basic struc- 
ture provided by the National Security Act of 1947. There is a 
record -which is not always clear -of what has worked and what 
has failed. George Washington's statement at the time of the cre- 
ation of the War Office in 1776 would be equally appropriate to the 
Department of Defense when it was created in 1949: 

The Benefits derived from it [the War Office], I flatter myself 
will be considerable tho' the plan upon which it is first formed 
may not be perfect. This like other great works in its first Edi- 
tion, may not be entirely free from Error. Time will discover 
its Defects and experience suggest the Remedy, and such fur- 
ther Improvements as may be necessary; but it was right to 
give it a Beginning. 

Moreover, the passage of time may permit more objective consider- 
ation of issues that flared into emotional controversies during the 
unification debates of the immediate post-World War II period. 
These two factors -actual organizational experience and a meas- 
ured detachment from previous controversies -enhance prospects 
for the emergence of a consensus on solutions to the long-standing 
problems of the U.S. military establishment. 

(1) 
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Hopefully, this is the case. The Department of Defense’s task of 
protecting U.S. worldwide interests has become exceedingly more 
complex and demanding over the last 30 years. This trend has 
increased the seriousness of structural deficiencies within the U.S. 
military establishment. The gap between today’s structural arrange- 
ments and the organizational needs of the Department of Defense is 
continuously widening. 
B. PRINCIPAL ORGANIZATIONAL GOAL OF DOD 

The principal organizational goal of DoD, both in 1949 and now, 
is the integration of the distinct military capabilities of the four 
Services to prepare for and conduct effective unified operations in 
fulfilling major U.S. military missions. In this study, this goal is 
termed “mission integration”. Mission integration is necessary at 
both of the distinct organizational levels of DoD: the policymaking 
level, comprised basically of Washington Headquarters organiza- 
tions, and the operational level, consisting of the unified and speci- 
fied commands. Effective mission integration is critical to U.S. na- 
tional security because none of the major missions of DoD can be 
executed alone by forces of any single Service. Without effective 
mission integration, unification of the four Services -as provided 
in the National Security Act of 1947—means little. 

In fact, while previous debates on DoD organization have focused 
on unification or centralization, neither of these concepts is a 
useful starting point for identifying the organizational needs of 
DoD. Instead, mission integration describes the real goal of the 
search for a more effective and, perhaps, a more efficient U.S. mili- 
tary establishment. Focusing on mission integration offers greater 
prospects for understanding DoD’s deficiencies. 

At the present time, DoD has six major missions, three of which 
are worldwide in nature and three of which are regional. The 
major worldwide missions and their goals are: 

nuclear deterrence— maintaining essential equivalence with 
the strategic and theater nuclear forces of the Soviet Union; 

maritime superiority— controlling the seas when and where 
needed; and 

power projection superiority— deploying superior military 
forces in times of crisis to distant world areas which are pri- 
marily outside the traditional system of Western alliances. 

The major regional missions are: 
defense of NATO Europe, including both the northern and 

defense of East Asia, particularly Northeast Asia; and 
defense of Southwest Asia, especially the region’s oil re- 

While DoD has other regional missions (e.g., Western Hemisphere 
and Africa), these relatively smaller, while important, missions are 
included in the mission of power projection superiority. 

southern flanks; 

sources. 
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C. PROBLEMS AND BROAD RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Limited Mission Integration at DoD’s Policymaking Level 
The three principal organizations of the Washington Headquar- 

ters of DoD—the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Or- 
ganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (OJCS), and the Military De- 

partments—are focused excessively on functional areas, such as 
manpower, research and development, and installations and logis- 
tics. This functional structure serves to inhibit integration of Serv- 
ice capabilities along mission lines, and, thereby, hinders achieving 
DoD’s principal organizational goal of mission integration. The 
focus of organizational activity is on functional efficiency (or, in 
other terms, management control of functional activities) and not 
on major missions and their objectives and strategy. Without exten- 
sive mission integration efforts, numerous deficiencies occur: 

In colloquial terms, material inputs, not mission outputs, are 
emphasized. 

A sharp focus on missions, where DoD must compete with 
potential adversaries, is lost in the functional diffusion. 

Strategic planning is inhibited by the absence of an organiza- 
tional focus on major missions and strategic goals. 

Service interests rather than strategic needs play the domi- 
nant role in shaping program decisions. 

Functions (e.g., airlift, sealift, close air support) which are 
not central to a Service’s own definition of its missions tend to 
be neglected. 

Tradeoffs between programs of different Services that can 
both contribute to a particular mission are seldom made. 

Opportunities for non-traditional contributions to missions 
(e.g., Air Force contributions to sea control) are neither easily 
identified nor pursued. 

Headquarters organizations are not fully attuned to the 
operational, especially readiness, requirements of the unified 
commanders. 

Interoperability and coordination requirements of forces 
from the separate Services are not readily identified. 

Beyond these major shortcomings, the functional structure encour- 
ages OSD micro-management of Service programs. 

A more appropriate balance between functional and mission ori- 
entations is needed, especially within OSD. In the absence of an or- 
ganizational focus on missions within the Washington Headquar- 
ters of DoD, effective mission integration will remain limited. For a 
major mission like defense of Southwest Asia—for which all four 
Services have important roles—insufficient mission integration at 
the policymaking level would lead to critical gaps in warfighting 
capabilities, wasted resources through unwarranted duplication, 
interoperability problems, unrealistic plans, inconsistent doctrine, 
inadequate joint training, and ineffective fighting forces. 

2. Imbalance Between Service and Joint Interests 
Under current arrangements, the Military Departments and Serv- 

ices exercise power and influence which are completely out of 
proportion to their statutorily assigned duties. The predominance of 
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Service perspectives in DoD decision-making results from three basic 
problems: (1) OSD is not organized to effectively integrate Service 
capabilities and programs into the forces needed to fulfill the major 
missions of DoD; (2) the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) system is 
dominated by the Services which retain an effective veto over nearly 
every JCS action; and (3) the unified commands are also dominated 
by the Services primarily through the strength and independence of 
the Service component commanders and constraints placed upon the 
power and influence of the unified commanders. In sum, the problem 
of undue Service influence arises principally from the weaknesses of 
organizations that are responsible for joint military preparation and 
planning. 

This overwhelming influence of the Military Departments and 
Services works at cross-purposes to efforts to integrate the U.S. 
military establishment along mission lines. This is not the fault of 
the Military Departments. They have correctly pursued their inter- 
ests vigorously through capable and tenacious headquarters staffs. 
What is missing is the organizational structure and supporting 
mechanisms that would provide an equally vigorous and capable 
integration effort along mission lines -to balance the influence of 
the Services on basic issues of strategy, policy, and resource alloca- 
tion. Correcting the imbalance between Service and joint interests 
will require the strengthening of the authority, stature, and sup 
port of joint organizations, primarily the Organization of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff (or its succeeding organization) and the unified com- 
mands. 

While these realignments are critically needed, they will not, by 
themselves, be sufficient to correct the imbalance between Service 
and joint interests. The problem is more deep-seated; it involves 
the basic attitudes and orientations of the professional officer 
corps. As long as the vast majority of military officers at all levels 
gives highest priority to the interests of their Service or branch 
while losing sight of broader and more important national security 
needs -and believes that their behavior is correct -the predomi- 
nance of Service influence will remain a problem. Whatever 
changes are made at the top of the DoD organization, powerful re- 
sistance to a more unified outlook will continue to be the basic ori- 
entation of military officers deeply immersed in the culture of their 
Services. This dimension of the problem will require changes in the 
system of military education, training, and assignments to produce 
officers with a heightened awareness and greater commitment to 
DoD-wide requirements, a genuine multi-Service perspective, and 
an improved understanding of other Services. 

3. Imbalance Between Modernization and Readiness 
The imbalance between Service and joint interests is a major 

cause of the imbalance between modernization and readiness in the 
defense program. Overemphasis on future needs deprives operating 
forces of capabilities needed to respond to today’s or tomorrow’s 
crisis. Current warfighting capabilities are robbed to pay for hard- 
ware in the distant future. For the most part, the Washington 
Headquarters of the Services are focused on future requirements 
and the modernization of their equipment. The constituency for 
readiness is the operational commands which are among the joint 
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organizations whose interests are under-represented in senior deci- 
sion-making councils. Correcting this modernization-readiness im- 
balance will require a strengthening of the representation of the 
operational commanders, especially the unified commanders, in the 
resource allocation process. 

4. Inter-Service Logrolling 
While strong criticism of destructive and disruptive inter-Service 

rivalry is frequently voiced, DoD suffers more from inter-Service 
logrolling. The intensity of the postwar rivalry among the Services 
was so great that its continued existence has been assumed. It is 
true that inter-Service secretiveness, duplication, lack of under- 
standing, and inconsistencies continue to exist. These are found at 
lower levels of organizational activity where they continue to under- 
mine coordination and cooperation. However, over the last 20 years, 
the Cervices have logrolled on the central issues of concern to them 
in order to provide a united front to the Secretary of Defense and 
other senior civilian authorities. The natural consequence of this 
logrolling has been a heightening of civil-military disagreement, an 
isolation of OSD, a loss of information critical to effective decision- 
making, and, most importantly, a political weakening of the Secre- 
tary of Defense. The overall result of inter-service logrolling has 
been a highly undesirable lessening of civilian control of the mili- 
tary. Actions to correct this problem will need to ensure that senior 
civilian authorities are informed of all legitimate alternatives. 

The current system in many regards represents the worst of 
many possibilities. On critical issues, the Services logroll and deny 
the opportunity for effective decision-making. On lesser issues, the 
Services remain determined rivals and preclude the degree of coop 
eration and coordination necessary to provide efficient and integrated 
fighting teams. 

5. Inadequate Joint Advice 
"he JCS system has not been capable of adequately fulfilling its 

responsibility to provide useful and timely unified military advice. 
The institutional views of the JCS often take too long to prepare; are 
not in the concise form required by extremely busy senior officials; 
and, most importantly, do not offer clear, meaningful recommenda- 
tions on issues affecting more than one Service. As General David C. 
Jones, USAF (Retired), a former JCS Chairman, has stated: 

... the corporate advice provided by the Joint Chiefs of Staff is 

Former Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger concurs in his 
evaluation of formal JCS advice: 

... The proffered advice is generally irrelevant, normally 

Symptoms of inadequate joint advice are found in many activi- 
ties within DoD, including strategic planning, programming, oper- 
ational planning, force employment, roles and missions of the Serv- 
ices, revision of the Unified Command Plan, organization of the 
unified commands, and development of joint doctrine. The JCS are 
viewed as the key military advisors on a substantial range of im- 
portant strategy, resource, operational, and organizational issues. 

not crisp, timely, very useful or very influential. 

unread, and almost always disregarded. 



6 

Shortcomings in their ability to meaningfully address these issues 
have had a serious impact on the ability of DoD to prepare for and 
to conduct military operations in times of crisis. Moreover, the JCS 
have failed to provide adequate staff support to the Secretary of 
Defense in his mission integrator and chain of command roles. As a 
result, the Secretary has been forced to rely on civilians, whether 
they are qualified or not, for advice on issues for which independ- 
ent military recommendations would have been preferred. 

The dual responsibilities of the Service Chiefs—often referred to 
as “dual-hatting”—to their individual Services and to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff is the primary cause of the deficiencies of the JCS 
system. “Dual-hatting” poses an inherent conflict of interest for 
the Service Chiefs. They have one job that requires them to be ef- 
fective advocates for their own Service. Their second job as JCS 
members requires them to subordinate Service interests to broader 
considerations. The Service Chiefs have been unable to balance these 
two conflicting demands; they have normally been unable to subordi- 
nate the interests of their parent Services to the larger interests of 
national defense. Therefore, “dual-hatting” yields weak JCS advice 
that simply reflects whatever level of compromise is necessary to 
achieve the four Services’ unanimous agreement. “Dual-hatting” 
also overburdens the Service Chiefs by requiring them to shoulder 
more responsibilities than one person can handle. Simply perform- 
ing all the duties entailed in leading a military Service is enough 
to fully consume the time and energy of a single individual. 

6. Failure to Adequately Implement the Concept of Unified Com- 
mand 

The concept of unified command, as formulated in the immediate 
postwar period and articulated by President Eisenhower in 1958, 
has not been adequately implemented. At that time, President Ei- 
senhower stated: 

Because I have often seen the evils of diluted command, I 
emphasize that each unified commander must have unques- 
tioned authority over all units of his command .... Today a uni- 
fied command is made up of component commands from each 
military department, each under a commander of that depart- 
ment. The commander’s authority over these component com- 
mands is short of the full command required for maximum ef- 
ficiency. 

Despite President Eisenhower’s efforts, the authority of the unified 
commanders remains extremely limited. They have weak authority 
over their Service component commands, limited influence over re- 
sources, and little ability to promote greater unification within 
their commands. As a result, the unified commands remain loose 
confederations of single-Service forces which are unable to provide 
effective unified action across the spectrum of military missions. In 
essence, there is limited mission integration at the operational 
level of DoD. As the 1970 Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report noted: 

The net result is an  organizational structure in which “unifi- 
cation” of either command or of the forces is more cosmetic 
than substantive. 
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The operational deficiencies evident during the Vietnam War, the 
seizure of the Pueblo, the Iranian hostage rescue mission, and the 
incursion into Grenada were the result of the failure to adequately 
implement the concept of unified command. 

7. Unnecessary Staff Layers and Duplication of Effort in the Top 
Management Headquarters of the Military Departments 

Each Military Department has two separate headquarters staffs 
(three in the Navy): the Secretariat and the military headquarters 
staff. This arrangement results in an unnecessary layer of supervi- 
sion and duplication of effort. Moreover, the existence of two sepa- 
rate staffs leads to delays and micro-management and is counter- 
productive and inefficient. There are two causes of this problem. 
First, the current arrangements are a holdover from an earlier era 
when the Service Secretaries headed separate, executive-level de- 
partments. The second cause is the failure of the Service Secretar- 
ies to effectively control the military headquarters staffs and their 
attempted use of the Secretariats to provide this control. The Serv- 
ice Secretaries would be able to exercise more effective manage- 
ment and control if these separate staffs were fully or partially in- 
tegrated. Moreover, the dual levels of staff review would be elimi- 
nated; paperwork would be reduced; and substantial manpower 
savings would be possible. 

8. Predominance of Programming and Budgeting 
The overall performance of DoD suffers from the predominance' 

in organizational activity of the programming and budgeting 
phases of the resource allocation process. Too much of the time and 
attention of DoD and its senior civilian and military officials is con- 
sumed by resource decisions. This has led to insufficient attention to 
strategic planning, operational matters, and execution of policy and 
resource decisions. For example, the Secretary of Defense -the 
critical civilian link in the chain of command -pays insufficient 
attention to his operational responsibilities. Moreover, insufficient 
attention is given to contingency plans, joint doctrine, joint training, 
and alliance issues. 

The overemphasis on resource issues and the underemphasis of 
operational matters are also reflected in the professional develop- 
ment of military officers. The development of leadership skills 
needed in wartime has been given relatively low priority in the 
resource-oriented Services. Instead, technical, managerial, and bu- 
reaucratic skills have been emphasized. DoD's predominant focus on 
programming and budgeting must be diminished. 

9. Lack of Clarity of Strategic Goals 
Inattention to strategic planning has led to numerous deficien- 

cies, including a lack of clarity of DoD's strategic goals. The stated 
goals are vague and ambiguous. In an organization as large as 
DoD, the clear articulation of overall strategic goals can play an 
important role in achieving a coordinated effort toward these goals 
by the various components and individuals within them. Clarity of 
goals can enhance unity and integration. DoD loses the benefit of 
this unifying mechanism through its failure to clarify its strategic 
goals. To correct this problem and other strategic planning defi- 
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ciencies, DoD needs to establish and maintain a welldesigned and 
highly interactive strategic planning process. 

10. Insufficient Mechanisms for Change 
Throughout history, military organizations—like all large orga- 

nizations -have been noted for their resistance to change. The 
U.S. military establishment shares the resistance to change inher- 
ent in the military profession. However, in DoD, this tendency is 
magnified by systemic problems. Key among these systemic prob- 
lems are (1) the bureaucratic agreements among the Services -the 
Key West Agreement on Service roles and missions, the Unified 
Command Plan, and JCS Publication 2 (Unified Action Armed 
Forces) being key examples -which are “off-limits” even when se- 
rious deficiencies are identified; (2) the predominant influence of 
the Services, particularly when compared to that of joint organiza- 
tions; (3) inter-Service logrolling on critical issues; and (4) absolute 
Service control over promotions and assignments of all military of- 
ficers, including those in joint duty billets. The result of these sys- 
temic problems is that DoD does not have effective mechanisms for 
change. 

As this study documents, the Department of Defense suffers from 
numerous organizational and procedural deficiencies. Of major con- 

own. Despite substantial evidence of poor performance, DoD expends 
its energies on defending the status quo. The absence of an effective 
process of self-correction and self-modification has resulted in an 
undesirable rigidity in DoD organization and procedures. 

tern is the frequent inability of DoD to correct these deficiencies on its 

11. Inadequate Feedback 
Related to insufficient mechanisms for change is the absence 

of useful feedback in many activities in DoD. Effective manage- 
ment control is not possible without useful and timely feedback on 
actual operations and implementation of plans. While the absence 
of useful feedback reduces management control of the resource al- 
location process, it also precludes learning important lessons from 
poor organizational performance. Past mistakes—whether in the 
procurement of a weapon system or in the employment of forces 
during a crisis—do not receive the critical review that would pre- 
vent them from recurring. DoD has not established a tradition of 
comprehensive, critical evaluations of its performance in man 
areas. The lessons go unlearned, and the mistakes are repeated 
While there are other factors that contribute to this deficiency, 
inadequate feedback mechanisms play an important role. 

12. Inadequate Quality of Political Appointees and Joint Duty 
Military Personnel 

Problems with the quality of DoD personnel have been identified 
in political appointee positions in the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense and the Service Secretariats and in joint duty military posi- 
tions, especially in the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
the staffs of the unified commanders. Political appointees are a 
problem because of their relative inexperience and high turnover 
rates as well as lengthy vacancies in appointed positions. These fac- 
tors lead to extended periods of on-the-job training and poor conti- 
nuity. DoD has given insufficient attention to the development of 
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military officers capable of effectively performing joint duty assign- 
ments. In addition, the substantial disincentives to serving in such 
assignments have been permitted to persist. 

In this regard, some observers argue that the overriding solution 
to DoD organizational problems is to improve the caliber of senior 
officials. While improving the quality of DoD’s senior leadership is 
an important initiative, it should not, however, be seen as a substi- 
tute for necessary organizational reform. Although good people 
can, to a certain extent, overcome a deficient organizational struc- 
ture, a well-designed structure will support a higher level of sus- 
tained effectiveness than a poor structure will. Moreover, a choice 
between good people and sound structure need not be made. Efforts 
to improve DoD’s performance should emphasize both structural 
change and enhancement of the management and leadership skills 
of senior officials. 

13. Failure to Clarify the Desired Division of Work 
One of the basic mechanisms for enhancing organizational effi- 

ciency is to rationally divide the work among the various structur- 
al components. Within DoD, the desired division of work has not 
been adequately clarified in many instances; in others, the assigned 
division of work is ignored in practice. Congressional micro-man- 
agement of defense programs and OSD micro-management of Serv- 
ice programs are key examples of this problem. Equally relevant is 
DoD’s inability to objectively examine the Unified Command Plan 
and the Services’ roles and missions. This inability precludes a 
more rational division of work among the operational commands in 
the first instance and among the Services in the second. In the con- 
text of civilian control of the military, there is also a lack of clarity 
on the division of work between civilian and military officials and 
organizations. As a last point, many organizations have encroached 
on the duties of OJCS; both OSD and the Services are performing 
roles assigned to OJCS. The absence of a rational and enforced divi- 
sion of work leads to greater complexity, friction, delay, duplica- 
tion, and inefficiency. 

14. Excessive Spans of Control 
At many levels of the Department of Defense, key managers 

have an excessive number of subordinates reporting to them. For 
example, the Secretary of Defense has 41 senior military and civil- 
ian officials (excluding the Deputy Secretary and his immediate 
staff) who report directly to him. Likewise, the Service Chiefs have 
unwieldy spans of control. The Army Chief of Staff has 42 officials 
reporting directly to him; the Chief of Naval Operations, 48 offi- 
cials; the Air Force Chief of Staff, 35 officials; and the Marine 
Corps Commandant, 41 officials. Effective supervision and coordi- 
nation of excessive numbers of officials are not possible. As a 
result, organizational inefficiency is substantial. In general, exces- 
sive spans of control in DoD result from the use of relatively flat 
organizational structures. Use of more orderly hierarchical struc- 
tures may help to solve the problems of insufficient supervision 
and coordination. 
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15. Insufficient Power and Influence of the Secretary of Defense 
The actual power and influence of the Secretary of Defense are 

not sufficient to enable him to effectively manage the Department 
of Defense. The problem arises not from his formal statutory au- 
thority which provides him a full measure of power. Instead, the 
problem emanates from powerful organizational forces whose vigor- 
ous pursuit of their own agendas has substantially weakened the 
office of Secretary of Defense. As a result, the Secretary lacks the 
tools, levers, and organizational channels that he needs to effective- 
ly manage the defense bureaucracy. Moreover, his efforts are seri- 
ously hampered by the absence of a source of truly independent 
military advice; he is too dependent on the advice and counsel of 
the Service Chiefs who pre-negotiate key issues. The Secretary of 
Defense is confronted by powerful institutional forces that under- 
mine his authority and offer him little help in carrying out his vast 
responsibilities. Organizational and procedural changes in DoD 
should be consistent with the need to enhance the management po- 
tential of the Secretary of Defense. 

Strengthening the power and influence of the Secretary of De- 
fense does not mean increased centralization. Only when bureau- 
cratic constraints and obstacles that diffuse the Secretary’s power 
are removed will he be able to decentralize without losing control. 
On the whole, the recommendations of this study offer the poten- 
tial for the Secretary of Defense to realize the advantages of decen- 
tralized management of many activities. 

16. Inconsistent and Contradictory Pattern of Congressional 
Oversight 

The Congress has a central role in the overall planning and man- 
agement of the Nation’s security and must share responsibility for 
any fundamental problems. In fact, efforts to reorganize the De- 
partment of Defense will prove imperfect again unless accompa- 
nied by changes on Capitol Hill. The very structure of the Congress 
and its review procedures produce an inconsistent and sometimes 
contradictory pattern of oversight and guidance. This inconsistent 
pattern reinforces divisions within DoD, inhibiting the develop- 
ment of a coherent and integrated defense program. The absence of 
effective mission integration in DoD is a fundamental flaw, and the 
Congress has been a major contributor to that shortcoming. 

There are five aspects to this congressional problem. First, the 
cognizant committees have developed different structures, styles, 
and traditions, resulting in an inconsistent and sometimes contra- 
dictory pattern of DoD oversight. These differences foster confusion 
and tempt factions within DoD to export conflicts to the Congress. 
Second, the Congress tends to review the defense program in terms 
of artificial accounting inputs rather than in terms of mission out- 
puts. Adjustments tend to be made for financing reasons within ac- 
counts rather than for reasons of priorities among missions. Third, 
the Congress tends not to compare programs across Service lines 
and very rarely makes policy tradeoffs that cross Service lines. 
Fourth, the Congress tends to dwell on policy or program conflicts 
and tensions within DoD, reinforcing those conflicts. Fifth, the Con- 
gress has historically favored independent subordinate offices as 
opposed to centralized control in DoD, in order to maximize con- 
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gressional leverage in directing the allocation of resources or deter- 
mining the outcome of policy disputes. 

Beyond this major deficiency, the current practice of congression- 
al review and oversight has resulted in substantial instability in 
defense policies and programs. This has resulted from the hegemo- 
ny of the congressional budget process which has overwhelmed the 
remainder of the legislative agenda and which has precluded meet- 
ing the established schedule for enactment of authorization and ap 
propriations bills. As a result, the Congress has been forced to 
resort to continuing resolutions for spending measures. Instability 
in defense policies and programs has been further heightened by 
the tendency of the Congress to look at DoD activity in only single 
fiscal year increments with predictable short-sighted results. 
Lastly, the Congress extensively micro-manages DoD. Increasingly, 
the Congress is becoming involved in the details of the defense 
budget, not just the broad policies and directions that guide it. 

D. SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

Many of the broad recommendations of the staff study are pre- 
sented in the preceding text of the Executive Summary. The study 
also makes a total of 91 specific recommendations to solve the prob- 
lems identified in Chapters 3 through 9. The twelve most impor- 
tant specific recommendations are: 

1. Establish three mission-oriented under secretary positions in 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense for (1) nuclear deterrence, (2) 
NATO defense, and (3) regional defense and force projection. 

2. Disestablish the Joint Chiefs of Staff and, thereby, permit the 
Service Chiefs to dedicate all their time to Service duties. 

3. Establish a Joint Military Advisory Council consisting of a 
Chairman and a 4-star military officer from each Service on his 
last tour of duty to serve as the principal military advisors to the 
President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of De- 
fense. 

4. Authorize the Chairman of the Joint Military Advisory Coun- 
cil to provide military advice in his own right. 

5. Designate one of the members of the Joint Military Advisory 
Council, from a different Service pair (Army/Air Force and Navy/ 
Marine Corps) than the Chairman, as Deputy Chairman. 

6. Specify that one of the responsibilities of the Joint Military 
Advisory Council is to inform higher authority of all legitimate al- 
ternatives. 

7. Authorize the Chairman of the Joint Military Advisory Coun- 
cil to develop and administer a personnel management system for 
all military officers assigned to joint duty. 

8. Establish in each Service a joint duty career specialty. 
9. Make the Chairman of the Joint Military Advisory Council 

(JMAC) the principal military advisor to the Secretary of Defense 
on operational matters and the sole command voice of higher au- 
thority within the JMAC system while ensuring absolute clarity 
that the JMAC Chairman is not part of the chain of command. 

10. Remove the Service component commanders within the uni- 
fied commands from the operational chain of command. 
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11. Fully integrate the Secretariats and military headquarters 
staffs in the Departments of the Army and Air Force and partially 
integrate the Secretariat and military headquarters staffs in the 
Department of the Navy. (The Department of the Navy is treated 
differently because of its dual-Service structure.) 

12. Create the position of Assistant Secretary of Defense (Strate- 
gic Planning) who would be responsible for establishing and main- 
taining a welldesigned and highly interactive strategic planning 
process. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
A. BACKGROUND 

In June 1983, Senator John Tower, then the Chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Armed Services, and the late Senator Henry 
M. Jackson, the Ranking Minority Member, initiated a comprehen- 
sive review of the organizational relationships and decision-making 
procedures of the Department of Defense (DoD). As part of this 
project, the Committee held a series of 12 hearings in which it took 
testimony from 31 witnesses. 

In addition, Senators Tower and Jackson directed the staff to 
prepare an objective evaluation of the structure and functions of 
the Department of Defense. In writing this study, the staff has 
relied on a variety of sources for information: a 40-year record of 
testimony before the Senate and House Armed Services Commit- 
tees; interviews of current and former DoD civilian and military of- 
ficials; reports done for and by the Executive Branch; and studies 
prepared by research institutions. Under the direction of the Com- 
mittee’s current Chairman and Ranking Minority Member, Sena- 
tors Barry Goldwater and Sam Nunn, and the Committee’s Task 
Force on Defense Organization, the staff has now completed its 
work on this evaluation. 

The authority for congressional review of the organization and 
procedures of the Department of Defense derives from specific Con- 
stitutional powers. Article 1, Section 8, of the Constitution provides 
that: 

The Congress shall have Power ... 
To make Rules for the Government and Regulation of the land 
and naval Forces; (clause 14) 
To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all other 
Powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Officer thereof. (clause 
18) 

The specific responsibilities of the Committee on Armed Services 
are enumerated in Rule XXV (section 1(c)) of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate. The authority for the Committee’s review is found in 
subsection (2): 

Such committee shall also study and review, on a compre- 
hensive basis, matters relating to the common defense policy of 
the United States, and report thereon from time to time. 

(13) 
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B. KEY CONSIDERATIONS 
In evaluating this study’s accuracy and utility, two important 

considerations should be kept in mind. First, the task of providing 
for the national defense is enormously complicated and demanding, 
and the organizations that have been created to carry out this re- 
sponsibility are extremely large and complex. As former Secretary 
of Defense Harold Brown has noted in his book, Thinking About 

National Security: 
But the overall size and expenditures of the Department of De- 
fense continue to dwarf most individual business enterprises. 
Even Exxon, number one in the Fortune 500, has annual sales 
that are only about half the annual expenditures of the DoD. 
In personnel, the differences with the private sector are more 
obvious: The DoD has more than 2 million uniformed person- 
nel and about 1 million civilian employees and in fiscal year 
1982 supported about 3 million workers in defense industries. 
By contrast, Exxon has about 139,000 employees, and AT&T, 
the single largest private employer, has just over 1 million. 
(pages 216-217) 

.The Department of Defense is clearly the largest and most com- 
plex organization in the Free World. For this reason, it is critically 
important that if changes are to be made to DoD organizational ar- 
rangements or decision-making procedures, the temptation to adapt 
simplistic, yet attractive, options must be avoided. Change just for 
the sake of change would be a critical mistake. Peter F. Drucker 
has observed that businesses sometimes suffer from this problem: 
“Companies are resorting to reorganization as a kind of miracle 
drug in lieu of diagnosing their ailments.” (Harvard Business 
Review on Management, page 623) Reorganization of the Depart- 
ment of Defense is too important an issue to be determined without 
comprehensive and deliberate study and deserves the time and 
careful thought of the most experienced and learned people. 

The second important consideration is that a partisan critique of 
the present organizational structure must be avoided. Problems re- 
flected in this review have confounded some of the most thought- 
ful, decisive, and experienced Secretaries of Defense, Deputy Secre- 
taries of Defense, Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), and 
the like in both Republican and Democratic Administrations. The 
organizational structure which now exists, the good and the bad, is 
the genius and the failure of well-intentioned individuals in both 
Republican and Democratic Administrations. Any changes which 
the Administration and the Congress choose to make will have to 
work under both Republican and Democratic Administrations in 
the future. Because both Republicans and Democrats will have to 
live with changes that are made, it is imperative that proposed so- 
lutions have the fullest possible bipartisan support. 

C. REASONS FOR THE STUDY 
A growing number of responsible and knowledgeable observers of 

the U.S. military establishment, many of whom have served in 
senior positions in DoD, have voiced serious concerns over organi- 
zational and procedural deficiencies in the Department of Defense. 
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They firmly believe that the current organizational structure is an 
obstacle to performance of the national security mission. Though 
they do not agree on the steps that need to be taken to correct or- 
ganizational weaknesses, they are quite clear about their dissatis- 
faction with current organizational arrangements. Their concern is 
too deeply felt to be ignored. 

Adding to this weight of expert opinion is the recognition that 
the Congress has not undertaken a comprehensive review of the or- 
ganization and decision-making procedures of the Department of 
Defense since 1958—more than 25 years ago. During this period of 
more than two decades, the international security environment has 
become much more complex and troubling. In response, the mis- 
sions currently assigned to the Department of Defense are more 
varied and demanding. Given these changes and increased com- 
plexity, a comprehensive review of organizational structure and re- 
lationships appears warranted. 

More specific indicators of organizational deficiencies have also 
been apparent. Key among these are the following: 

operational failures and deficiencies— poor inter-Service co- 
ordination during the Vietnam conflict, the Iranian hostage 
rescue mission, and even the intervention in Grenada suggest 
deficiencies in the planning and preparation for employment of 
U.S. military forces in times of crisis; 
acquisition process deficiencies— cost overruns, stretched-out 
development and delivery schedules, and unsatisfactory weap- 
ons performance have been frequent criticisms of the acquisi- 
tion process; 
lack of strategic direction -the strategies and long-range poli- 
cies of the Department of Defense do not appear to be well for- 
mulated and are apparently only loosely connected to subse- 
quent resource allocations; and 
poor inter-Service coordination -the programs of the individ- 
ual military Services do not appear to be well integrated 
around a common purpose that clearly ties means to goals. 

Individually, each of these problems is of great concern. In combi- 
nation, they suggest the need for a comprehensive review of DoD 
organizational structure and procedures. 

One question dominated consideration of this review of the orga- 
nizational structure and decision-making procedures of the Defense 
Department: how would one know whether or not the Department 
of Defense should change its current organization and procedures? 
There is, after all, no financial bottom line for the Department 
linking benefits to costs that makes deteriorating performance 
clear in the sense that ineffective performance becomes unmistak- 
able to a business enterprise. The output of the U.S. military estab- 
lishment cannot be measured in the same financial terms used to 
calculate its input or costs. 

In this regard, defense experts have strongly disagreed about the 
performance of the Department of Defense. While many prominent 
observers have argued for organizational reform in DoD, others 
have defended the status quo. In the end, a judgment on organiza- 
tional performance has to be made between competing views. 
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In addition to criticism of the Department of Defense, there is in- 
creasing concern over the inability of the Congress to effectively 
discharge its responsibility to review DoD policies and programs. 
Many believe that congressional deficiencies have seriously ham- 
pered the performance of the Department of Defense. 
D. ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 

The most fundamental and important principle governing the or- 
ganization and operation of the U.S. military establishment is civil- 
ian control of the military. Chapter 2 of the study addresses this 
principle in detail in order to establish the foundation for formulat- 
ing and evaluating necessary reforms in DoD. 

To provide a comprehensive review of organizational and proce- 
dural problems in the Defense Department, this study addresses 
four principal DoD organizations: the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense (OSD), the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (OJCS), 
the Military Departments, and the unified and specified com- 
mands. Focusing on these four organizations also permits consider- 
ation of two distinct levels of DoD activity: the first three organiza- 
tions combine to form the policymaking level of DoD; the unified 
and specified commands represent the operational level. To ensure 
consideration of the unique responsibilities of these organizations, 
a separate chapter (Chapters 3-6) is devoted to each. 

To complement these organization-oriented analyses, reviews of 
the two major DoD decision-making processes—the Planning, Pro- 
gramming, and Budgeting System and the Acquisition Process- 
were undertaken. These reviews are presented in Chapters 7 and 8. 
Although these internal processes are designed to support current 
organizational arrangements, problems within these processes 
might be a product of structural deficiencies. Furthermore, an un- 
derstanding of these processes is important in comprehending the 
full range of DoD organizational relationships. 

Although this report is focused primarily on the internal DoD or- 
ganization and procedures, two important portions of the external 
environment were initially included in the effort: the national se- 
curity interagency process and congressional review and oversight. 
After studying the interagency process, however, it was determined 
that organizational and procedural issues in that process had a 
minimal effect on internal DoD issues. Therefore, to narrow the 
scope of this effort, a decision was made to curtail further analysis 
of the interagency process. A brief description of this process, how- 
ever, is presented in the following section of this chapter. 

With regard to congressional review and oversight, an initial in- 
vestigation revealed an extensive interrelationship with DoD prob- 
lem areas. For this reason, a separate chapter (Chapter 9) is devot- 
ed to congressional review and oversight. 

The seven chapters of the report (Chapters 3-9) that address spe- 
cific organizations and procedures are organized in a consistent 
manner and include the following sections: 

0 historical evolution of the organization or decision-making pro- 

0 analysis of key organizational or procedural trends; 
0 description of the current organization or procedure; 

cedure; 
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0 identification of problem areas and causes; 
0 description of solutions to problem areas; 
0 evaluation of alternative solutions; and 
0 conclusions and recommendations 
Chapter 10 analyzes in broad terms the effectiveness of the struc- 

ture and decision-making procedures of the Department of Defense. 
It places into an overall defense perspective the more specific anal- 
yses presented in Chapters 3-9. 

E. THE NATIONAL SECURITY INTERAGENCY PROCESS 
Before beginning this overview of the national security inter- 

agency process, it might be useful to define the term “national se- 
curity policy.” In the context of the National Security Council 
(NSC) interagency system, national security policy is a combination 
of foreign policy, defense policy, intelligence concerns, internation- 
al economic policy, and information programs, with the internal 
mix changing over the years. This fluid combination of factors is 
important to keep in mind, because of the tendency of many ob- 
servers to assume that national security policy and foreign policy 
have so much in common that they are almost the same thing. 

This study is most interested in the national defense aspect of 
national security policy and the NSC system, the defense-related 
components, and the roles played by Department of Defense per- 
sonnel, from the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff on down. (This section on the national security 
interagency process is largely based on a paper prepared for this 
study by the Congressional Research Service.) 

1. The National Security Council System 
The National Security Council was established as a congressional 

initiative through passage of the National Security Act of 1947 
(Public Law 80-253). It was not created independently, but as part 
of a complete restructuring of the entire U.S. national security ap 
paratus, civilian and military, including intelligence. One of the 
major issues related to the NSC was the assurance that it would be 
a civilian organization and would not be dominated by the new Sec- 
retary of Defense. Nonetheless, the creation of the NSC was one of 
the least controversial aspects of the National Security Act, com- 
pared with the concept of a unified defense department around 
which most of the congressional debate centered. 

By statute, the NSC is chaired by the President, and its members 
are the Vice President and the Secretaries of State and Defense. 
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is the statutory military 
advisor to the NSC, and the Director of Central Intelligence is the 
statutory intelligence advisor. The NSC’s statutory function is: 

to advise the President with respect to the integration of do- 
mestic, foreign, and military policies relating to the national 
security so as to enable the military services and the other de- 
partments and agencies of the Government to cooperate more 
effectively in matters involving the national security. (Section 
101(a) of the National Security Act of 1947) 
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Successive Presidents have taken advantage of the considerable 
leeway that they enjoy under the National Security Act to use and 
restructure the NSC as they saw fit. Thus, the use, membership, 
internal structure, and modus operandi of the NSC system have de- 
pended directly on the style and wishes of the President. 

2. NSC System Under the Reagan Administration 
A Presidential Directive detailing the Reagan Administration’s 

National Security Council structure was issued on January 12, 
1982. President Reagan’s NSC is organized differently than it was 
in the Carter Administration. 

a. Senior Interdepartmental Groups 
Like most recent NSC’s, however, there is a formal interagency 

committee structure, based on three Senior Interdepartmental 
Groups (SIG’s) chaired, respectively, by the Secretary of State, the 
Secretary of Defense, and the Director of Central Intelligence. 
These SIG’s establish policy objectives, develop policy options, 
make policy recommendations, and consider the implications of 
agency programs for foreign policy or overall national security 
policy. All three SIG’s include in their membership the Director of 
Central Intelligence, the Assistant to the President for National Se- 
curity Affairs, Deputy Secretaries or Under Secretaries of State 
and Defense, and the Chairman of the JCS. Senior officials of other 
agencies are invited to participate when their areas of responsibil- 
ity are involved. 

If the Senior Interdepartmental Groups agree on policy conclu- 
sions, their recommendations go directly to the President. If they 
disagree, their analysis and conclusions, including dissents, will be 
referred to the National Security Council. SIG’s deal with interde- 
partmental matters raised by any member of the SIG’s or referred 
to them by subordinate interagency groups. They are also supposed 
to monitor the execution of policies and decisions approved by the 
NSC. If the matters require higher level consideration, the SIG’s 
report them to the Secretary of the department involved or the 
NSC. 

Each SIG is supported by a permanent secretariat, composed of 
personnel of the lead department or agency. In response to the SIG 
chairman’s request, the staff of these secretariats are augmented 
as necessary by personnel provided by the departments and agen- 
cies represented on each SIG. 

b. Interagency Groups 
The SIG’s are supported, in turn, by assistant secretary-level 

Interagency Groups (IG’s). Reporting to the IG’s are interagency 
working groups dealing with specific subjects, mostly chaired by of- 
ficials of the department or agency chairing the SIG in question. 

c. Special Situation Group 
In addition, there is a Special Situation Group for crisis manage- 

ment centered in the White House and chaired by the Vice Presi- 
dent. Members include the Secretaries of State and Defense, the 
White House senior policy staff, the National Security Assistant, 
the Director of Central Intelligence, and the Chairman of the JCS. 
It thus has many of the same members as the National Security 
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Council itself, minus the President. The IG’s were to establish full- 
time working groups to deal with specific contingencies in order to 
provide support to the NSC’s crisis management operations. 

3. Defense Department Participation in the NSC Interagency 
System 

The Secretary of Defense is the senior statutory representative of 
DoD on the National Security Council. In the Presidential state- 
ment governing the organization and structure of the NSC in the 
Reagan Administration, he is referred to as the President’s “princi- 
pal defense policy advisor,” and, in that role, is responsible for the 
formulation of “policy related to all matters of direct and primary 
concern” to DoD and “for execution of approved policy.” He is also 
charged with the overall direction, coordination, and supervision of 
interdepartmental activities incident to defense policy formulation 
and for preparation of papers addressing U.S. defense policy mat- 
ters for NSC consideration. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff are the principal military -as opposed 
to broader defense policy -advisors to the President, the Secretary 
of Defense, and the National Security Council. As noted above, the 
Chairman of the JCS or his representative sits in a military adviso- 
ry capacity on all Senior Interdepartmental and Interagency 
Groups. 

One of the three Senior Interdepartmental Groups established by 
the Reagan Administration was a Senior Interdepartmental Group 
Defense Policy (SIG-DP) to assist the NSC in exercising its author- 
ity and discharging its responsibilities for defense policy and de- 
fense matters. The SIG-DP chairman is the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense and its permanent secretariat is comprised primarily of 
DoD personnel. 

Under the SIG-DP, Interagency Groups were formed for each of 
the functional areas within DoD. Each IG was to be chaired by the 
appropriate Under or Assistant Secretary of Defense and composed 
of representatives of the Secretary of State, the Director of Central 
Intelligence, the National Security Assistant, and the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Provisions were also made for representa- 
tion by additional departments at the invitation of the IG Chair- 
man. 

The chairmen of the DoD IG’s (the Under and Assistant Secre- 
taries of Defense) were charged with assuring the “adequacy” of 
United States policy in their areas of responsibility and the plans, 
programs, and resources necessary for implementing that policy. 
They were also charged with conducting interagency policy studies 
within their areas of responsibility for consideration by the Defense 
Policy SIG. 

Because of recent developments in the Caribbean and the Middle 
East, the regional IG’s under the State Department-chaired For- 
eign Policy SIG were assigned the preparation of contingency plans 
for potential crises within their areas of responsibility. Contingency 
planning was to be conducted in coordination with the chairman of 
the State Department’s Political-Military IG, except for options for 
employment of military forces in potential crises, which were to 
remain within the purview of DoD and, in particular, the JCS. 
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As may be apparent from this discussion, present and past DoD 
officials and personnel are found throughout the various compo- 
nents of the NSC interagency system, especially under the Reagan 
Administration. They participate in three different ways—as rep- 
resentatives of the Defense Department, as NSC officials or staff 
(on detail from DoD), or as civilians retired (often recently) from 
military careers. 
F. THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ORGANIZATIONAL 

STRUCTURE 
The major organizational elements of the Department of Defense 

and their responsibilities are presented in this section. Chart 1-1 
shows the relationships of these major organizations. 

Under the President, who is also Commander-in-Chief, the Secre- 
tary of Defense exercises direction, authority, and control over the 
Department of Defense. The Department includes the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
three Military Departments, ten unified and specified commands, 
fifteen Defense Agencies, and eight DoD Field Activities. 

1. Office of the Secretary of Defense 
The Office of the Secretary of Defense is the principal staff of the 

Secretary in the exercise of policy development, planning, resource 
management, and fiscal and program evaluation responsibilities. 
OSD includes the immediate offices of the Secretary and Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, Under 
Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering, Assistant Sec- 
retaries of Defense, General Counsel, Assistants to the Secretary of 
Defense, and such other staff offices as the Secretary establishes to 
assist in carrying out his responsibilities. 

2. Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
The Joint Chiefs of Staff are the principal military advisors to 

the Secretary of Defense as well as to the President and the Na- 
tional Security Council. Members of the JCS, other than the Chair- 
man, are the senior military officers of their respective Services 
and are responsible for keeping the Secretaries of the Military De- 
partments fully informed on matters considered or acted upon by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

3. Military Departments 
The Military Departments are the Departments of the Army, 

Navy, and Air Force. (The Marine Corps is a part of the Depart- 
ment of the Navy.) Each Military Department is separately orga- 
nized under its own Secretary but functions under the overall di- 
rection, authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense. The 
Military Departments are responsible for organizing, training, sup- 
plying, and equipping forces for assignment to unified and specified 
commands. 

4. Armed Forces Policy Council 
The Armed Forces Policy Council (AFPC) advises the Secretary 

of Defense on matters of broad policy relating to the armed forces 
and any other matters that the Secretary may direct. Its members 
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report regularly on important matters under their cognizance 
which are of interest to the Department of Defense. In addition to 
members identified below, other officials of the Department of De- 
fense and other departments and agencies in the Executive Branch 
may be invited by the Secretary of Defense to attend appropriate 
meetings of the AFPC. The Council’s membership is as follows: 

0 Secretary of Defense (Chairman) 
0 Deputy Secretary of Defense 
0 Secretaries of the Military Departments 
0 Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
0 Under Secretaries of Defense 
0 Chief of Staff, Army 
0 Chief of Naval Operations 
0 Chief of Staff, Air Force 
0 Commandant, Marine Corps 
5. Unified and Specified Commands 
The unified and specified commands are responsible to the Presi- 

dent and the Secretary of Defense for the accomplishment of the 
military missions assigned to them. Combatant units of the Mili- 
tary Departments are assigned to and under the operational com- 
mand of Commanders-in-Chief (CINC’s) of unified and specified 
commands. 

Unified commands are composed of components of two or more 
Services. They include the European Command, Pacific Command, 
Atlantic Command, Southern Command, Readiness Command, and 
Central Command. In addition, the President has approved the es- 
tablishment of a new unified command for space. Specified com- 
mands are usually composed of forces from one Service, but may 
include units and have representation from other Services. They 
include the Aerospace Defense Command, Strategic Air Command, 
and Military Airlift Command. 

The military chain of command runs from the President to the 
Secretary of Defense and, through the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to the 
Commanders of the unified and specified commands. Orders to 
these Commanders are issued by the President, the Secretary of 
Defense, or the Joint Chiefs of Staff by authority and direction of 
the Secretary of Defense. 

6. Defense Agencies 
The Defense Agencies, authorized by the Secretary of Defense 

pursuant to the provisions of title 10, United States Code, perform 
selected support and service functions on a Department-wide basis. 
There are 15 Defense Agencies that report to the Office of the Sec- 
retary of Defense. 
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7. DoD Field Activities 
The DoD Field Activities are established by the Secretary of De- 

fense, under the provisions of title 10, United States Code, to per- 
form selected support and service functions of a more limited scope 
than Defense Agencies. 





CHAPTER 2 

CIVILIAN CONTROL OF THE MILITARY 

A. INTRODUCTION 
An examination of the soundness of civil-military relations is es- 

sential to any study of the organization and decision-making proce- 
dures of the Department of Defense. More than any other institu- 
tional issue, the relationships between civilian and military au- 
thorities in the U.S. military establishment are key to sustaining 
American democracy. 

Since the founding of the Nation, civilian control of the military 
has been an absolute and unquestioned principle. The Virginia 
Declaration of Rights of June 12, 1776 stated this principle as fol- 
lows: 

In all cases the military should be under strict subordination 

The Constitution incorporates this principle. Both the President 
and the Congress were given power and responsibilities to ensure 
civilian supremacy. 

Despite the importance of the concept of civilian control, it re- 
mains illdefined and poorly understood. As Samuel P. Huntington 
stated in 1957 in The Soldier and the State: 

The role of the military in society has been frequently dis- 
cussed in terms of “civilian control”. Yet this concept has 
never been satisfactorily defined. (page 80) 

Although troubling to some scholars and theorists, the lack of a 
consensus on a definition of civilian control has not proved a seri- 
ous drawback to the success of the general principle, because the 
principle itself is so deeply ingrained. Thus this vague, but strong- 
ly-held, belief has seen American civilian government and its mili- 
tary through two centuries of evolution and events. Like other 
broadly defined, but fundamental, tenets set out in the Constitu- 
tion, civilian control has benefited from the flexibility inherent in 
the Constitution. It has allowed civilian authorities to meet crises 
and to adapt to changes in the world and America’s role in it. Civil- 
ian control by its very nature is subjective, dependent in large 
measure on personalities and circumstances. 

The issues which have arisen in civilian-military relations fall 
into two general categories. First are those issues which relate to 
operational control of military forces. Second are those issues 
which relate to such non-operational matters as allocation of re- 
sources, the influence of the “military-industrial complex” and 
the expanding role of active and retired military officers in govern- 
ment. 

(25) 

to and governed by civil power. 

55-642 0 - 85 - 2 
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This chapter focuses on the operational side of civilian control 
which, by virtue of the Constitutional separation of powers, is con- 
centrated in the Executive Branch. This focus was selected for four 
reasons. First, operational military forces pose the greatest theoret- 
ical threat to civilian control. Second, although the military’s abili- 
ty to influence the allocation of defense resources may have some 
impact on the exercise of civilian control, it has never presented a 
threat to the constitutional structure or the functioning of the gov- 
ernment. Third, the administrative dimension of civilian control is 
extensively discussed in other chapters of this study, especially 
Chapter 7 (Planning, Programming and Budgeting System) and 
Chapter 9 (Congressional Review and Oversight). Fourth, one of the 
central and most emotional issues in debates on the organization of 
the U.S. military establishment has been whether civilian control 
of the military would be strengthened or weakened by various 
changes. This debate has almost always been cast in terms of civil- 
ian control over military operations, not allocation of resources or 
other administrative matters. But this is not to downplay the sig- 
nificance of the balance between civil and military authorities re- 
garding non-operational matters. As noted, certain aspects of these 
issues are discussed in Chapters 7 and 9. In addition, four major 
trends affecting the administrative dimension of civilian control 
are presented in Appendix A of this chapter. 
B. CURRENT FRAMEWORK FOR CIVILIAN CONTROL 

1. The Constitution 
Civilian control of the military is reflected in several provisions 

of current law. The Constitution establishes the President as the 
Commander-in-Chief, but gives the Congress the power to declare 
war and to “raise and support Armies, ...provide and maintain a 
Navy [and] to make Rules for the Government and Regulation of 
the land and Naval forces.” In addition, the President can appoint 
military officers only with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

2. Legislative Prescriptions 
The National Security Act of 1947 established the National Secu- 

rity Council to “provide for the establishment of integrated policies 
and procedures for the departments,... relating to the national secu- 
rity to provide for unified direction under civilian control of the 
Secretary of Defense.” (50 U.S.C. section 401) The members of the 
National Security Council are also specified, all of whom are 
civilian. 

In addition, section 133 of title 10, United States Code, provides 
“there is a Secretary of Defense, who is the head of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, appointed from civilian life.” (emphasis added). 
Section 133 also provides that a person may not be appointed as 
Secretary of Defense within 10 years after relief from active duty 
as a commissioned officer of the armed forces. 

Under title 10 of the United States Code, the Secretary, Deputy 
Secretary, two Under Secretaries, eleven Assistant Secretaries of 
Defense, and the Director of Operational Test and Evaluation are 
appointed by the President from civilian life with the advice and 
consent of the Senate (sections 133, 134, 135, 136, and 136a). The 
top four officials may not be appointed within ten years of having 
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served as a commissioned officer on active duty in the armed 
forces. The Secretary of the Air Force, by statute (section 8012), 
and the Secretaries of the Army and Navy, by tradition, are ap- 
pointed by the President from civilian life with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate. However, the under secretaries and assistant 
secretaries of the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force must, by stat- 
ute, be appointed from civilian life (sections 3013, 5033, 5034, and 
8013 of title 10). No provision governs the length of separation from 
the armed forces for the Service Secretaries. 

3. View of the Current DoD Leadership 
The elements of civilian control are described thus by the cur- 

Below the President and the Congress, central responsibility 
for civilian control within the Department of Defense is as- 
signed to the Secretary of Defense by the National Security 
Act of 1947, as amended. The Secretary is the principal advisor 
to the President on all matters relating to the Department. He 
is a statutory member of the National Security Council (NSC) 
and the President’s executive agent in the authority, direction, 
and control of the Department. He exercises operational au- 
thority through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the commanders of 
the unified and specified commands; he exercises direction of 
support activities through appointed officials in the Military 
Departments. 

The Secretary has at his disposal a number of means by 
which he exercises authority, direction, and control over the 
Department of Defense. These include; authority to realign the 
organizational structure of the Department; various manage- 
ment staffs throughout the Department; major management 
systems such as the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting 
System (PPBS), and the Defense Systems Acquisition Review 
Council (DSARC); and the DoD Directives System through 
which he communicates Departmental policies. 

Civilian control elements are distributed throughout the 
DoD by way of a system of appointive civilian officials, many 
with statutory charters, who are interspersed at levels below 
the Secretary of Defense. These positions include the Under 
Secretaries, Assistant Secretaries, General Counsel, Inspector 
General, and Assistants to the Secretary within the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, and the Service Secretaries and their 
appointed civilian subordinates. 

TIONS 

rent Deputy Secretary of Defense, William Howard Taft IV: 

C. HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF U.S. CIVIL-MILITARY RELA- 

1. Traditional Threats to Civilian Control 
Throughout history, including the contemporary period, military 

power and authority have diminished civil authority in a variety of 
ways. In some countries, the military has simply gained control of 
the national government through a coup or other takeover. In 
other cases, military officers have taken actions on their own initi- 
ative beyond the scope of their authority but which do not chal- 
lenge the government. These traditional threats to civilian control 
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are presented in order to examine their applicability to the course 
of civil-military relations in the United States. 

a. Man-on-Horseback 
One of the most basic theories of civil-military relations is the 

threat posed to democratic societies and civilian governments by 
“the Man on the White Horse.” The Man-on-Horseback symbolizes 
the potential for a single military commander who possesses great 
personal authority and charisma to wrest control from civilian au- 
thorities, often, according to the theory, doing so to great popular 
acclaim. A Washington, McClellan, or MacArthur comes to mind as 
the closest example in the American experience of a military com- 
mander with such authority and popular support. 

b. Benign, Objective Takeover 
Another major theory of civil-military relations is the benign, ob- 

jective military takeover when the civilian government’s inability 
to govern has thrown the country into crisis. According to this 
theory, the military establishes stability and sound policies by 
which it governs until it determines that the country is secure 
enough to allow the civilians another chance at governing. At this 
point, it turns the reins of government over to the civilians and re- 
treats watchfully into the background until it determines that it 
must again intervene. This has occurred repeatedly in Latin 
America. 

c. Commander Taking Actions on His Own Initiative 
A final theory is the threat posed by a military officer who acts 

—often for deeply patriotic reasons—beyond his authority and 
treads on areas reserved for civilian leaders. This was popularized 
in the classic 1960’s film, Dr. Strangelove, the tale of a strategic 
bomber wing commander who takes it upon himself to start a nu- 
clear war. 

2. History of U.S. Civil-Military Relations 
The instances in U.S. history when issues of civil-military rela- 

tions rose to the fore are explored in the remainder of this section. 
a. Revolutionary War Period 
Americans’ belief that standing armies pose a threat to liberty 

was clearly born of their colonial experience rather than philosoph- 
ical or legal antecedents: 

On the military side the war of the American Revolution 
was in part a revolt against the British standing army .... It was 
a protest against the re-enforcement of British government by 
military regulars and the quartering of regulars on the people 
of the colonies. In its inception at Lexington and Concord the 
Revolution was literally an attack by militiamen on British re- 
gulars-an uprising of embattled farmers who had homes to 
fight for against disciplined regulars who had no homes and 
fought for pay under fear. (Alfred Vagts, A History of Milita- 
rism: Romance and Realities of a Profession, page 96) 

Important though the Minutemen were, from the beginning it 
was clear that only by raising and supporting an army to fight the 
British could the American revolution succeed. 
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To the colonies’ great good fortune, the cause of liberty was led 
by a military commander, General George Washington, who very 
firmly believed in military deference to civilian government. Wash- 
ington’s understanding of the appropriate role for the military was 
evident from the beginning of his service as commander-in-chief of 
the Continental Army. When he assumed command, the New York 
legislature sent a message which emphasized the moral contract 
implicit in his commission: 

On a general in America, fortune also should bestow her 
gifts, that he may rather communicate lustre to his dignities 
than receive it, and that his country in his property, his 
indred, and connexions, may have sure pledges that he will 
faithfully perform the duties of his high office, and readily lay 
down his power when the general weal requires it. 

And Washington replied for himself and his colleagues: 
When we assumed the Soldier, we did not lay aside the Citi- 

zen; and we shall most sincerely rejoice with you in that happy 
hour when the establishment of American Liberty, upon the 
most firm and solid foundations, shall enable us to return to 
our Private Stations in the bosom of a free, peaceful and happy 
Country. (Gary Wills, Cincinnatus: George Washington and the 
Enlightenment, pages 21-22) 

Historians have rightly made much of Washington’s role in de- 
fusing a potential military revolt at the end of the war. As James 
Thomas Flexner recounts, Washington was sympathetic to the 
army’s grievances when the Continental Congress, in increasingly 
dire financial straits, sought to cut expenses in 1782: 

... by reducing the number of regiments in a way that would 
demobilize many officers. However, no provision was made for 
giving them any pay, although some were owed (as Washing- 
ton noted) for ‘four, five, or perhaps six years.” A promise of 
pensions previously made at a dark moment in the war showed 
no likelihood of being honored. To officials in Philadelphia, 
Washington wrote bitterly that the demobilized officers would 
depart “goaded by a thousand stings of reflection on the past 
and of anticipation on the future... soured by penury and what 
they call the ingratitude of the public, involved in debts, with- 
out one farthing of money to carry them home, after having 
spent the flowers of their days, and many of them their patri- 
monies, in establishing the freedom and independence of their 
country, and suffered everything human nature is capable of 
enduring on this side of death.... i cannot avoid apprehending 
that a train of evils will follow of a very serious and distressing 
nature.” (Washington: The Indispensable Man, page 167) 

However, despite attempts to persuade him to join the cause 
with warnings that if he did not his own authority would be in 
danger, Washington stood adamantly against the attempts of the 
government’s civilian creditors to give muscle to their demands for 
repayment by an alliance with the disgruntled army. He was 
equally firm in his opposition to plots afoot among his officers to 
send petitions to the Congress threatening not to disband until 
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paid, or even to seize power until the fiscally delinquent state legis- 
latures were reformed. The turning point came at a meeting of his 
officers where he quelled the rebellion by the force of his own esti- 
mable character. During the meeting his exhortations of good faith, 
patience and civil responsibility failed to carry the day. But in a 
scene that has taken on mythic proportions, his simple act of put- 
ting on a pair of eyeglasses with the remark, “Gentlemen, you will 
permit me to put on my spectacles, for I have not only grown gray 
but almost blind in the service of my country,’’ (Washington: The 
Indispensable Man, page 174) dissolved the hostile audience in a 
wave of admiration and devotion to their leader. As Jefferson later 
remarked, “The Moderation and virtue of a single character prob- 
ably prevented this Revolution from being closed, as most others 
have been, by a subversion of that liberty it was intended to estab- 
lish.” (Washington: The Indispensable Man, page 175) 

So great was Washington’s reputation with both the army and 
the civilian population that at the end of the war he had no lack of 
over-zealous admirers to suggest he should step into the power 
vacuum created by a weak and discredited Continental Congress 
and become king. Instead, Washington hastened at the earliest op- 
portunity to resign his commission, which he did before the Con- 
gress in Annapolis on December 23, 1783, closing his farewell re- 
marks thus: 

Saving now finished the work assigned me, I retire from the 
great theater of Action; and bidding an Affectionate farewell to 
this August body under whose orders I have so long acted, I 
here offer my Commission, and take my leave of all the em- 
ployments of public life. 

At that moment the ancient legend of Cincinnatus—the 
Roman called from his plow to rescue Rome, and returning to 
his plow when danger had passed-was resurrected as a fact of 
modern political life. The fame of the deed sped around the 
world. The painter John Trumbull wrote his brother from 
London (May 10, 1784) that it 

excites the astonishment and admiration of this part of the 
world. ’Tis a Conduct so novel, so inconceivable to People, 
who, far from giving up powers they possess, are willing to 
convulse the Empire to acquire more. (Cincinnatus, page 13) 

Thus a seminal example was set, a concrete action to give sub- 
stance to the constitutional precept of military submission to civil- 
ian government that would be adopted as the law of the land less 
than a decade later. 

The U.S. Constitution established civilian control of the military 
by (1) making an elected civilian president commander-in-chief 
(Art. II, Sec. 2, clause 1) and (2) giving Congress the power to raise 
and support armies, provide and maintain a navy, and make rules 
for regulation of the land and naval forces (Art. I, Sec. 8, clauses 
12-16). Although finally adopted in 1789, the Constitutional estab- 
lishment of two separate centers of civilian control was not enough 
to allay the deep American mistrust of military power without a 
sharp national debate. 

As Gary Wills has written: 
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In Federalist Paper No. 41, James Madison expounded the view 

The veteran legions of Rome were an  overmatch for the un- 
disciplined valor of all other nations, and rendered her the 
mistress of the world. 

Not the less true is it, that the liberties of Rome proved the 
final victim to her military triumphs; and that the liberties of 
Europe, as far as they ever existed, have, with few exceptions, 
been the price of her military establishments. A standing force, 
therefore, is a dangerous, at the same time that it may be a 
necessary, provision.... A wise nation will combine all these con- 
siderations; and, whilst it does not rashly preclude itself from 
any resource which may become essential to its safety, will 
exert all its prudence in diminishing both the necessity and 
the danger of resorting to one which may be inauspicious to its 
liberties. 

that ultimately carried the day: 

b. Early 1800’s 
Between 1789 and the Civil War, Americans’ attitude toward the 

military did not change. As historian Henry Adams wrote in the 
early nineteenth century, “antipathy to war (and all manifesta- 
tions of the martial spirit) ranked first among political traits” of 
Americans. (History of the United States of America during the 
Second Administration of James Madison, Vol. 3, page 226) During 
this period there was only one instance of the military exceeding 
the bounds of its authority. As recounted by David Lockwood, Gen- 
eral Andrew Jackson invaded Florida in 1817 without authoriza- 
tion: 

At that time, it will be recalled, Florida was a possession of 
Spain, whose government was not prepared to sell the territory 
to the United States. Georgia as well as other neighboring 
Southern states were especially annoyed by this uncompliant 
attitude because Florida had become a refuge for runaway 
slaves. As commander of the armed forces in the South, Gener- 
al Jackson wrote to President Monroe asking for permission to 
invade Florida in order that he might “restore the stolen Ne- 
groes and property. to their rightful masters.” He asked for the 
President’s reply through a Tennessee Congressman. President 
Monroe said nothing, but General Jackson proceeded on his 
own initiative to seize Florida, burning Indian and Negro vil- 
lages and hanging two suspected English agents in the process. 
There was great discomfort in Washington when news of these 
exploits reached the nation’s capital. The Spanish ambassador 
threatened war; the British representative fumed in indigna- 
tion. President Monroe lamely explained that he had been ill 
when he received the letter and had not been given enough 
time to study it properly. (A Brief History and Analysis of Ci- 
vilian Control of the Military in the United States, page 30). 

The American population at large celebrated Jackson’s actions, 

A senatorial committee undertook an investigation, and its 
members began to carry arms after Jackson, raving “like a 

but Jackson’s enemies in the Congress did not: 
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madman,” allegedly threatened to cut off the ears of any who 
reported against him. (Thomas Bailey, A Diplomatic History of 
the American People, page 171) 

In the end, after a 27-day debate, the Congress rejected four resolu- 
tions condemning Jackson’s action. For their part, President 
Monroe and his Cabinet, save one, believed Jackson’s raid consti- 
tuted an unsanctioned act of war against Spain. Jackson’s only ally 
was Secretary of State John Quincy Adams who saw Jackson’s 
foray as strengthening his hand in negotiations with Spain for the 
acquisition of Florida. According to Adams’ logic, which proved per- 
suasive not only to Monroe and the Cabinet but also the Spanish, 
Jackson’s foray had been in selfdefense and demonstrated that 
Spain could no longer control Florida or its Indians. Less than a 
year later, Spain ceded Florida to the United States. 

c. Civil War Period 
The Civil War provided the next significant episodes in the histo- 

ry of civilian authority over the military. 
In an early incident, General John C.  Fremont, whom Lincoln 

had appointed commander of the Western Department of the War 
(with headquarters in St. Louis), not only overstepped the bounds 
of military authority but in doing so almost caused irreparable 
damage to the Union cause. In August 1861, rebels defeated Union 
troops and moved into Missouri. In response, a panicky Fremont 
issued a proclamation declaring martial law in the state and order- 
ing rebels’ slaves to be seized and freed. Lincoln had no prior 
knowledge of the proclamation, which far exceeded the existing 
law—the “confiscation act”-authorizing the seizure of slaves used 
by the rebel military. 

It was the slave provision that raised a storm of controversy. 
Abolitionists and radical Republicans enthusiastically supported 
Fremont’s initiative. This was precisely what they had been, and 
would be, pushing Lincoln to do for months. Thus, it was politically 
embarrassing for Lincoln to be placed in this position. 

But more importantly, the Union slave-holding border states — 
Kentucky, Tennessee and Maryland -interpreted Fremont’s proc- 
lamation as an official and extremely unwelcome emancipation act. 
Lincoln was warned that if he sustained Fremont’s act, Kentucky 
would be lost to the Union and the other border states would be in 
jeopardy. 

So Lincoln acted, with the tact and restraint which always 
marked his behavior with his difficult generals: he asked Fremont 
to modify the proclamation to conform to the confiscation act. In a 
letter hand-delivered by his wife, Fremont refused to change his 
order unless Lincoln publicly commanded him to. In addition, Mrs. 
Fremont had harsh words for Lincoln, proclaiming that she and 
her husband understood better than he the politics of the war. To 
which Lincoln replied: 

“This was a war for a great national idea, the Union, and 
that General Fremont should not have dragged the negro into 
it.” Bristling, she warned Lincoln that it would be hard on him 
if he opposed her husband. If he did, she asserted, then Fre- 
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mont would “set up for himself.” (Stephen B. Oates, With 
Malice Toward None, page 281) 

Finally, Lincoln commanded Fremont to modify his proclamation 
and, as requested, sent a copy to the press-thereby bringing down 
upon himself the wrath of abolitionists and radical Republicans. 
Lincoln did not reprimand Fremont, but the general was relieved 
of command without incident six weeks later, following a congres- 
sional investigation which found large-scale abuse of public funds 
in Fremont’s Department. 

Fremont was not the only general to cause Lincoln distress in 
the early years of the war. In fact, Lincoln was beset with problems 
concerning generals who would not fight. Their reasons were legion 
for not carrying out the orders of their commander-in-chief-not 
enough men, not enough supplies, “overwhelming” enemy num- 
bers. The history of the opening years of the war is the history of 
Lincoln’s patience with his recalcitrant generals, in the face of 
public and congressional cries for battles and victories. Lincoln the 
civilian was reluctant to overrule military judgment, but his in- 
creasing frustration led him to borrow books on military strategy 
from the Library of Congress to educate himself so that he might 
do what his generals refused to do for him. Thus, only after many 
failures and lost opportunities by a succession of generals did Lin- 
coln in desperation begin exercising his powers as commander-in- 
chief to their fullest extent. 

The following incident is representative of the extent of Lincoln’s 
involvement, if unique in terms of his active on-site participation: 

On May 6, 1861, Lincoln sailed for the Peninsula with [Secre- 
tary of the Treasury] Chase and [Secretary of War] 

Stanton.... When he reached Fort Monroe, he found that the 
commander-fusty old John Wool-hadn’t even tried to seize 
Norfolk, which served as base for the Virginia [a Confederate 
ship]. Damn! Lincoln threw his stovepipe hat on the floor. Was 
the army full of timid incompetents? All right, then, he would 
take command of Wool’s troops and capture Norfolk himself. 
At Lincoln’s orders, Union gunboats shelled rebel batteries 
protecting the city and Union soldiers crowded into transports 
for an amphibious assault. Lincoln even reconnoitered the Nor- 
folk coast-he and Stanton in a tug and Chase in a revenue 
cutter, all looking for a place to land Wool’s men. They went 
ashore and walked along the beach, with its ocean smells and 
lapping waves, until Chase located a perfect spot for a landing. 
At last Union troops swarmed ashore and drove against Nor- 
folk, forcing the rebel garrison to blow up the Virginia and 
abandon the city. “SO has ended a brilliant week‘s campaign of 
the President,” Chase recorded in his diary, as Lincoln and his 
two Secretaries sailed back to Washington rather pleased with 
themselves. (With Malice Towards None, page 326) 

One general above all others exemplified the civil-military dis- 
putes which marred and hampered the Union war effort for several 
years. General George McClellan, commander of the Army of the 
Potomac, the major eastern Union army, deserves to be noted in 
any recounting of the problems of civilian control which beset Lin- 
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coln. McClellan stands as a representative case study of those gen- 
erals “who would not fight”—Buell, Rosecrans, Burnside, Hooker, 
and Meade, among others, who drove Lincoln to distraction as he 
watched inferior rebel forces gain the advantage time and again. 

The following passage accurately conveys the tenor of Lincoln’s 
relations with most of his early commanders and consequently, the 
considerable problems he had in conducting the war: 

Portentous news from Richmond: on Ma 31 and June 1, 

Pines, but McClellan repulsed the attack. Wild with excite- 
ment, McClellan wired Washington that he’d just fought “a 
desperate battle” against “greatly superior numbers.” “Our 
loss is heavy, but that of the enemy must be enormous.” 

Lincoln expected McClellan to counterattack. But McClellan 
didn’t budge. In truth, the battle of Seven Bines unnerved him. 
He couldn't bear the sight of all his dead and wounded men. 
This was not the way to fight a war. In his mind, war was a 
game in which you defeated your opponent by brilliant maneu- 
vers with minimal loss of life. McClellan loved his soldiers, and 
the feeling was mutual.... They looked up to him as no other 
general in the army. How could he sacrifice their lives by hurl- 
ing them insanely against a superior foe? So, no, he did not 
counter-attack. Once again he dug in and called for reinforce- 
ments. Once again he upbraided the administration for not 
supporting “this Army.” When Lincoln and Stanton sent him 
one of McDowell’s divisions, McClellan found other reasons for 
delay. Continuous rains had lashed the marshy plains east of 
Richmond. McClellan reported that his artillery and wagon 
trains were bogged down in muddy roads, his army immobi- 
lized. Before he could move against Richmond, the general 
must build footbridges, must corduroy the roads.... 

In Washington, Lincoln threw the dispatches aside. The 
rebels attacked in bad weather, Lincoln complained. Why 
couldn’t McClellan? The general seemed to think that Heaven 
sent rain only on the just. Then on June 25 came an even more 
alarming letter from the front, McClellan declared that the 
rebel army now had 200,000 men (it actually numbered about 
85,000; McClellan had 100,000 men) and was preparing to 
attack him. In righteous indignation, the general bemoaned his 
“great inferiority in numbers,” chastised the government for 
scorning his pleas for help, and announced that he would die 
with his troops. And if the rebels did annihilate his ‘,‘,splendid 
Army,” the responsibility must “rest where it belongs. 

Lincoln had just about had enough of this. Your complaints 
‘‘pain me very much,’’ he informed McClellan. “I give you all I 
can. Anyway, Lincoln feared that McClellan’s outburst was 
just another excuse for not advancing on Richmond. He really 
should never have let the general go down to the Peninsula. 
(McClellan had insisted on his plan, and Lincoln had been re- 
luctant to overrule military judgment) McClellan should’ve 
launched his big battle at Manassas, should’ve struck the rebel 
army while it was there. Now the enemy was entrenched in 
front of Richmond with a stronger force, McClellan was bellig- 
erently inert, Union commands in Virginia badly spread out, 

[1862] the rebel army fell on McClellan in t h e battle of Seven 
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the chances 
wards None, 

However, as the 
as Grant, whom 
the war, Lincoln 
ational plans. 

McClellan also 

of a victory increasingly dim. (With Malice To- 
pages 328-329) 
war progressed and Lincoln found generals, such 
he could trust to execute his strategic plans for 
determinedly refused to interfere with their oper- 

won his own unique place in any history of civil- 
ian control of the American military by virtue of a single incident 
that occurred when Lincoln relieved him of command in Novem- 
ber, 1862, after 16 rancorous months of service. When McClellan 
said his farewell to his army: 

The soldiers gave him an almost hysterical farewell, cheer- 
ing themselves hoarse, and doing a power of cursing as well. 
McClellan said that “many were in favor of my refusing to 
obey the order and of marching upon Washington to take pos- 
session of the government,” and European officers who were 
present muttered that Americans were simply incomprehensi- 
ble-why did not this devoted army go to the capital and 
compel the President to reinstate its favorite general? But 
there never had been much danger that this might really 
happen, regardless of the loose words that had been uttered; it 
is extremely hard to imagine McClellan actually leading an 
armed uprising... and it is quite impossible to imagine the 
Army of the Potomac taking part in one. (Bruce Catton, Terri- 
ble Swift Sword, page 478) 

Undeniably the Army of the Potomac possessed a politicized offi- 
cer corps due to its long service in the environs of Washington, 
D.C. And undeniably the politics of the Army were Democratic, as 
were those of its commander, who was to be the Democratic presi- 
dential candidate in 1864. Furthermore, McClellan’s contempt for 
both Lincoln, whom he referred to privately as a “gorilla”, as well 
as for the Republican Congress, was well-known at the time. But 
despite the loose camp talk and wild rumors circulating in Wash- 
ington, McClellan always swore he was loyal to the Union, and 
Lincoln did not doubt him. 

d. World War II 
The current framework in which civilian-military relations are 

played out is in large part the outgrowth of the structure which 
developed during World War II. Its beginnings lie in a Military 
Order issued by President Franklin Roosevelt in July 1939 which 
took the Joint Army-Navy Board, the Joint Army-Navy Munitions 
Board and additional procurement agencies from the Military De- 
partments and consolidated them into the Executive Office of the 
President, thus making the members of the Joint Army-Navy 
Board the President’s chief military advisors with direct access to 
the President. In 1942 the board was reconstituted as the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

This was very much in keeping with Roosevelt’s approach to gov- 
erning: 

Within his cabinet and within his administration generally, 
he permitted and encouraged a duplication of effort, an over- 
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lapping of authorities, and a development of personal antago- 
nisms amounting in some cases almost to civil wars. Whatever 
his motives, the effect was to increase, and at the same time 
often to disguise, his own authority. The Military Order of 
1939 had, on the whole, that effect. As concerned foreign 
policy, strategy, and military procurement, it left Roosevelt the 
sole co-ordinating link between the various subordinate agen- 
cies in these fields. Co-ordination as a consequence was not 
very effective.... through its very dispersion of subordinate au- 
thority, the Military Order of 1939 gave the President powers 
of decision in the military field which were real and not 
merely apparent, for in many areas of military concern, he, 
the Commander in Chief, alone could decide. (Ernest May, The 
Ultimate Decision, pages 138-139) 

Thus, civilian control became largely a matter of presidential con- 
trol for the purpose of conducting the war. Roosevelt did actively 
exercise this power often in the pre-war and early war years, 
making decisions over the opposition of his chiefs of staff. 

However, with the coming of war, the Commander in Chief 
found himself at the apex of a vast structure of military com- 
mand. In theory the machinery was under his control and su- 
pervision. In fact the immensity of the war panorama as well 
as the burden of Roosevelt’s other concerns as President meant 
that his control could be only partial and somewhat indirect in 
its working. The relative independence of the theater com- 
manders, the central position and influence of the planning 
staffs, the wide powers and public respect enjoyed by his chiefs 
of staff—all these factors placed real limits on the Commander 
in Chiefs independence of action which had not existed during 
the pre-war period. His role had become highly institutional- 
ized. (The Ultimate Decision, page 151) 

Consequently, as far as policy and strategy were concerned, the 

When the nation went to war, it went wholeheartedly, turn- 
ing the direction of the conflict over to those who made that 
their business. The national aim of total victory superseded all 
else. The military became the executors of the national will,... 
(The Soldier and The State, page 317) 

Huntington quotes a Representative who typified Congress’ view 
of its proper role vis a vis the military commanders under the cir- 
cumstances of the war: 

I am taking the word of the General Staff of the War De- 
partment, the people who are running this show. If they tell 
me this is what they need for the successful prosecution of this 
war and for ultimate victory, I am for it. Whether it staggers 
me according to its proportions or not, I am still for it. (The 
Soldier and The State, page 317) 

Thus even the Truman Committee, which spearheaded Congress’ 
involvement in the war effort, did not consider participation in, or 
critique of, strategy and policymaking to be an appropriate part of 
its function. This contrasted sharply with the Committees very 

military ran the war. As Samuel P. Huntington has observed: 
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active involvement in economic mobilization and production where 
they were sometimes very critical of the military, siding with the 
civilian Office of War Mobilization and War Production Board 
against the armed forces. 

In the Executive Branch, the military found itself confronting a 
power vacuum created by the lack of a high-level agency, particu- 
larly some sort of civil-military board, to establish the govern- 
ment’s policy on the conduct of the war. The lack of such an  
agency was due to President Roosevelt’s own particular style of ad- 
ministration. As discussed above, the consequence was an  almost 
complete loss of civilian control below the presidential level during 
the war and in the formulation of U.S. policy in the immediate 
post-war period. Their special relationship with the President and 
Roosevelt s method of operation gave the Joint Chiefs little choice 
but to fill the power vacuum in order to fight the war effectively. 
The result was that Secretary of War Stimson and Secretary of the 
Navy Knox had no formal authority in formulating military strate- 
gy, nor did they attend the inter-allied war conferences. It was in- 
stead the Joint Chiefs who accompanied the President. They were 
not even on the list for routine distribution of JCS papers. 

However, their remoteness from the decision-making process 
paled in comparison to the complete isolation in which Secretary of 
State Cordell Hull was placed. He was never included in meetings 
in which the war was discussed; he was merely informed of deci- 
sions after they were made. As a result, during the course of the 
war, the military became involved in diplomacy and negotiations 
as well as international politics and economics. Huntington sums 
up the transformation in the military role this way: 

Originally, the War Department did not like this situation, 
but by the end of the war, the pressure of events had “over- 
come all scruples on the part of OPD (Operations Division of 
the General Staff) about getting into matters that traditionally 
were none of the Army's business. Considerably more than 
half the papers OPD prepared for the 1945 Potsdam conference 
were devoted to matters other than military operations. (The 
Soldier and The State, page 324) 

e. Korean War 
The most celebrated. exercise of civilian control over the military 

in this century was President Truman’s dismissal of General Doug- 
las MacArthur during the Korean War. The fundamental disagree- 
ment between MacArthur and his Commander-inchief was over 
the nature and scope of the Korean War. 

Nothing in MacArthur’s personality or previous military service 
had prepared him to fight the kind of limited war of murky and 
shifting goals that he found prescribed by the military directives 
emanating from Washington, in consultation with the United Na- 
tions allies. It was MacArthur’s and America’s first experience 
with a modern military conflict in which the civilian leadership es- 
tablished political objectives that were a substitute for victory. In 
fact, MacArthur’s frustrations foreshadowed those of the military 
during the Vietnam War. Unlike the commanders of the later war, 
MacArthur’s personal authority and prestige were such that he 
was able to successfully challenge civilian directives on the conduct 
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of the war on several occasions prior to the incident which led to 
his dismissal. 

The circumstances of the most notable of these incidents indicate 
a significant lack of firmness and policy coherence in the conduct 
of the war on the part of both MacArthur’s military and civilian 
superiors. On September 27, 1950, after the victory at Inchon, Mac- 
Arthur was told to “conduct military operations north of the 38th 
parallel for the purpose of the destruction of the North Korean 
armed forces”, with two conditions: no aircraft was to be sent over 
Sino-Soviet territory and only South Korean troops were to ap 
proach the Yalu River. A month later MacArthur ordered his 
forces into the northeastern provinces which border the Soviet 
Union and China. 

This looked very much like a flouting of his September 27 orders 
from the Joint Chiefs. Acheson later wrote: “If General Marshall 
and the Chiefs had proposed withdrawal to the Pyongyang-Wonsan 
line and a continuous defensive position under united command 
across it -and if the President had backed them, as he undoubted- 
ly would have -disaster probably would have been averted. But it 
would have meant a fight with MacArthur.” The Pentagon was un- 
willing to risk that fight. Intimidated by the victor of Inchon, the 
Chiefs timidly radioed him that while they realized that CINCFE 
(MacArthur/Commander-in-Chief, Far East) “undoubtedly had 

sound reason” for his move, they would like an explanation, “since 
the action contemplated” was a “matter of concern” to them. Mac- 
Arthur replied that he was taking “all precautions,” that the Sep 
tember 27 order was not a “final directive” because Marshall had 
amended it two days later by telling him that he wanted SCAP 
(MacArthur/Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers) to “feel 
unhampered tactically and strategically” in proceeding “north of 
the 38th Parallel,” and that “military necessity” compelled him to 
disregard it anyhow because the ROKs (Republic of Korea troops) 
lacked “strength and leadership.” If the Chiefs had further ques- 
tions, he referred them to the White House. The entire subject, he 
said, had been “covered” in his “conference with the President at 
Wake Island.” 

That was news to Harry Truman. On Thursday he weakly 
told a press conference that it was his “understanding” that 
only South Koreans would approach the Yalu. Informed of 
this, the General contradicted him through the press, saying, 
“The mission of the United Nations forces is to clear Korea.” 
The Pentagon advised the President to ignore this challenge 
from SCAP because of a firmly established U.S. military tradi- 

tion-established by Lincoln with Grant in 1864—that once a 
field commander had been assigned a mission “there must be 
no interference with his method of carrying it out.” That, and 
MacArthur’s tremendous military prestige, persuaded Truman 
to hold his tongue. He did more than hold it; he endorsed 
SCAP’s strategy in a statement declaring that he would allow 
North Koreans to take refuge in a “privileged sanctuary” 
across the Yalu. (William Manchester, American Caesar, pages 
599-600.) 
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It was in this climate that MacArthur began to challenge Tru- 
man’s conduct of the war through public statements which were 
not submitted for the required clearance from Washington. In 
taking this approach, MacArthur was feeding the flames of viru- 
lent criticism of Truman’s policies by congressional Republicans. 
The crisis came when Truman notified MacArthur he was prepar- 
ing to propose peace negotiations before considering any further 
significant drive above the 38th Parallel. Four days later, MacAr- 
thur released, without clearance from Washington, what he called 
a military appraisal of the war, but what was really an ultimatum 
so insulting to the Chinese that it effectively scuttled any possibili- 
ty of China accepting Truman’s proposal. 

The appraisal declared that China: 
...“ lacks the industrial capacity” for “the conduct of modern 

war”.... Its troops had displayed “an inferiority of ground fire- 
power.” Even under the inhibitions which now restrict the ac- 
tivity of the United Nations forces” China had “shown its com- 
plete inability to accomplish by force of arms the conquest of 
Korea. The enemy, therefore, must by now be painfully aware 
that a decision by the United Nations to depart from its toler- 
ant effort to contain the war would doom Red China to the risk 
of imminent; military collapse.” Therefore he stood “ready at 
any time to confer in the field with the commander-in-chief of 
the enemy forces in the earnest effort to find any military 
means whereby realization of the political objectives of the 
United Nations in Korea, to which no nation may justly take 
exception, might be accomplished without further bloodshed.” 
(American Caesar, page 634) 

Truman then unceremoniously relieved MacArthur of command. 
The public furor caused by this act and MacArthur’s subsequent 
return to the United States was high drama. The Armed Services 
and Foreign Relations Committees of the Senate held two months 
of hearings on MacArthur’s dismissal and Truman’s foreign/mili- 
tary policy. In the end, the committees did not issue a formal 
report. Most significant about the hearings, and in fact about the 
entire MacArthur dismissal crisis, was that while many criticized 
Truman’s conduct of the war and his judgment in dismissing Mac- 
Arthur, no one seriously questioned his right, as Commander-in- 
Chief, to act as he did. Thus, due to the deeply ingrained belief in 
the constitutional prerogatives of a civilian President, what could 
have been a grave constitutional crisis for the country became 
simply a political crisis for the Truman Administration. 

f. Vietnam War 
The most recent example of the military exceeding the bounds 

set by civilian authorities was that of General John D. Lavelle 
during the Vietnam War. 

General Lavelle was the commander of the Seventh Air Force 
who in 1971-72 stretched the “Rules of Engagement” governing 
bombing North Vietnam to the point where “Protective Reaction 
Strike” became in fact “Preemptive Strike.” The Rules of Engage- 
ment would not permit pilots to engage certain ground targets 
unless the targets had first fired on or engaged the planes. The 
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operational reports on these unauthorized bombing raids, of which 
there were no more than 28 in all, were falsified by the General’s 
staff to include the key criteria of “enemy reaction to the planes’ 
presence over North Vietnam, when in fact the planes had not 
been engaged by the enemy. 

The falsification came about because General Lavelle’s Director 
of Communications misinterpreted a comment the General made to 
the effect that his pilots must not report “no enemy reaction” to 
their presence. The Director of Communications thus set up a 
system of falsifying the mission reports. The system lasted only a 
short time because a sergeant could not square it with his con- 
science and wrote his Senator, Harold Hughes, a member of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee. 

The Armed Services Committee launched an extensive investiga- 
tion of the matter, during which Lavelle’s military superiors testi- 
fied they believed Lavelle had exceeded a reasonable interpretation 
of the bombing Rules of Engagement. Lavelle testified that in a 
meeting in December 1971, Secretary of Defense Laird advised him 
to take full advantage of the authority at his disposal and assured 
him the Department would support him. This is what Lavelle be- 
lieved he was doing. 

The key factors that led to the Lavelle incident were: 
Ambiguous rules of engagement that also proved to be unre- 

sponsive to the increasing demands for protection of U.S. Air 
Force pilots; 

Faulty judgment on Lavelle’s part in deciding to bend (break) 
the rules on “protective reaction’’ strikes in the absence of 
formal authority from higher levels and on the basis of equivocal 
statements by Secretary of Defense Laird and other senior level 
officials; and 

Negligence on Lavelle’s part in issuing ambiguous instruc- 
tions on reporting procedures and, then, failing to detect the 
falsified reports. (A Brief History and Analysis of Civilian 
Control of the Military in the United States, page 8) 

But in sum, whatever Lavelle’s faults, they did not include a de- 
liberate intent to subvert the constitutional principle of civilian au- 
thority. 
D. ANALYSIS OF U.S. CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS 

As can be seen from the foregoing historical review, the military 
has never posed a serious threat to civilian control in the United 
States in terms of the three traditional threats to civilian control. 

1. Man-on-Horseback 
During two centuries of American history, numerous military 

leaders possessed substantial personal authority and charisma and 
had wide public support. Yet, none posed the threat of a “man-on 
horseback. ” 

Generals Washington, McClellan, and MacArthur are probably 
the best examples. However, each of these generals eschewed any 
temptation to wrest control from civilian authorities. The cases of 
the rebellious generals—McClellan, Fremont, and MacArthur -il- 
lustrate the fundamental difference in perspective which has ren- 
dered “the Man on the White Horse’’ an improbable event in the 
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United States. The crucial distinction lies in these commanders’ at- 
titude towards their civilian superiors. They were undeniably con- 
temptuous of the particular civilians they served under, but not of 
the principle of civilian supremacy. It is revealing that each of 
these generals was allied with the political party out of power at 
the time, and each desired to be elected as a civilian to the Na- 
tion’s highest office. In fact, McClellan and Fremont did run unsuc- 
cessfully for President. 

Thus, all significant conflict between U.S. military commanders 
and their civilian superiors has taken place within the context of 
the American political system rather than as a challenge to the 
system. 

This is all the more remarkable when one considers that al- 
though Americans possessed an innate distrust of standing armies, 
this distrust was not, for a century, coupled with adherence to a 
policy of keeping the armed forces free of the influences of partisan 
politics. The national attitude towards military participation in pol- 
itics has changed substantially as U.S. governmental institutions 
have developed. In the Nineteenth Century, it was not unusual for 
officers to participate in politics. This was due to the “spoils 
system’’ approach to Federal hiring, both civil and military. How- 
ever, by the turn of the century, a civil service employment act had 
been adopted and the tide began to turn against politically active 
soldiers as well. 

In this century, regulations were adopted which forbade active 
duty military personnel from engaging in political activity. Echoing 
the MacArthur incident, but occurring in peacetime, two recent ex- 
amples of disciplinary action against generals demonstrate that 
public political action or speech is not permissible in the U.S. 
armed forces. In the first instance, General Edwin Walker, USA, 
commander of the 24th Infantry Division in West Germany, was 
admonished by the Kennedy Administration for distributing right- 
wing propaganda to his troops and for publicly criticizing Adminis- 
tration policies. He subsequently resigned his commission. In 1978, 
General John Singlaub, USA, Chief of Staff of the U.S.-South 
Korean Combined Forces Command, was removed from his position 
after publicly condemning Carter Administration policies. He sub- 
sequently retired from the Army following a second similar inci- 
dent. 

2. Benign, Objective Takeover 
Similarly, the American approach refutes another major theory 

of civil-military relations: the benign, objective military takeover 
when the civilian government’s inability to govern has thrown a 
country into crisis. Even in the gravest national emergency faced 
by the United States, the Civil War, there was not a serious threat 
that the military would take over the government. Furthermore, in 
those instances in which Federal troops have been used to enforce 
civil laws, such as the veterans march on Washington in 1932 or, 
more recently, in the civil disturbances of the 1960’s, the forces 
have always remained under civilian control and have surrendered 
their responsibilities to civilian law enforcement authorities when 
ordered to do so. 

3. Commander Taking Actions on His Own Initiative 
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Popular though the Dr. Strangelove image is, instances of Ameri- 
can commanders overstepping the bounds of their authority have 
been rare. General MacArthur’s actions in Korea come close to 
such action and, in that case, his actions were more insubordina- 
tion than exceeding his authority. Indeed, the most prevalent oc- 
currence is that of a senior officer who voices an opinion on a polit- 
ical subject, such as Generals Walker and Singlaub. None of these 
examples pose any serious threat to civilian control of the military. 

The greatest threat, of course, is that an officer could initiate 
armed action on his own. This threat runs all the way from the ri- 
fleman on the East German border, to the Captain of a nuclear 
armed submarine, and to more senior commanders. The assurance 
against such action is discipline and an ingrained sense of the sub- 
ordination to civilian control. In the realm of nuclear weapons, 
great security precautions have been taken to prevent anyone 
other than the President from initiating a nuclear attack. 

4. Overview 
Thus, from Washington to Lavelle, throughout American history, 

an inculcated belief in the right of civilians to control the country’s 
armed forces has triumphed over threatening circumstances and 
individual egos. As the Steadman Report on the national military 
command structure in 1978 concluded: 

We find that the concept of civilian control over the military 
is unquestioned throughout the Department. It is a non-issue. 
Our military forces are fully responsive to the command and 
control of the duly constituted civilian authorities; the Presi- 
dent, the Secretary of Defense, and the Deputy Secretary. 
(page 40) 

The historical review supports this conclusion. 
The current attitudes, both in the society at large and in the 

military, were framed by the experiences of World War II. As dis- 
cussed above, President Roosevelt gave the military extraordinary 
power during World War II and, although he retained absolute con- 
trol, he was physically able to make only the very largest decisions. 
All of the lesser decisions, including ones related to diplomacy and 
economics -areas usually reserved for civilians -were left to the 
military. It is therefore no surprise that the early proposals of the 
Joint Chiefs for the postwar organization of the Department of De- 
fense preserved for the military great responsibility and direct 
access to the President. In enacting the National Security Act of 
1947, Congress rejected these proposals in favor of the National Se- 
curity Council, a Secretary of Defense and firm civilian control. 

But the attitude of many military men that they should have 
very broad responsibility and authority in the national security 
field is still seen. Indeed some of the current writings on DoD orga- 
nization suggest that the balance between military and civil au- 
thorities should be shifted in favor of increasing the authority and 
responsibility of military officers at the expense of civilians. The 
argument is made that civilian authorities are not competent to 
deal with many of the technical questions of national security 
which should properly be left to the military. 
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On the other hand, many people have criticized President Roose- 
velt’s decision-making authority because it gave too much author- 
ity to the military, particularly in areas such as diplomacy. It is 
sometimes said that “we won the war but lost the peace’. This 
view is that the military, particularly in Europe, did not take ade- 
quate cognizance of the political considerations which would govern 
postwar Europe. Subject to particular criticism are the failure to 
move further east with our forces and the failure to establish a 
land corridor to occupied Berlin. Some have suggested that if a ci- 
vilian diplomat had been present during the final negotiations for 
the arrangements governing Berlin, the civilian might have fore- 
seen the need to have guaranteed land access to Berlin. The ab- 
sence of such a provision permitted the Soviets to blockade Berlin 
in 1948 which was broken only by a massive American airlift. (See 
e.g., Robert Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors, pages 262-263) 

But these arguments go to the relative balance between civil and 
military authorities, not to the underlying principle that, in the 
end, civilians control the military. 

There are a number of other trends in civil-military relations 
which affect the degree to which civilians are able to control the 
military. Chief among these is the blurring of military and civil re- 
lations. 

The United States’ role as a world power has created interna- 
tional commitments and interests which have blurred the division 
between civilian and military responsibilities. Several factors have 
led to increased civilian involvement in what were formerly areas 
left to the military in peacetime, and vice versa. 

The advent of nuclear weapons has placed greater requirements 
on civilian control than have been necessary at any time in Ameri- 
can history. The dangers and responsibilities of nuclear forces, 
combined with modern communications, both require and enable 
civilians to exercise minute control of crises around the world. The 
Cuban missile crisis was a prime example of such micro-manage- 
ment. (See Chapter 5 for a discussion of the Cuban missile crisis 
and how some elements of the military resisted detailed questions 
from Secretary of Defense McNamara.) Some critics feel that civil- 
ian direction pursued to this extent represents an  unwarranted in- 
trusion into the realm of military responsibility and expertise. 
However, the President. is within his rights as Commander-in-Chief 
to exercise or delegate such control. Furthermore, the complexity 
of modern international politics and the potential for distant inci- 
dents to escalate into major international crises compel civilian po- 
litical leaders to be more actively involved than would have previ- 
ously been necessary. 

In addition, strategic military considerations have come to carry 
unprecedented weight in peacetime planning and policy decisions. 
Yet, some critics have expressed concern that civilian officials are 
not devoting adequate time and attention to reviewing military 
contingency plans. They allege that, as a result, when contingency 
plans are reviewed during crises, they are often not realistic be- 
cause they do not reflect the political realities which the civilian 
decision-makers must confront. 

While it is true that political considerations impinge on military 
prerogatives in the modern world, it is also true that many so- 
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called foreign policy issues deeply involve the military and require 
them to become involved in what, heretofore, would have been a 
purely civilian domain. A significant example of this phenomenon 
is U.S. policy towards the Middle East. Assuring continued access 
to Middle East oil is a major component of U.S. policy towards the 
region; however, even barring a crisis where the use of force be- 
comes necessary, a U.S. military presence in the region plays an 
important part in sustaining this policy. For example, in 1983, Ma- 
rines were sent to Lebanon on an  essentially political mission. 

An additional problem that diminishes civilian control over the 
military is the collusion between the military Services. This occurs 
when the Services agree on a course of action, before rendering 
advice to the civilian authorities. The drive for unanimity within 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as discussed in Chapter 4, means that the 
advice given is often tailored to the least common denominator. As 
a result, the value of the military advice is diluted. Moreover, the 
Secretary is confronted by all four Chiefs of the uniformed Services 
who have taken a unified stand on a position. As such, it is very 
difficult for him to overrule the Chiefs even if he believes their 
advice is poor. This dilutes his ability to control the Chiefs. 

Any effort to reorganize the Department of Defense cannot di- 
minish the authority of the President, the Secretary of Defense and 
other senior civilian authorities to control the Department of De- 
fense. Moreover, the Secretary of Defense must have adequate au- 
thority to carry out his responsibilities. It is not fair to expect a 
civilian Secretary of Defense to carry all these responsibilities him- 
self. He must be able to delegate them to subordinates who are also 
civilians. Any scheme must also provide protection for a weak Sec- 
retary of Defense who must confront strong military leadership. 

Any system must assure that the President and the Secretary of 
Defense are able to control detailed military operations in a crisis. 
Our experience of the last few years is that when military force is 
applied, the President and the Secretary of Defense have sought to 
control the operation with great precision. Some may question 
whether this is wise; none should question whether it is within 
their authority. Indeed, in a confrontation with the Soviet Union, 
such as the Cuban missile crisis, it is imperative that the President 
and the Secretary be able to exercise very careful control over U.S. 
military forces. 

Finally, as noted at the outset, there is no readily available defi- 
nition of the meaning of civilian control. However, the experience 
of nearly two centuries of American history suggests that this ab- 
sence of a definition has served us well. As with other constitution- 
al doctrines which are broad and do not have specific definition, ci- 
vilian control of the military has given the system the political 
flexibility that is needed to maintain the essence of the principle, 
i.e., that the President as Commander-in-Chief must be able to con- 
trol the use of the armed forces. But, at the same time, it has not 
crippled the valuable professional advice or the role played by the 
professional military officer. It also preserves the ability to adjust 
the system to changing circumstances and new challenges. 
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E. CONCLUSIONS 
This section presents the conclusions of this chapter relating to 

the operational dimension of civilian control of the military. 
1. Throughout the course of American history, the lack of con- 

sensus on a definition of civilian control has not undermined its ef- 
fectiveness as one of the governing tenets of the American republic. 

2. The concept of civilian control of the military is unquestioned 
throughout the Department of Defense today; accordingly, fears 
that the U.S. military might threaten American political democra- 
cy are misplaced. 

3. As long as American civil and military leaders continue to ex- 
ercise respect for civilian control, there should be strong confidence 
in the ability of American political institutions to control the mili- 
tary under a range of possible structures for the Nation’s highest 
military command. 

4. As the world becomes more complex and demands on U.S. ci- 
vilian and military establishments increase accordingly, the United 
States cannot afford to become complacent about the apparent bal- 
ance in civil-military relations. 

5. Any changes contemplated to the U.S. military establishment 
must be carefully assessed for their impact on civil-military rela- 
tions. 

6. No changes can be accepted which diminish civilian control 
over the military; the recommendations of this study either 
strengthen civilian control over the military or leave the balance 
as it currently exists. 



APPENDIX A 

TRENDS IN CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS 

There are a number of significant trends in American civil-mili- 
tary relations, which have primarily emerged in the post-World 
War II era. They reflect an expansion of the military as an  institu- 
tion in American society. 
A. EXPANDING PUBLIC CONTACT OF THE U.S. MILITARY 

Traditionally, the small standing military forces of the United 
States stayed so removed from the mainstream of American life, 
save in time of war, that the vast majority of the American public 
had very little knowledge of who they were or what they did. The 
first significant break with this tradition came after World War I 
when the Army, instead of retreating into its customary isolation, 
instituted the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (ROTC) program. 
From this beginning, all military Services have increased their con- 
tact with the public, developing a variety of institutions to dissemi- 
nate information about themselves. Examples of these organiza- 
tional devices include: public information and education programs 
conducted by the National War College and similar institutions 
across the country; the military associations -Association of the 
U.S. Army, Navy League, Air Force Association -who, though 
technically independent of the Services whose names they bear, 
represent a significant force for promoting the views held by the 
Services, not only to the public at large but to Members of Con- 
gress and other policymakers; and finally, the substantial public 
and congressional relations efforts of the military Services and the 
Department of Defense itself. 
B. MILITARY-INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX 

In his farewell speech, President Eisenhower warned of the grow- 
ing influence of the “military industrial complex.” That warning 
was not directed at the highly unlikely event that military officers 
and industrialists would conspire to take over the government of 
the United States. Rather, it was a recognition that the sheer size 
and economic power of the defense establishment give a relatively 
few men enormous influence. The defense budget is so large, and so 
many dollars and jobs are at stake, that political power and influ- 
ence are also at stake. As such, when the interests of the armed 
Services and the defense contractors coincide, they form a very 
powerful political force. This poses no immediate threat, but one 
should not lose sight of this potential threat to the ability of the 
civilians, both in the Executive and Legislative Branches, to control 
the whole defense establishment. 

(46) 
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C. CONTROL OVER RESOURCES AND THE ROLE OF CON- 
GRESS 

Effective control of defense expenditures is one of the major 
modern challenges to civilian control. More than a budgetary 
matter, it involves the fundamental issues of who in fact, not 
theory, establishes national security policy and determines the allo- 
cation of finite resources to fulfill security needs. 

It is in this area that the Congress exercises the greater part of 
its responsibilities for civilian control of the military. To the Con- 
gress, the Constitution gives the powers of appropriation of funds, 
and raising and supporting a military establishment. The extent to 
which the Congress is responsible and effective in executing these 
powers represents the extent to which it has played a role in main- 
taining effective civilian control over the vast and complex defense 
establishment. Thus, when critics speak of the undue influence 
which individual programs, parochial interests, or institutions, 
such as the National Guard, have upon the allocation of defense re- 
sources, they are not addressing a problem created by an inherent 
flaw in our system of civilian control, but a problem created by the 
Congress’ decision to exercise its control in a particular fashion. Of 
course, the Congress is not alone in being susceptible to these sorts 
of influence, but by the very nature of its institutional structure, it 
is more vulnerable to them. 
D. APPOINTMENT OF MILITARY OFFICERS TO CIVILIAN 

A less dramatic theme concerning civil-military relationships has 
to do with the gradual encroachment of the military on civilian au- 
thority through the appointment of military officers to civilian po- 
sitions. As discussed previously, the Congress required that the Sec- 
retary of Defense be appointed “from civilian life” and forbade 
anyone serving as Secretary within 10 years after leaving active 
duty as a commissioned officer. The principal historical example of 
this separation of civilian and military roles was the appointment 
in 1950 of General George C. Marshall, USA (Retired) to be Secre- 
tary of Defense. For Marshall to be confirmed, the Congress had to 
waive section 202(a) of title 10, United States Code, which stipulat- 
ed that the Secretary of Defense be a civilian who has not been on 
active duty in the armed Services within the previous ten years. 
The Congress approved the waiver in Marshall’s case, but not with- 
out debate over the dangers inherent in the blending of the two 
roles. This ingrained suspicion of military influence notwithstand- 
ing, where not specifically prohibited by law, military officers do 
occasionally fill less senior, traditionally civilian, positions in gov- 
ernment without doing noticeable harm to civilian control. 
A variation on this theme is the increasing service of retired 

military officers on presidential commissions whose work may have 
significant influence on U.S. policy. A prime example of this trend 
was the appointment of General Brent Scowcroft, USAF (Retired) 
to be Chairman of the President’s Commission on Strategic Forces. 
The Scowcroft Commission’s mission was to present the MX missile 
in a framework which would make it acceptable to the Congress. 
The commission succeeded not only in keeping the MX alive, but 
also in instigating the creation of the small mobile ICBM program. 

POSITIONS 





CHAPTER 3 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

A. EVOLUTION OF THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE 

1. Introduction 
The first proposal to establish a single executive department for 

the U.S. military establishment was published in March 1921. This 
proposal was among an extensive series of recommendations for 
Federal administrative reorganization written by Frank Wil- 
loughby of the Institute for Government Research (now the Brook- 
ings Institution). Willoughby wanted to place the two existing mili- 
tary departments-Department of War and Department of the 
Navy-and a supply department in a single executive agency, to 
be entitled the Department of National Defense. 

Willoughby’s proposal received wide attention and became the 
basis for unification proposals considered by the Congress from 
1921 until 1926. Both the War and Navy Departments opposed 
these unification proposals and continued to argue against unifica- 
tion throughout the 20-year period leading up to World War II. 

Between 1921 and 1945, Congress looked at some 50 bills to reor- 
ganize the armed forces. In his book on the early history of the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense, entitled The Formative Years 

1947-1950, Steven L. Rearden discusses these legislative proposals: 
...Proponents of these measures included advocates of “sci- 

entific management” and governmental reform, legislators 
who sympathized with the movement for increased autonomy 
of military aviation, and economy-minded congressmen in 
search of cures for the Great Depression. (page 17) 

Given the opposition of the War and Navy Departments, only one 
of these bills reached the floor of the House of Representatives, 
where it was defeated in 1932 by a vote of 153 to 135. In general, 
prior to World War II, the idea of unification of U.S. armed forces 
rarely received serious consideration. 

During World War II, however, it became increasingly evident 
that the nature of warfare was undergoing radical change. World 
War II demonstrated that modern warfare required combined oper- 
ations by land, sea, and air forces. This, in turn, required not only 
a unity of operational command of these forces, but also a coordi- 
nated process for achieving the most effective force mixture and 
structure. As President Eisenhower was to express it in his Mes- 
sage to Congress on April 3, 1958, “separate ground, sea, and air 
warfare is gone forever”. 

(49) 
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The single direction of U.S. military components during World 
War II became a prerequisite to the success of the U.S. effort and a 
necessity for the harmonious cooperation of U.S. and allied, espe- 
cially British, military command structures. This experience virtu- 
ally ruled out a return to the pre-war separation of the Services, 
but by no means did it suppress the divergent pressures that de- 
rived from traditional attitudes within the Services and from insti- 
tutional balances between the Executive Branch and the Congress. 

Following World War II, the Army became an advocate of close 
unification. The Army’s position was greatly influenced by pre-war 
organizational arrangements in the War Department and by the 
experiences of attempting to provide unified direction for the war 
effort. 

The Army’s position was strongly supported by President 
Truman. Based upon his experiences in the Senate and his war- 
time responsibilities, President Truman concluded that the “anti- 
quated defense setup” was in need of a drastic overhaul. He had 
suggested that the only effective solution was “a single authority 
over everything that pertains to American safety.” (The Formative 
Years, page 20). 

In working for this objective, the Army was assisted by propo- 
nents of air power, motivated by a strong desire for co-equal status 
for air forces with land and sea forces. The Navy—fearing for the 
future of its naval air power and the Marine Corps—wanted at the 
time no part of unification, particularly of unified command in 
Washington. 

In his Message to the Congress on December 19, 1945 concerning 
the need for greater military unification, President Truman stated: 

With the coming of peace, it is clear that we must not only 
continue, but strengthen, our present facilities for integrated 
planning. We cannot have the sea, land, and air members of 
our defense team working at what may turn out to be cross 
purposes, planning their programs on different assumptions as 
to the nature of the military establishment we need, and en- 
gaging in an open competition for funds. 

The experiences of World War II were the major impetus for 
changing the organizational structure of the U.S. military estab- 
lishment. The history of the U.S. military establishment since 
World War II and of the Office of the Secretary of Defense within 
it is clearly told in a series of evolutionary Organizational changes, 
commencing with the National Security Act of 1947. 

2. The National Security Act of 1947 
The National Security Act of 1947 reflected a compromise of di- 

verse currents and pressures. The Congress acknowledged the need 
for military “unification”; this action was tempered, however, by 
the reluctance of the Congress to bestow on the President any addi- 
tional powers that might weaken the congressional role in civilian 
control of the military. 

The Act, in addition to creating a National Security Council for 
better coordination of foreign and military policy and a Central In- 
telligence Agency for coordination of intelligence, created the posi- 
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tion of Secretary of Defense to provide the President a principal 
staff assistant “in all matters relating to the national security.” 

The characteristics of compromise were most significantly re- 
flected in the powers granted to the Secretary of Defense. Rather 
than presiding over one single Department of the Executive 
Branch, as recommended by President Truman, he was to preside 
over the National Military Establishment, which consisted of three 
Executive Departments -Army, Navy, and Air Force -each 
headed by a Cabinet-level Secretary. 

The Secretaries of each of the Military Departments retained all 
their powers and duties, subject only to the authority of the Secre- 
tary of Defense to establish general” policies and programs, to ex- 
ercise “general” direction, authority and control, to eliminate un- 
necessary duplication in the logistics field, and to supervise and co- 
ordinate the budget. 

a result of the National Security Act of 1947. As the offices of Cabi- 
’net secretaries were not generally established by law, OSD did not 
have a statutory basis, but emerged “as an extension of the secre- 
tary and developed gradually as Forrestal [the first Secretary of 
Defense] and his successors enlarged their authority over the vast 
defense organization.” (The Formative years, page 57) 

In the National Security Act of 1947, the Secretary of Defense 
was given three Special Assistants. He could also hire as many pro- 
fessionals and clerical aides as he required and could request the 
Services to detail military officers as assistants and personal aides 
to him. The number of employees in OSD rose to 173 by the end of 
January 1948 and to 347 by the beginning of 1949. 

The Act, in an effort to prevent a repetition of the haphazard 
economic mobilization of World War II, created a Munitions Board 
and a Research and Development Board, but made the representa- 
tives of the Military Departments on each board co-equal with the 
Chairman of the Board. 

The resulting organization was aptly characterized some years 
later by President Eisenhower as “little more than a weak confed- 
eration of sovereign military units.” 

Each subsequent step in the evolution of the U.S. military estab- 
lishment was to be characterized by debate centered upon the 
powers required by the Secretary of Defense to assure properly uni- 
fied armed forces and their efficient management. 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) came into being as 

3. The 1949 Amendment to the National Security Act 
In 1949, armed with the findings of the Hoover Commission’s 

Task Force on National Security Organization, the public plea of 
Secretary of Defense Forrestal in his 1948 Annual Report, and the 
Eberstadt Task Force report, all of which documented the weak- 
nesses of the 1947 Act and recommended greater powers for the 
Secretary of Defense, President Truman renewed his insistence for 
more effective unification of the military establishment. 

The resulting changes in military organization once again re- 
flected a compromise of the existing pressures and influences, but 
on balance, represented a major step in the direction of unification. 
The Department of Defense became an Executive Department, with 
the Secretary of Defense responsible for general direction. The 
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three Special Assistants to the Secretary of Defense were converted 
to Assistant Secretaries. The Executive Departments of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force were reduced to Military Departments -with 
the proviso, however, that they should be separately administered. 
The President’s request for a transfer to the Secretary of Defense 
of the statutory functions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Muni- 
tions Board, and the Research and Development Board was denied. 
The Secretary of Defense was specifically prohibited from transfer- 
ring assigned combatant functions among the Military Depart- 
ments and was limited in the transfer of noncombatant functions 
by a requirement for prenotification of Congress. 

Subsequent to his submission of the request for the statutory 
changes in the National Security Act of 1947, but before the Con- 
gress enacted the 1949 amendments to the National Security Act, 
the President submitted to the Congress Reorganization Plan No. 4, 
by which the National Security Council and the National Security 
Resources Board were transferred to the Executive Office of the 
President. By selecting only these two boards for transfer to the 
Executive Office of the President, the Reorganization Plan and the 
language of the President’s message of transmittal, by omission, 
supported the implication that the Munitions Board, the Research 
and Development Board, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff were parts of 
the Department of Defense, and as such, subject to the “general di- 
rection” of the Secretary of Defense. The statutes were uniformly 
silent as to the organizational location of all five entities. 

4. The 1953 Reorganization Plan 
President Eisenhower, shortly after his election, appointed the 

Rockefeller Committee to examine defense organization. Further 
changes in defense organization came in 1953, based upon the rec- 
ommendations of this Committee, in the form of Reorganization 
Plan No. 6 submitted to the Congress by President Eisenhower. 
Under the provisions of that plan, which became effective on June 
30, 1953, the Munitions Board, the Research and Development 
Board, the Defense Supply Management Agency and the Director 
of Installations were all abolished and their functions transferred 
to the Secretary of Defense. Six additional Assistant Secretary posi- 
tions, supplementing the three in existence, and a General Counsel 
of equivalent rank, were established to provide more adequate as- 
sistance to the Secretary of Defense. 

5. The 1958 Amendment to the National Security Act 
Faced by continuing inter-Service rivalry and competition over 

the development and control of strategic weapons, and under the 
impetus of the successful launching of the Sputnik satellite by the 
Soviet Union in October 1957, President Eisenhower in 1958 re- 
quested, and the Congress enacted, substantial changes in the mili- 
tary organization. The basic authority of the Secretary of Defense 
was redefined as “direction, authority and control,” which was as 
strong as the Congress knew how to write it. In addition, the Secre- 
tary of Defense was given substantial power to reorganize the De- 
partment of Defense, specifically in the logistics area. The author- 
ity of the Secretary of Defense over research and development pro- 
grams of the Department was also strengthened, and the Secretary 
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was provided with a Director of Defense Research and Engineering. 
In addition, the 1949 requirement that the Military Departments 
be “separately administered” was relaxed to “separately orga- 
nized." 

6. Developments Since 1958 
No major statutory changes have occurred since 1958. The 

changes in defense organization since 1958 have flowed primarily 
from the reorganizational powers granted to the Secretary of De- 
fense in the 1958 Amendments to the National Security Act. The 
most significant changes resulted from the creation of Defense 
Agencies and, more recently, DoD Field Activities. Significantly, 
each new Agency and Field Activity represented a consolidation of 
a functional diffusion among the Services. There were numerous 
changes in the establishment and disestablishment of certain as- 
sistant secretaries and other senior OSD positions. These changes 
reflected the management needs of various Secretaries of Defense, 
shifts over time in functional areas that required more or less at- 
tention, and efforts to provide for improved integration of the over- 
all defense effort. 
B. KEY ORGANIZATIONAL TRENDS 

1. Personnel End Strengths of OSD and Subordinate Components 
a. Office of the Secretary of Defense 
During the period of 1947-1950, the Office of the Secretary of De- 

fense experienced rapid growth in the number of assigned civilian 
and military personnel. By 1950, the authorized strength of OSD 
was 2,004 civilian and military personnel. While the personnel 
strength of OSD fluctuated considerably in the following 33 years, 
by the end of 1983 the OSD staff was slightly smaller than in 1950 
with 1,896 civilian and military personnel assigned. 

While changes in the staff size were influenced by the addition 
or elimination of certain functions and by personnel reduction ef- 
forts, the most important influence was staff increases during the 
Vietnam conflict. The peak of this Vietnam buildup occurred in 
1968 when 3,213 personnel were assigned to OSD. The history of 
these fluctuations and the major causes are shown in Table 3-1. 

TABLE 3-1.—HISTORY OF PERSONNEL FLUCTUATIONS IN 
THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
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TABLE 3-1.—HISTORY OF PERSONNEL FLUCTUATIONS IN 
THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE-Continued 
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TABLE 3-1.—HISTORY OF PERSONNEL FLUCTUATIONS IN 
THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE-Continued 

b. Defense Agencies 
There has been, however, substantial personnel growth in the 

last two decades in subordinate organizations which report directly 
to OSD: Defense Agencies and DoD Field Activities. The growth in 
these agencies and activities resulted from the McCormack-Curtis 
Amendment to the Reorganization Act of 1958. This amendment 
authorized the Secretary of Defense, whenever he determined that 
it would be advantageous in. terms of effectiveness, economy, or ef- 
ficiency, to provide for the performance of any common supply or 
service by a single agency or such other organization as he deemed 
appropriate. This amendment allowed the Department of Defense 
some organizational flexibility and facilitated the integration of 
common functions. 

Two Defense Agencies antedate the McCormack-Curtis Amend- 
ment. In November 1952, the National Security Agency was estab- 
lished by Presidential directive and placed under the Secretary of 
Defense. The Advanced Research Projects Agency was established 
under the Secretary in February 1958, but it did not formally gain 
status as a Defense Agency until 1972. The first Defense Agency to 
be formed following the 1958 Reorganization Act was the Defense 
Atomic Support Agency in May 1959 (which in 1972 became the 
Defense Nuclear Agency). None of these initial agencies involved 
functions in which the Services had any great proprietary interest. 
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But Service functions and interests were involved in the establish- 
ment of several of the Defense Agencies that followed; notable in 
this category were the agencies to consolidate and integrate com- 
munications, supply, and intelligence. 

Currently, there are 15 Defense Agencies including the DoD In- 
spector General and the Uniformed Services University of the 
Health Sciences. (While the Court of Military Appeals has often 
been included in the Defense Agency category, it is excluded from 
this discussion because OSD has only administrative responsibil- 
ities for this organization.) The Defense Agencies are listed below 
in the order that they or their predecessor organization (date in pa- 
rentheses) came into existence, with the date showing when they 
gained official Defense Agency status: 

The growth in the number of Defense Agencies and an  expansion 
of their responsibilities were accompanied by substantial growth in 
assigned manpower. Between 1960 and 1983, the civilian and mili- 
tary personnel strengths of the Defense Agencies grew from 8,669 
to 74,565. (Due to classification, personnel strengths for the Nation- 
al Security Agency have been excluded from these totals.) While 
this latter number includes both civilian and military personnel, 
the vast majority—92.3 percent—are civilians. 

c. DoD Field Activities 
DoD Field Activities also perform selected support and service 

functions, but of a more limited scope than Defense Agencies. The 
creation of DoD Field Activities is a more recent initiative with the 
first activity established in 1974. There are currently eight DoD 
Field Activities, established in the following years. 
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DOD FIELD ACTIVITIES 
~~ 

Department of Defense Dependents Schools .............................. 
Office of Civilian Health and Medical Program of the 

Uniformed Services (OCHAMPUS) .......................................... 
American Forces Information Service (AFIS). ........................... 
Washington Headquarters Services (WHS) ................................ 
Office of Economic Adjustment .................................................... 
Defense Medical Systems Support Center .................................. 
Defense Technology Security Administration ........................... 
Defense Information Services Activity ........................................ 

1974 

1974 
1977 
1977 
1978 
1985 
1985 
1985 

Between 1975 and 1983, military and civilian manpower assigned 
to these activities increased from 417 to 11,366 personnel. 

d. Summary 
Table 3-2 provides a detailed track of the personnel strengths of 

OSD and subordinate components between 1960 and 1983 in 5-year 
increments. These personnel strengths are summarized in the fol- 
lowing table. 

PERSONNEL STRENGTHS OF OSD AND SUBORDINATE 
ORGANIZATIONS 

1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1983 

OSD .................... 1,748 2,407 2,732 2,255 1,605 1,896 
Defense 

agencies ......... 8,669 47,513 73,017 77,492 69,490 74,565 
Field 

activities ........ 0 504 231 417 9,699 11,366 
Total ....... 10,417 50,424 75,980 80,164 80,794 87,827 

2. Number of OSD Political Appointees 
The following table shows the number of senior appointments in 

OSD and the percentage of those appointments that are political 
(noncareer). This table shows: 

0 some growth in senior executive positions and absolute num- 
bers of political (non-career) appointments; and 

0 political appointments have continued over the last 10 years to 
represent between 20-25 percent of total senior executive posi- 
tions. 

55-642 0 - 85  - 3 



TABLE 3-2 

Civilian and Military Actual End Strengths in OSD and Subordinate Organizations 
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SENIOR POLITICAL (NON-CAREER) APPOINTMENTS IN 
OSD* 

Non-career appointments 

Number Percentage 
Total 

appointments 

1970 ................................ 222 28 12.6 
1975 ................................ 199 42 21.1 
1978 ................................ 221 52 24.4 
1980 ................................ 237 52 21.9 
1983 ................................ 289 (239)** 69 (44)** 23.9 (18.4)** 

* Includes Presidential appointees and Senior Executive Service (SES) and GS- 
16-18’s prior to SES. Defense agencies and OSD field activities are excluded. 
Figures provided by the Office of Personnel Management. 

* *  Figures in parentheses were provided by the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense. 

3. Hierarchical Structure of OSD 
As of April 1959, the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense 

had 14 officials in OSD and OSD subordinate organizations report- 
ing directly to them: seven assistant secretaries, the Director of De- 
fense Research and Engineering, the General Counsel, three assist- 
ants to the secretary, and the Directors of the National Security 
Agency and of the Advanced Research Projects Agency. 

As additional staff support was provided to the Secretary of De- 
fense and as Defense Agencies were created, the number of officials 
reporting to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense contin- 
ued to increase. By 1977, when Dr. Harold Brown assumed the posi- 
tion of Secretary of Defense, 34 officials reported directly to him 
and his Deputy. 

Secretary Brown instituted a number of organizational changes 
and staff reductions to reduce the excessive number of individuals 
and functions reporting to him and to streamline his own and sub- 
ordinate staffs. These changes reduced the size of the OSD staff 
from 2,065 to 1,519 personnel. Secretary Brown’s major changes in- 
cluded the following: 

0 elimination of two Assistant Secretaries of Defense; 
0 elimination of one of the two Deputy Secretary of Defense posi- 

tions; 
0 creation of two new Under Secretary of Defense positions, one 

for Policy and the other for Research and Engineering; 
0 transfer to the Under Secretary for Research and Engineering 

of the major weapon systems acquisition responsibilities previ- 
ously carried out by the Assistant Secretary (Installations and 
Logistics); 

0 consolidation of the position of Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Intelligence) and Director, Telecommunications, Command 
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and Control Systems under a new Assistant Secretary of De- 
fense (Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence); 

0 consolidation of manpower, reserve affairs, installations and lo- 
gistics responsibilities in a new Assistant Secretary (Manpow- 
er, Reserve Affairs and Logistics) in lieu of the prior breakout 
under two Assistant Secretaries, one for manpower and reserve 
affairs and the other for installations and logistics; 

0 establishment of a NATO affairs advisor reporting to the Sec- 
retary; and 

0 assigning supervisory responsibility of Defense Agencies to 
OSD officials, rather than the Secretary, as a further means of 
reducing the number of individuals and offices reporting di- 
rectly to the Secretary. 

Currently, the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense have 
24 OSD and Defense Agency officials reporting to them (excluding 
their immediate assistants and the Executive Secretariat): 

0 two under secretaries 
0 ten assistant secretaries 
0 the General Counsel 
0 Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation 
0 Director, Net Assessment 
0 Director, Operational Test and Evaluation 
0 Director, Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization 
0 Defense Advisor, U.S. Mission to NATO 
0 Assistant to the Secretary (Intelligence Oversight) 
0 DoD Inspector General 
0 Director, Defense Intelligence Agency 
0 Director, National Security Agency 
0 President, Uniformed Services University of the Health Sci- 

4. Functional Organization of OSD 
ences Director, Strategic Defense Initiative Organization 

a. Emergence of Functional Areas in OSD 
When James Forrestal took office as the first Secretary of De- 

fense in September 1947, “he had no office, no staff, no organiza- 
tion chart, no manual of procedures, no funds, and no detailed 
plans” in the words of the 1948 Eberstadt Task Force. Forrestal 
formed an ad hoc committee to survey his staff requirements and 
make recommendations on the organization of his office. This com- 
mittee felt that a small staff would be sufficient and recommended 
that Forrestal divide the activities of his office into functional 
areas: legal and legislative matters, budgetary and fiscal affairs, 
and public relations. The three special assistants authorized by the 
National Security Act were to serve as the principal coordinators 
in these three functional areas. 

Throughout this study, the terms “functions” and “functional or- 
ganization” are frequently used. Given the central role of these 
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terms and the concepts that they represent in subsequent portions 
of this study, they need to be fully understood. In traditional man- 
agement terminology, the term “functions” means the primary ac- 
tivities that an organization is to perform. In the business world, 
these primary activities include manufacturing, marketing, distri- 
bution, engineering, research and development, finance, and em- 
ployee relations. DoD performs many of these activities, but has 
other major activities. Functions of DoD include research and de- 
velopment, manpower, policy formulation, installations, logistics, 
and finance (comptroller). The three primary bases for structuring 
organizations are by (1) functions, (2) products, and (3) geography. 
“Functional organization” means the use of functions to divide the 
organization into major units. 

Forrestal received different recommendations on the organiza- 
tion on his office from Donald C. Stone of the Bureau of the 
Budget. Stone stressed the Secretary’s need for a staff composed 
heavily of specialists to analyze substantive issues and interpret 
programs and plans. Regarding the special assistants, Stone argued 
that “the most effective use of these assistants will be for work 
which cuts across organizational lines.” He added, “the broad ob- 
jective should be to establish an arrangement under which the spe- 
cial assistants can render the maximum assistance to the Secretary 
of Defense and have to that end the maximum breadth of point of 
view and experience in day-to-day operations.” (The Formative 
Years, page 59) 

Forrestal was apparently sympathetic to Stone’s views and incor- 
porated many of his thoughts into the job descriptions of his special 
assistants. However, the organization of the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense along functional lines was the predominant theme. This 
organizational theme has continued throughout the history of OSD. 
As OSD has grown in size and as new responsibilities have been 
added, the office has been organized strictly along functional lines. 

OSD currently provides staff assistance to the Secretary of De- 
fense in 20 functional areas. Twelve of these were established by 
1953 with others added as additional functional support for the Sec- 
retary became evident. Two other functional activities-special o p  
erations and civil defense-were briefly performed by OSD offices 
during the late 1950’s and early 1960’s respectively. The following 
table shows when the current 20 functional areas became part of 
the responsibilities of OSD; functional areas were viewed as becom- 
ing part of OSD responsibilities when a distinct organizational 
entity was created to handle that function. 
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1947-1949 
1. comptroller 
2. legal 
3. legislative affairs 
4. administrative 
5. public affairs 

1953 

1965 
14. program analysis 

1971 

15. intelligence 
16. telecommunications 
17. net assessments 

6. international security affairs 1977 
7. research and engineering 
8. supply and logistics 
9. properties and installations 
10. manpower and personnel 1978 
11. reserve affairs 
12. health and medical 

18. policy 

19. intelligence oversight 

1958 1982 

13. atomic energy 20. inspector general 

Between 1953 and 1983, there have been numerous changes in 
the grouping and separating of these staff functions as well as the 
title of the senior official for various offices. The reasons for these 
changes included the management style and needs of the Secretary 
of Defense, the skills of senior officials to which these various re- 
sponsibilities were to be assigned, and the substantive or political 
importance attached to certain areas. Figure 3-1 presents the histo- 
ry of these changes. As Figure 3-1 shows, the greatest changes 
have occurred with respect to five functional areas: supply and lo- 
gistics, properties and installations, manpower and personnel, re- 
serve affairs, and health and medical. 



FIGURE 3-1 

Changes in t he  Organization of the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
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The following observations can be drawn from the emergence of 
various functional areas in OSD: 

1. the initial functional areas (1947-1949) enabled the Secretary 
to administer his office, to interact with the external domestic en- 
vironment, and to exercise some financial control. 

2. the functional areas added in 1953 primarily added functional 
resource areas, but also provided staff support for interacting with 
the international environment. 

3. additions since 1953 have added three, more specialized, func- 
tional resource areas (atomic energy, intelligence, and telecom- 
munications); however, most of the additions have been to strength- 
en the Secretary's policy, program review, and oversight responsi- 
bilities. 

b. Shifts in OSD Functional Emphasis 
Shifts in functional emphasis in OSD over time are difficult to 

evaluate. The history of personnel strengths of various functional 
offices would be a strong indicator of such shifts. However, the con- 
version of certain activities from OSD offices, such as the Defense 
Advanced Research Projects Agency and various administrative of- 
fices, to Defense Agencies and DoD Field Activities makes such 
analyses difficult. 

Table 3-3 provides a history of OSD personnel assigned to six 
broad functional categories. (It should be noted that there are some 
inconsistencies between the OSD personnel totals in Table 3-3 and 
Table 3-2). This table shows that: 

0 OSD has placed increased emphasis on financial control and 
program review, international security affairs and policy, and 
research and engineering in that order of degree; and 

0 OSD has placed less emphasis on manpower, installations, and 
logistics and considerably less emphasis on administrative, 
legal, and public affairs functions. 

TABLE 3-3 

OSD Personnel Strengths by Major Functional Areas 
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5. Summary of Key Organizational Trends 
For some of the areas presented in this section, the trends are 

clear and obvious. In others, the data are not precise, or there were 
changes which make useful analyses difficult. Accordingly, it is ap- 
propriate to summarize what can be concluded with some degree of 
confidence about organizational trends in OSD. 

0 While the personnel strength of OSD has fluctuated consider- 
ably since 1950, the OSD staff was slightly smaller in 1983 
than in 1950. 

0 Certain activities once performed by OSD are now accom- 
plished in organizations subordinate to OSD: the Defense 
Agencies and DoD Field Activities. 

0 The most significant organization trend is the creation of 15 
Defense Agencies and 8 DoD Field Activities which now have 
combined personnel strengths of about 86,000. 

0 The Defense Agencies and DoD Field Activities represent a 
major effort to integrate common supply and service functions 
within the Department of Defense. 

0 Since 1970, there has been little change in the relative number 
of political appointees in OSD. 

0 Since as early as 1959, the hierarchical structure of OSD has 
been such that many officials report directly to the Secretary 
and Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

0 This has resulted in persistent span of control problems for the 
Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

0 Since its creation, OSD has been organized exclusively on a 
functional basis. 

0 The number of functional areas addressed by the OSD staff has 
steadily increased to a total of 20. 

0 Beginning in 1965, certain functions have been assumed by the 
OSD staff which seek to strengthen the Secretary of Defense’s 
policy, program review, and oversight responsibilities. 

0 In particular, the emergence of the program analysis (1965), 
net assessments (1971), and policy (1977) functions demon- 
strates a trend toward staff capabilities that had a broader per- 
spective than the narrow, functional, specialist orientation that 
had previously been the exclusive focus within OSD. 

C. CURRENT ORGANIZATION OF OSD AND SUBORDINATE 
OFFICES 

1. Office of the Secretary of Defense 
The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) is the principal staff 

element of the Secretary in the exercise of policy development, 
planning resource management, fiscal, and program evaluation re- 
sponsibilities. OSD includes the immediate offices of the Secretary 
and Deputy Secretary of Defense, Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy, Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering, 
Assistant Secretaries of Defense, General Counsel, Assistants to the 
Secretary of Defense, and such other staff  offices as the Secretary 
establishes to assist in carrying out his responsibilities. 



CHART 3-1 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
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Chart 3-1 presents the current organization and primary offices 
of OSD. The responsibilities of these offices are briefly described 
below. 

a. The Under Secretary of Defense for Policy is the principal 
staff assistant to the Secretary of Defense for policy matters re- 
lating to international security policy and political military af- 
fairs. 

b. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security 
Affairs) provides advice and recommends policies, formulates 
programs, develops plans, and issues guidance to DoD compo- 
nents regarding political-military activities related to interna- 
tional affairs, excluding NATO, other European countries and 
the USSR. He exercises oversight over DoD activities relating 
to the Law of the Sea. In addition, the Assistant Secretary su- 
pervises the areas of security assistance (i.e., Foreign Military 
Sales Program and Military Assistance Program), Military As- 
sistance Advisory Groups and Missions, and the negotiation 
and monitoring of agreements with foreign governments, ex- 
cluding NATO, other European countries, and the USSR. 

c. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security 
Policy) serves as the focal point for long and mid-range policy 
planning on strategic international security matters, with re- 
sponsibility for developing and recommending policy positions 
and coordinating all matters concerning disarmament, arms 
control, and East-West security negotiations. The Assistant 
Secretary formulates policy relating to strategic offensive and 
defensive forces, theater nuclear matters and capabilities, and 
the relationship between strategic and theater force planning 
and budgets. His responsibilities also include oversight of DoD 
activities related to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
and East-West economic policy, including East-West trade, 
technology transfer, and the defense industrial mobilization 
base. 

d. The Director of Net Assessment prepares net assessments 
for the Secretary of Defense. 

e. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management and 
Personnel) is responsible for the following functional areas: 
Total Force management, military and civilian manpower, 
military and civilian personnel matters, manpower require- 
ments for weapons support, education and training, and equal 
opportunity. 

f. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Logis- 
tics) is responsible for management of DoD acquisition, logis- 
tics, installations, associated support functions, and other relat- 
ed matters. He also serves as the DoD Acquisition Executive. 

g. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) is re- 
sponsible for Department of Defense health and sanitation 
matters, which include the care and treatment of patients, pre- 
ventive medicine, clinical investigations, hospitals and related 
health facilities, medical material, health promotion, drug and 
alcohol abuse control, and the recruiting, education and train- 
ing of health personnel. 
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h. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs) is re- 
sponsible for National Guard and Reserve affairs, including fa- 
cilities and construction, logistics, training, mobilization readi- 
ness and other related aspects. 

i. The Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation formulates 
the force planning, fiscal, programming, and policy guidance 
upon which DoD force planning and program projections are to 
be based. The staff analyzes and evaluates military forces, 
weapons systems, and equipment in relation to projected 
threats, U.S. objectives, resource constraints, and priorities es- 
tablished by the Secretary of Defense. 

j. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) is respon- 
sible for advice and assistance to the Secretary of Defense and 
DoD components in the performance of the Secretary’s pro- 
gramming, budgeting, fiscal management, organizational and 
management planning, administrative functions, and the 
design and installation of resource management systems 
throughout the Department of Defense. 
k. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Legislative Affairs) 

maintains direct liaison with the Congress, the Executive 
Office of the President, and other government agencies with 
regard to legislative investigations and other pertinent matters 
affecting the relations of the Department of Defense with the 
Congress. The Assistant Secretary provides advice and assist- 
ance to the Secretary of Defense and other officials of the De- 
partment of Defense on congressional aspects of departmental 
policies, plans and programs. 

l. The Director of Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E) is 
responsible for operational test programs of DoD components, 
to include their independent operational test facilities and or- 
ganizations, and coordination of independent OT&E activities; 
joint Service operational testing of major weapon systems; and 
analyses of OT&E results on all major acquisition programs. 

m. The Assistant to the Secretary (Intelligence Oversight) con- 
ducts oversight of DoD intelligence and counterintelligence ac- 
tivities to ensure their compliance with the law and standards 
of propriety. 

n. The General Counsel is the chief legal officer of the De- 
partment of Defense with responsibility for all legal services 
performed within or involving the Department of Defense. In 
addition, the General Counsel is responsible for preparation 
and processing of legislation, executive orders, and proclama- 
tions. 

0. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, 
Communications, and Intelligence (C3I)) provides policy, over- 
sight, management, and coordination of Service and Defense 
Agency programs for the command, control, and communica- 
tions of strategic and theater nuclear forces and theater and 
tactical forces. This position also is responsible for providing 
policy and technical support for domestic and international 
telecommunications activities. In addition, the Assistant Secre- 
tary (C3I) provides resource management oversight of the com- 
plete range of DoD intelligence activities. 
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p. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) directs 
DoD public and internal information and audiovisual activities, 
community relations, and programs in compliance with the 
Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552). He assists the infor- 
mation media and national and civic organizations in under- 
standing the activities of the Department of Defense. 

q. The Defense Advisor, U.S. Mission to NATO is responsible 
for advising and assisting the U.S. Ambassador to NATO in 
the formulation, coordination, and presentation of DoD policies 
pertaining to NATO. He is the senior DoD civilian official serv- 
ing on the staff of the U.S. Ambassador to NATO. 

r. The Director of Small and Disadvantaged Business Utili- 
zation (SADBU), under the direction of the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, administers Departmental responsibilities under 
the Small Business Act (92 Stat. 1760; 15 U.S.C. 631), as 
amended. The Director, SADBU, assures that a fair share of 
the Department’s procurements are placed with small busi- 
nesses, small disadvantaged businesses, and women-owned 
small businesses. 

s. The Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineer- 
ing (USDR&E) is the principal advisor and assistant to the Sec- 
retary of Defense for DoD scientific and technical matters; 
basic and applied research; environmental services; and the de- 
velopment of weapons systems. This functional area has re- 
sponsibility for research, development, and testing of all DoD 
weapons systems. 

t. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Research and Technolo- 
gy) is the Principal Staff Assistant and advisor to the Secretary 
of Defense and the USDR&E for DoD oversight of the mainte- 
nance of a superior U.S. technology base and for the improve- 
ment of the DoD approach to selecting the best technology pro- 
grams to achieve and maintain a qualitative lead in deployed 
systems. The Assistant Secretary (Research and Technology) 
also serves as the Director of the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency (DARPA) and as the principal technical advi- 
sor to the USDR&E on space-related matters. 

u. The Assistant to the Secretary (Atomic Energy) serves as 
the principal staff assistant for DoD atomic energy matters. In- 
cluded in the responsibilities of this position is promoting co- 
ordination, cooperation, and mutual understanding on atomic 
energy policies, plans, and programs within DoD and between 
DoD and other Federal agencies. 

2. Defense Agencies 
There are 15 Defense Agencies that report to OSD. This includes 

13 organizations most frequently identified as Defense Agencies as 
well as the Office of the Defense Inspector General and the Uni- 
formed Services University of the Health Sciences. As Chart 3-2 
shows, five of the agencies (National Security Agency, Defense In- 
telligence Agency, Office of the Defense Inspector General, Uni- 
formed Services University of the Health Sciences, and Strategic 
Defense Initiative Organization) report directly to the Secretary of 
Defense while the remainder report to principal staff assistants of 
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the Secretary. The responsibilities of these agencies are briefly de- 
scribed below. 

a. The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) 
manages high-risk basic research and applied technology pro- 
grams. Its objective is to select and pursue revolutionary tech- 
nology developments that minimize the possibility of techno- 
logical surprise by adversaries and offer potential for major in- 
creases in U.S. defense capability. In the performance of its 
work, DARPA uses the services of the Military Departments, 
other government agencies, private industry, educational and 
research institutions, and individuals. 

b. The Defense Audiovisual Agency (DAVA) provides audio- 
visual production, acquisition, distribution, and depository 
services and certain other audiovisual services which can be 
performed more efficiently on a centralized basis. 

c. The Defense Communications Agency (DCA) is responsible 
for engineering and management of the Defense Communica- 
tions System and system architect functions for current and 
future Military Satellite Communications Systems. DCA pro- 
vides engineering and technical support to the Worldwide Mili- 
tary Command and Control System, the National Military 
Command System, and the Minimum Essential Communica- 
tions Network. DCA also procures leased communications cir- 
cuits, services, facilities, and equipment for DoD and other gov- 
ernment agencies. 

d. The Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) assists Depart- 
ment of Defense procurement authorities worldwide in achiev- 
ing sound contract pricing by evaluating proposals submitted 
by contractors, verifying the propriety and acceptability of 
costs charged to flexibly priced government contracts, and de- 
terring contractors’ inefficient practices. The agency also pro- 
vides contract audit services to about 30 other Federal agencies 
at contractor locations where DoD has a continuing audit in- 
terest, or where it is considered efficient from a government- 
wide point of view. 

e. The Office of Defense Inspector General (DIG) was estab- 
lished by law in fiscal year 1983. The resources of the Defense 
Audit Service, the Defense Criminal Investigative Service, the 
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Review and Over- 
sight, the Defense Logistics Agency’s Inspector General, and 
certain elements of the Director of Audit Policy, Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), were all trans- 
ferred to the new agency. The Defense Inspector General 
serves as an independent and objective official in DoD who is 
responsible for conducting, supervising, monitoring, and initi- 
ating audits and investigations of DoD programs and oper- 
ations. 

f. The Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) produces finished, 
all-source foreign general, military, scientific, and technical in- 
telligence. DIA provides DoD intelligence estimates and DoD 
contributions to National Estimates. DIA determines informa- 
tion gaps and validates intelligence collection requirements; 
provides plans, programs, policies, and procedures for DoD in- 
telligence collection activities; and manages and operates the 
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Defense Attache Service. DIA manages the production of gen- 
eral military intelligence by the military services, unified and 
specified commands, and produces or manages the production 
of all DoD scientific and technical intelligence. DIA serves as 
the J-2 of the Joint Staff and manages and coordinates all 
DoD intelligence information systems programs and the inter- 
face of such systems with the intelligence community and DoD 

systems. 
g. The Defense Investigative Service (DIS) conducts personnel 

security investigations, law enforcement investigations for DoD 
components, and other investigations directed by the Secretary 
of Defense. It also administers defense industrial security pro- 
grams on behalf of DoD and other Federal departments and 
agencies. 

h. The Defense Legal Services Agency (DLSA) consolidates 
the functions of the OSD legal staff with the legal staffs of the 
Defense Agencies. The legal staffs of the Defense Agencies and 
DoD Field Activities remain with their current organizations 
while operating under the supervision of the DoD General 
Counsel who also serves as the Director, DLSA. 

i. The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) provides common sup- 
plies and a broad range of logistic services to the Military De- 
partments, other DoD components, Federal agencies, and au- 
thorized foreign governments. Supply management responsibil- 
ities include clothing, subsistence, and medical goods, industri- 
al and construction material, general supplies, and petroleum 
products. Logistic services rendered by DLA include contract 
administration, surplus personal property disposal, documenta- 
tion services to the research and development community, and 
operation of the Federal Cataloging System. DLA is the largest 
of the Defense Agencies, accomplishing its varied missions both 
in the United States and overseas through 25 major field ac- 
tivities. 

j. The Defense Mapping Agency (DMA) provides Mapping, 
Charting, and Geodetic (MC&G) support to the Secretary of De- 
fense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Military Departments, and 
other DoD components through the production and worldwide 
distribution of maps, charts, precise positioning data, and digi- 
tal data for strategic and tactical military operations and 
weapons systems. It serves as program manager and coordina- 
tor of all DoD MC&G resources and activities and carries out 
statutory responsibilities for providing nautical charts and 
marine navigation data. 

k. The Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) is the consolidated 
manager of the DoD nuclear weapons stockpile. It also man- 
ages DoD nuclear weapons testing and nuclear weapons effects 
research programs. 

l. The Defense Security Assistance Agency (DSAA) is responsi- 
ble for the management of the DoD Military Assistance Pro- 
gram (MAP) and Foreign Military Sales (FMS) Program. 

m. The Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences 
(USUHS) provides education in health sciences to individuals 
who demonstrate dedication to a career in the health profes- 
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sions of the uniformed services. The University is authorized to 
grant appropriate advanced academic degrees. 

n. The National Security Agency (NSA), under the direction, 
authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense, is responsi- 
ble for centralized coordination, direction, and performance of 
highly specialized intelligence functions in support of U.S. gov- 
ernment activities. NSA carries out the responsibilities of the 
Secretary of Defense to serve as Executive Agent for U.S. gov- 
ernment signals intelligence and communications security ac- 

tivities. 
0. The Strategic Defense Initiative Organization was estab- 

lished in FY 1984 to manage the research and technology pro- 
grams of the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) Program. This 
comprehensive program will develop key technologies associat- 
ed with the concepts of defense against ballistic missiles. 

3. DoD Field Activities 
Between 1974 and 1985, eight DoD Field Activities were estab- 

lished. These six organizations perform selected support and serv- 
ice functions of a more limited scope than Defense Agencies. As 
Chart 3-3 shows, none of these activities report directly to the Sec- 
retary or Deputy Secretary of Defense, but instead to one of the 
principal staff assistants to the Secretary. The responsibilities of 
these activities are briefly described below. 



CHART 3-3  
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a. The American Forces Information Service (AFIS) was es- 
tablished in 1977 under the supervision of the Assistant Secre- 
tary of Defense (Public Affairs). The AFIS mission is to provide 
information, through print and audiovisual products, to DoD 
and other appropriate personnel in support of DoD policies and 
programs. 

b. The Department of Defense Dependents Schools (DODDS) 
was established in 1974. Under the policy guidance of the As- 
sistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Installations, and Lo- 
gistics), the DODDS is charged with providing quality educa- 
tion, from kindergarten through grade twelve, to eligible minor 
dependents of military and civilian personnel of the Depart- 
ment of Defense stationed overseas. 

c. The Office of the Civilian Health and Medical Program of 
the Uniformed Services (OCHAMPUS) was established in 1974 
under the policy guidance and operational direction of the As- 
sistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs). The mission of 
OCHAMPUS is to administer a civilian health and medical 
care program for spouses and dependent children of active 
duty, retired, and deceased service members. 

d. The Office of Economic Adjustment plans and manages 
DoD economic adjustment programs and assists Federal, State, 
and local officials in cooperative efforts to alleviate any serious 
social and economic side effects resulting from major DoD rea- 
lignments or other actions. 

e. The Defense Medical Systems Support Center 
(DMSSC), under the policy guidance and operational direction 
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs), was es- 
tablished in 1985. Upon its establishment, DMSSC incorporat- 
ed the Tri-Service Medical Information System (TRIMIS) which 
had been established in 1976 as a DoD Field Activity. The 
DMSSC mission is to improve health care delivery by the Mili- 
tary Departments by applying automatic data processing tech- 
niques to health care information systems. 

f. Washington Headquarters Services (WHS) was established 
in 1977. The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Adminis- 
tration) serves in a dual capacity as the Director, WHS. The 
WHS mission is to provide administrative and operational sup 
port to certain Department of Defense activities in the Nation- 
al Capital region. Such support includes budget and account- 
ing, personnel management, travel, building administration, 
computer services, information and data systems, voting assist- 
ance program, and any other required administrative support. 

g. The Defense Technology Security Administration, estab- 
lished in 1985, administers the DoD Technology Security Pro- 
gram to review the international transfer of defense-related 
technology, goods, services, and munitions consistent with U.S. 
foreign policy and national security objectives. 

h. The Defense Information Services Activity, established in 
1985, implements assigned DoD policies and programs relating 
to the provision of information to the media, public forums, 
and the American people. 
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4. OSD Advisory Committees 
The Office of the Secretary of Defense has 18 Advisory Commit- 

tees comprised of non-government specialists. The majority of these 
Advisory Committees provide expert opinion on technical research 
and engineering issues or certain manpower-related issues. Accord- 
ingly, eight of these committees report to the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Research and Engineering) and seven to the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Installations, and Logistics). 
These Advisory Committees were created because of a lack of ex- 
pertise within DoD or the desire to avoid conflicts of interest. 
Under Secretary of Defense (Research and Engineering) 

1. Ada Board (computer language) 
2. Advisory Group on Electron Devices 
3. Board of Visitors, Defense Systems Management College 
4. Chemical Warfare Review Commission 
5. Defense Science Board 
6. Defense Policy Advisory Committee 
7. DoD University Forum 
8. President’s Blue Ribbon Task Group on Nuclear Weapons Pro- 

gram Management 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Installations, and Logis- 

9. Board of Visitors, Equal Opportunity Management Institute 
10. Defense Advisory Committee on Military Personnel Training 
11. Defense Advisory Committee on Women in the Services 
12. DoD Educational Benefits Board of Actuaries 
13. DoD Wage Committee 
14. DoD Retirement Board of Actuaries 
15. Overseas Dependents Schools National Advisory Panel on the 

tics) 

Education of Handicapped Dependents 
Under Secretary of Defense (Policy) 

16. Special Operations Policy Advisory Group 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) 

17. Secretary of Defense Media Advisory Council 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) 

18. Sizing DoD Medical Treatment Facilities 
D. PROBLEM AREAS AND CAUSES 

Before useful proposals can be put forth to improve organization- 
al arrangements or decision-making procedures, it is critical that a 
meaningful diagnosis of problem areas and their causes be pre- 
pared. This section discusses six problem areas that have been 
identified within the Office of the Secretary of Defense and pre- 
sents analyses of the contributing causes. There are other problems 
associated with the position of Secretary of Defense, most notably 
his role in the chain of command. As these problems involve his 
relationships with organizations other than OSD, they are more 
usefully addressed in subsequent chapters of this study. In particu- 
lar, the chain of command problem is addressed in Chapter 5 deal- 
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ing with the unified and specified commands. In addition, there are 
concerns about the quality of DoD strategic planning for which 
OSD has major responsibilities. This shortcoming is addressed in 
Chapter 7 dealing with the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting 
System. 

1. LIMITED MISSION INTEGRATION OF THE OVERALL DEFENSE EFFORT 
This subsection discusses limited mission integration within 

OSD. As the term “mission” has different applications within DoD, 
it would be useful to identify the missions which are the focus of 
this discussion. 

In fulfilling U.S. national security objectives and in implement- 
ing U.S. defense strategies, the Department of Defense has six 
major missions, three of which are worldwide in nature and three 
of which are regional. The major worldwide missions and their 
goals are: 

nuclear deterrence—essential equivalence with the strategic 
and theater nuclear forces of the Soviet Union; 

maritime superiority—controlling the seas when and where 
needed; 

power projection superiority—deploying superior military 
forces in times of crisis to distant world areas which are pri- 
marily outside the traditional system of Western alliances. 

The major regional missions are: 
defense of NATO Europe, including both the northern and 

defense of East Asia, particularly Northeast Asia; and 
defense of Southwest Asia, especially the region’s oil re- 

While DoD has other regional missions (e.g., Western Hemisphere 
and Africa), these relatively smaller, while important, missions are 
included in the mission of power projection superiority. 

a. Comparing Unification, Centralization, and Mission Integra- 
tion. 

Since the end of World War II, the central issue in proposals to 
reorganize the U.S. military establishment has been the extent to 
which the distinct military capabilities of the Army, Navy, Air 
Force, and Marine Corps need to be integrated to prepare for and 
conduct effective, joint military operations in times of war. This 
central issue has been referred to as either unification or central- 
ization. But, in fact, neither term describes the real goal of the 
search for a more effective and, perhaps, a more efficient U.S. mili- 
tary organization. Mission integration, the ability of the Services to 
take unified action to discharge the major military missions of the 
United States, is a more appropriate term. Mission integration was 
and remains the real goal of proposals to reorganize the U.S. mili- 
tary establishment. In comparing these three terms, unification re- 
lates to form; centralization relates to process; and mission integra- 
tion relates to substance. It would be useful to discuss unification, 
centralization, and mission integration in more detail in order to 

southern flanks; 

sources. 
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understand why the first two are inappropriate terms for describ- 
ing the principal organizational goal of the Department of Defense. 

(1) Unification 
Since 1789, U.S. armed forces have, in fact, been unified under 

the President, the Commander-in-Chief. The organizational struc- 
ture supporting the Commander-in-Chief, however, has changed 
over time. The National Security Act of 1947, the most dramatic 
alteration since the establishment of the Department of the Navy 
in 1798, provided the President with a new deputy for military af- 
fairs who would devote his entire efforts to the coordination of the 
armed forces, whereas the President could spend only limited time 
on such responsibilities. 

A unified structure was created to support the President’s new 
deputy for military affairs. “Unification” under the National Secu- 
rity Act of 1947 and subsequent amendments produced the Depart- 
ment of Defense with three Military Departments under a single 
Executive Department. (It should be noted that unification has 
never meant abolition of the four separate Services.) Unification 
also produced statutory authority for the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
the unified commands. 

While the term “unification” was used extensively during the de- 
bates on reorganization of the U.S. military establishment -a 
period of more than 25 years -that led to the National Security 
Act of 1947, it does not accurately describe the organizational ar- 
rangements that resulted from this legislation. As Dr. Lawrence J. 
Korb notes in his paper, “Service Unification: Arena of Fears, 
Hopes, and Ironies”: 

The 1947 act did not really unify the national military estab- 
lishment. Like most pieces of legislation in the American polit- 
ical system, the act was a compromise between those who fa- 
vored a monolithic structure and those who supported a decen- 
tralized organization. It created a confederation rather than a 
unified or even a federal structure. The act did provide for two 
central or supra-service organs, the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense (OSD) and the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). However, it 
placed so many limitations on the activities of these central 
organs and reserved so many prerogatives to the separate serv- 
ices that it was difficult for the Secretary of Defense or the 
JCS to bring about coordinated action. 

...Nevertheless, the 1947 act was a significant breakthrough. 
It established the principle of unification and shifted the terms 
of the debate about military organization. Since then unifica- 
tion has not been the issue. Rather, the debate has focused 
upon how to give the central organs of DoD the ability to con- 
trol the activities of the department and to produce an effi- 
cient and effective defense policy without simultaneously elimi- 
nating the separate services. (U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, 
Naval Review 1976, pages 175-176) 

While unification produced a framework that made mission inte- 
gration possible, whether the necessary degree of integration has 
resulted is another question. As Dr. Lawrence J. Legere, Jr. states 
in Unification of the Armed Forces: 
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...unification meant and means nothing in a vacuum. It gains 
significance only as it affects the processes of peacetime plan- 
ning and wartime planning and direction of military oper- 
ations. (page 388) 

It is these processes -here termed “mission integration” -that 
are the focus in this study. 

(2) Centralization 
Secretaries of Defense have taken different approaches to the 

degree of centralization of the management decision-making proc- 
ess. For example, Secretary McNamara favored highly centralized 
management authority while Secretary Laird favored participatory 
management. The continuing controversy over centralization and 
decentralization is really an  argument over where certain decisions 
should be made. In the absence of an organizational structure and 
decision processes in DoD that support mission integration more 
adequately than the current ones, it seems that Secretaries of De- 
fense will be forced to rely more often than not on a highly central- 
ized approach involving themselves and a few key aides. Even in 

more decentralized approach, the Secretary of Defense currently 
cannot effectively delegate decision-making authority to lower 
levels in the organization. Under current organizational arrange- 
ments, less senior officials, both in OSD and the Military Depart- 
ments, do not have the necessary perspective or breadth of respon- 
sibility to make decisions that provide the greatest benefits in 
terms of the overall strategic goals or missions of the Department 
of Defense. 

In essence, centralization tendencies are the result of an inad- 
equate level, or put another way, a poor quality of mission integra- 
tion. However, while centralization can marginally lessen the 
impact of poor integration mechanisms, it cannot achieve the a p  
propriate level of mission integration. Moreover, overcentralization 
has its own problems in that the complexity of modern defense 
issues is too great for a small group of decision-makers to handle 
by themselves. This is even more true today than during Secretary 
McNamara’s tenure. It is largely for this reason that Service pre- 
dominance in resource decisions— with all of its negatives —has 
been allowed to persist. 

those areas where the Department of Defense would benefit from a 

(3) Mission Integration 
To discuss limited mission integration in DoD, two concepts must 

be put forth: differentiation and integration. The term differentia- 
tion refers to the process of developing specialized differences. How 
much differentiation should exist among an organization’s various 
groups depends upon what internal characteristics each group 
must develop to effectively interact with its assigned part of the ex- 
ternal environment. Integration denotes the process of making 
something whole or complete by adding or bringing together its 

inverse relationship between differentiation and integration. 
DoD is a highly differentiated organization which is necessary 

given the great diversity and complexity of the tasks of the three 
Military Departments and of the main units within each Depart- 

parts to achieve the organization s strategic goals. Th ere is a strong 
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ment. This is evident when one considers the different skills and 
capabilities necessary for tank warfare, submarine operations, and 
air-to-air combat. However, as noted previously, the tasks to be per- 
formed with the resources provided to the three Military Depart- 
ments are highly interdependent. 

Given a highly differentiated organization and highly interde- 
pendent tasks, the effort required for effective integration is sub- 
stantial. This is so for two reasons: (1) the greater the differentia- 
tion, the larger and more numerous are the potential conflicts, and 
it takes more effort to resolve these conflicts in ways that benefit 
the entire organization; and (2) the more interdependent the tasks 
of subordinate organizations are, the more information processing 
is required among them, and thus more effort is required for effec- 
tive integration. In their book, Developing Organizations: Diagnosis 
and Action, Lawrence and Lorsch indicate that highly differentiat- 
ed organizations cannot rely on the basic management hierarchy 
for achieving integration: 

...organizations faced with the requirement for both a high 
degree of differentiation and tight integration must develop 
supplemental integrating devices, such as individual coordina- 
tors, cross-unit teams, and even whole departments of individ- 
uals whose basic contribution is achieving integration among 
other groups. (page 13) 

Mission integration can be defined as the efforts by joint organi- 
zations -those that have a multi-Service perspective (Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and 
unified commands) -to aggregate the capabilities of the four Serv- 
ices in a manner to provide the most effective combat forces to ful- 
fill the major military missions of DoD. In his paper, “The U.S. 
Military Chain of Command, Present and Future”, General W. Y. 
Smith, USAF (Retired) cites the need for mission integration: 

...To be prepared to defend U.S. interests, however, the sepa- 
rate Services must be melded together into an integrated fight- 
ing team. (page 6) 

Mission integration does not seek to interfere with differentiation 
within DoD; the Services and Military Departments retain full au- 
thority and responsibility for manning, equipping, supplying, and 
training their forces. Mission integration, however, will help estab- 
lish priorities and guidelines for the efforts of the Services and 
Military Departments. 

(4) Summary 
In sum, unification has produced a framework that makes mis- 

sion integration possible. However, within this framework, the or- 
ganizational structures and decision-making mechanisms necessary 
for effective mission integration have not been developed. Central- 
ization of decision-making authority has on occasion been used in 
attempts to overcome the absence of effective mission integration 
structures and mechanisms. However, centralization is not the 
answer, especially in light of the broadening scope and increasing 
complexity of defense issues. Decentralization has even less utility; 
given the current organizational relationships, decentralization ex- 
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acerbates the problems associated with attempting to secure uni- 
fied direction of the overall defense effort. 

Focusing on mission integration, the desired end product of orga- 
nizational activity within DoD, offers greater prospects for under- 
standing DoD’s organizational deficiencies. Working backward from 
the desired outcome, the underdeveloped nature of the current 
framework and the appropriate balance between centralization and 
decentralization may be better understood 

b. Current Efforts at Mission Integration 
Mission integration is necessary at both of the distinct organiza- 

tional levels of DoD: the policymaking level, comprised basically of 
Washington Headquarters organizations, and the operational level, 
consisting of the unified and specified commands. In the post-World 
War II period, there has been agreement in principle on the need 
for mission integration at the operational level. Despite this agree- 
ment, there is limited mission integration in the field. This situa- 
tion is discussed at length in Chapter 5 concerning the unified and 
specified commands and, therefore, will not be addressed in this 
chapter. There has been considerable disagreement, however, about 
the need for mission integration at the policymaking level of DoD. 
Discussion of limited mission integration in this chapter will focus 
on the policymaking level of DoD. 

The integration that does occur at the DoD policymaking level is 
primarily functional integration and not mission integration. This 
results from the organizational structure of the Washington Head- 
quarters of DoD. OSD, OJCS, and the Military Departments are or- 
ganized exclusively along functional lines (manpower, research and 
development, installations and logistics, etcetera). As a result, DoD 
can integrate, as an  example, the manpower function and can, 
therefore, do manpower planning on a Department-wide basis. Ef- 
fective integration on a mission basis in the Washington headquar- 
ters, however, is minimal. There is limited ability to integrate the 
separate Service programs in major mission areas such as nuclear 
deterrence or defense of NATO. DoD, under both Republican and 
Democratic administrations, has failed to develop the extensive, 
supplemental integrating devices that it needs to achieve effective 
mission integration. The integrating devices have focused solely on 
achieving functional integration. 

c. Deficiencies Resulting from Limited Mission Integration 
Deficiencies resulting from limited mission integration are nu- 

There is no organizational focus on the strategic goals or 
major missions of DoD. As a result, DoD has focused on re- 
source inputs and not on outputs (capabilities needed to fulfill 
major missions). Moreover, the absence of an organizational 
focus on strategic goals serves to inhibit strategic planning in 
DoD. 

There are no organizations in the Washington headquarters 
that are fully attuned to the operational requirements of the 
unified commanders. 

Service interests rather than strategic needs play the domi- 
nant role in shaping program decisions. This occurrence is re- 

merous. Among them are: 
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inforced by the tendency of all Services (and the JCS system) 
to approve the force structure goals and weapon system objec- 
tives of each other. 

The role of Service interests in shaping forces and programs 
leads to imbalances in military capabilities. Functions (e.g., air- 
lift, sealift, close air support) which are not central to a Serv- 
ice’s own definition of its missions tend to be neglected. 

Service dominance in determining programs tends to 
produce an overemphasis on procurement and investment as 
opposed to readiness. 

Tradeoffs between programs of different Services that can 
both contribute to a particular major mission (e.g., Air Force 
tactical air and Army land forces for NATO defense) are 
seldom made. 

Opportunities for non-traditional contributions to missions 
(e.g., Air Force contributions to sea control) are neither easily 
identified nor pursued. 

In sum, limited mission integration of the separate aspects of the 
defense program is a major organizational and management prob- 
lem in the Department of Defense today. The existence of this 
problem is presented in more detail in the discussion of its four 
basic causes. 

(1) Inadequate Mission Integrating Support for the Secretary of 
Defense 

It is important to note that, at the present time, the Secretary of 
Defense and the JCS Chairman are the only effective mission inte- 
grators within DoD. (For purposes of this discussion, the Secretary 
and Deputy Secretary of Defense are treated as one entity.) This is 
true because at present they are the only DoD officials in a posi- 
tion to view the total organization and its major mission efforts. 
The Report of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel highlighted this fact: 

The lack of convergence of responsibilities for functional 
areas at an organizational point in OSD below the Secretary/ 
Deputy Secretary level inhibits the flexibility to delegate re- 
sponsibilities within OSD, for no one below the Secretary/ 
Deputy Secretary level has the requisite breadth of purview or 
responsibility. (page 25) 

The Secretary appears to have sufficient authority to bring about 
necessary planning and resource integration along mission lines. 
However, he lacks sufficient assistance -both from OSD and OJCS 
-to effectively perform this role. This is the first cause of the lack 
of sufficient integration. 

Regarding assistance from the JCS system, the Secretary of De- 
fense has two separate sources: OJCS as an organization and the 
JCS Chairman as an individual. This discussion will address the 
former source; the latter will be highlighted in the following sub- 
section. 

Under the National Security Act of 1947, the OJCS was to oper- 
ate as an OSD staff agency. This relationship began to weaken as 
the OJCS sought and secured a more independent posture. This 

d. Causes of Limited Mission Integration 
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search for a greater degree of independence was greatly aided by 
the 1958 Amendment to the National Security Act, according to 
Paul Hammond in his landmark book, Organizing for Defense. 
Hammond states: 

...The language of the 1958 reorganization legislation, for in- 
stance, puts the JCS outside of OSD, an exclusion which can 
support claims for the JCS of greater independence from the 
Secretary of Defense. (page 379) 

Moreover, beyond the weakened ties between the JCS system and 
the Secretary of Defense, the closed staff nature of the OJCS has 
inhibited the flow of useful information from OJCS to the Secre- 
tary of Defense and the OSD staff and has greatly limited the 
interplay between DoD's most senior military and civilian organi- 
zations. The closed staff  problem is discussed in detail in the chap  
ter on the OJCS; it is mentioned here because of its impact on 
OJCS assistance to the Secretary of Defense. 

With respect to OJCS assistance, the unified military advice that 
the Secretary does receive is inadequate -a fact that is well docu- 
mented in the chapter of this study that addresses the OJCS -and 
he must rely on OSD civilians for much of his advice on mission 
and program integration issues. However, OSD is not able to pro- 
vide sufficient support on integrative issues because it is organized 
on input functional lines (manpower, research and engineering, 
health affairs, etc.) and not along mission or output lines. The 
Mice  of the Director of Program Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E) 
has the potential to assist the Secretary in his integrator role; how- 
ever, it does not have the hierarchical position or breadth of re- 
sponsibility to provide the Secretary with the degree of assistance 
that he needs. 

The functional structure of OSD deserves careful analysis be- 
cause it is the source of major organizational and management de- 
ficiencies in the Department of Defense. This fact was recognized 
by Hammond when Organizing for Defense was published in 1961. 
Hammond noted that the functional structure produced ever in- 
creasing attention by OSD on business administration operations 
and did not assist the development of general policy (which would 
facilitate mission integration. at the DoD policymaking level). Ham- 
mond states: 

The pressures for centralization, the established prestige and 
functions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the public status of 
the Defense Department, have all pushed OSD more and more 
into active functional control of the business management ac- 
tivities of the service departments. The pattern which has un- 
folded in the development of Department of Defense adminis- 
tration has been the continual increase in the number of func- 
tional controls held and the amount of actual operating per- 
formed in OSD, which has been all out of proportion to the 
small increase in the systematic making by the Secretary of 
Defense of general policy for the military establishment or in 
the augmentation of his capabilities of developing a general 
program. (page 312) 

Hammond summarizes the situation as follows: 



...OSD has tended to be confined to a management outlook in 
its supervision of the military establishment. There have been, 
it should be emphasized, sufficient problems to be dealt with 
by a business management approach to challenge and absorb 
the best talent available to the defense establishment. With 
the enormous magnitude of the Defense Department and its 
material activities, coupled with the changing tasks of adminis- 
tration, problems of business efficiency promise to remain 
worthy of the attention of the ablest administrative talent. Of 
course business efficiency is not the only objective, and in any 
case efficiency must be defined in terms of some other objec- 
tive by which the organization product can be evaluated. 

In all the major fields of defense organization it is evident 
that the shortcomings of the business approach have been per- 
ceived. In some, it has led to a search for program -for some 
way to formulate general policies -which will provide more 
adequate guidance to management efforts. (pages 314 and 315) 

Beyond these problems, the functional structure produces per- 
spectives in the OSD staff which are varied, much narrower, and 
incompatible with the perspective of the Secretary of Defense. In 
his book, Management, Peter F. Drucker notes this problem in his 
discussion of the weaknesses of functional structure in large and 
complex organizations such as the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense: 

...it is difficult for anyone, up to and including the top func- 
tional people, to understand the task of the whole and to relate 
their work to it....functional design demands from functional 
people little responsibility for the performance and success of 
the whole....it also makes people in the functional unit prone to 
subordinate the welfare of other functions, if not of the entire 
business, to the interests of their unit. (pages 559-560). 

(2) Limited Authority and Staff Support for the JCS Chairman 
Some assert that a major cause of poor integration at the policy- 

making level of DoD is the limited authority of the JCS Chairman. 
This subject is discussed at length in the chapter of the study deal- 
ing with the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
(3) Predominant Influence of the Military Departments 

While the primary mission of the Military Departments is to or- 
ganize, train, and equip forces, they have maintained substantial 
influence on questions of strategy, policy, and broad resource allo- 
cations. The Military Departments’ influence is exercised by their 
dominance of the JCS system as well as of the unified commands. 
This overwhelming influence of the Military Departments some- 
times works at cross-purposes to efforts to integrate the U.S. mili- 
tary establishment. This is not the fault of the Military Depart- 
ments. They have correctly pursued their interests vigorously 
through capable and tenacious headquarters staffs. What is miss- 
ing is the organizational structure and supporting mechanisms that 
would provide for an equally vigorous and capable integration 
effort along mission lines -to balance the influence of the Services 
on basic issues of strategy, policy, and resource allocation. 
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Dr. Harold Brown, former Secretary of Defense, commented on 

Nevertheless, the division into four military services has led 
to some large and wasteful overlaps. The most obvious is the 
maintenance of four separate tactical air forces. Others include 
separate medical services, separate development and procure- 
ment of communications equipment, competing public rela- 
tions organizations, and duplication of expensive military bases 
and facilities. 

Service divisions have increasingly contributed to operation- 
al difficulties. In Vietnam, for example, the air war was direct 
ed in part by the theater commander in Vietnam, in part by 
the Commander in Chief of Pacific Forces in Hawaii. U.S. 
Army and Air Force units in Europe have difficulty communi- 
cating because their systems were developed separately and 
are not interoperable. Because the Navy and Air Force use dif- 
ferent refueling equipment, tanker aircraft of one cannot 
refuel fighters of the other without an equipment change. 
Until recently, even that option was not available. Each serv- 
ice has its own model of transport helicopters, and crews are 
generally not cross-trained. 

Conflicts also exist over service roles and missions. The 
Army, the Navy, and the Air Force all see a role for them- 
selves in space s stems and operations; these ambitions com- 
pete. Both the Navy and the Air Force operate parts of the 
strategic deterrent forces. The Army and the Marines have dif- 
fering views on which service should take the lead in providing 
the ground forces for the Rapid Deployment Force. The serv- 
ices themselves cannot eliminate the waste, correct the oper- 
ational difficulties, or resolve the conflicts over roles and mis- 
sions. (Thinking About National Security, pages 207-208). 

It would be useful at this point to comment on interservice rival- 
ry in resource allocation and force planning. (Interservice rivalry 
also exists in operational matters, but as later portions of this 
study will demonstrate, rivalry in these matters is highly destruc- 
tive and should not be tolerated.) Competition between the Services 
in resource allocation has often been criticized as wasteful and 
counterproductive. This criticism has some merit, but it needs to be 
put into a proper context. 

Inherently, competition among the Services for missions and re- 
sources should serve the best interests of national defense. Business 
organizations have successfully used internal competition. In their 
book, In Search of Excellence, Lessons from America’s Best-Run 
Companies, Thomas J. Peters and Robert H. Waterman, Jr. state: 

Internal competition as a substitute for formal, rule-and 
committeedriven behavior permeates the excellent companies. 
It entails high costs of duplication -cannibalization, overlap 
ping products, overlapping divisions, multiple development 
projects, lost development dollars when the sales force won’t 
buy a marketer’s fancy. Yet the benefits, though less measura- 
ble, are manifold, especially in terms of commitment, innova- 
tion, and a focus on the revenue line. (page 218) 

the problems of predominant Service influence: 
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Similarly, Mr. James Woolsey, former Under Secretary of the 
Navy, in testimony before the Senate Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices stated: 

...I do think that in the area of force planning, that is, decid- 
ing what we are to buy, what is to be developed, we should not 
be too hard on inter-Service rivalry. 

It does serve in some cases a useful function. Some degree of 
overlapping in competition is not necessarily unwise. (Part 6, 
page 246) 

Some aspects of the current competition among the Services for 
missions and resources may, in fact, serve the best interests of na- 
tional defense. Beyond the innovation and new approaches that can 
result, the competition among the Services for military capabilities 
and corresponding resources -even though motivated sometimes 
by parochial Service interests -permits senior civilian decision- 
makers to consider a wider range of divergent views on complex 
issues of national security. This ensures that key decision-makers, 
especially the Secretary of Defense, will be given more than one 
option by the military professionals from which to choose. In Prin- 
ciples of Management: An Analysis of Managerial Functions, 
Harold Koontz and Cyril O’Donnell comment on this benefit of 
competition: 

Encouraging competition between departments, divisions, 
and other units enables the firm to make comparisons that 
greatly aid in control. (page 297) 

In other words, interservice competition, when properly channeled, 
can offer substantial benefits in terms of innovation and consider- 
ation of alternatives. 

However, the current framework for competition is defective in 
three major ways. First of all, arbitrary constraints have been 
placed upon the competition by the Key West Agreement of 1948 
which set Service roles and missions in concrete. These arbitrary 
rules -which the Services are adamant on preserving -may lead 
to less than optimal results in certain instances. 

Second, the competition between the Services should be for capa- 
bilities that most effectively meet the needs and fulfill the goals of 
the overall DoD organization, in other words, the major missions 
and central strategic purposes. Too often this is not the case. 
Rather, the Services compete for resources to promote Service in- 
terests. Part of the fault for this predominant Service focus on its 
own interests must be borne by more senior organizations —OSB 
and OJCS. The failure of these organizations to articulate the stra- 
tegic goals of DoD, to establish priorities, and to provide a useful 
framework in which resource decisions can be made has left the 
Services great freedom to pursue their narrow interests. 

Third, the Services, primarily through the JCS system, seek to 
limit competition and to minimize objective examination of alterna- 
tives. In its search for compromises and unanimity, the JCS collude 
and negotiate “truces” that preclude real competition for missions 
and resources. This undesirable situation is discussed at length in 
Chapter 4 dealing with the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 
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Thus, the constructive consequences of inter-Service rivalry are 
diminished by these three deficiencies. Moreover, competition be- 
tween organizations also has destructive consequences. In DoD, the 
destructive consequences of inter-Service rivalry -which include 
suspicion, jealousy, and refusal to cooperate and coordinate -are 
substantial. In sum, while competition among the Services could 
have many benefits, that competition has not yet fulfilled its poten- 
tial. 
(4) Limited Input by Unified Commanders 

A fourth major cause of poor integration is the limited contribu- 
tion that the unified commanders can make to policy and resource 
allocation decisions. Given the weaknesses of the JCS system and 
the relative isolation of the unified commanders from the Secretary 
of Defense, the unified commanders do not have sufficient influ- 
ence over the readiness of their assigned forces, their joint train- 
ing, their ability to sustain themselves in combat, or the future ca- 
pabilities of their forces that derive from development and procure- 
ment decisions. As a result, a key force for integrated functioning 
of the defense establishment -the unified commands -plays only 
a minor role in the most important defense decisions. 

While the limited input from the unified commands reduces the 
integrating staff support readily available to the Secretary of De- 
fense, it is a major problem for the unified commanders themselves 
because they have limited ability to influence policy or resource al- 
locations affecting their commands. Accordingly, this deficiency is 
addressed in Chapter 5 concerning the unified and specified com- 
mands. 
2. MANY OFFICES IN OSD ARE NEITHER ADEQUATELY SUPERVISED NOR 

COORDINATED 
a. Span of Control Problem 
The basic cause of this problem is that the hierarchical structure 

of OSD violates normal standards of span of control for the Secre- 
tary and Deputy Secretary of Defense. Currently, the Secretary 
and his Deputy have 24 senior OSD and Defense Agency officials 
reporting to them as well as the JCS Chairman and members, the 
three Service Secretaries, and nine unified or specified command- 
ers for a total span of control of 41 subordinates. 

Span of control (or span of management) is a fundamental issue 
for every organization as it must decide how many subordinates 
each superior can effectively manage. In Organization and Manage- 
ment, Fremont E. Kast and James E. Rosenzweig discuss span of 
control as follows: 

The span of control, or span of supervision, relates to the 
number of subordinates that a superior can supervise effective- 
ly. It is closely related to the hierarchical structure and to de- 
partmentalization. Implicit in the span of control concept is 
the necessity for the coordination of the activities of the subor- 
dinates by the superior. It emphasizes superior-subordinate re- 
lationships that allow for the systematic integration of activi- 
ties. Traditional theory advocates a narrow span to enable the 
executive to provide adequate integration of all the activities of 
subordinates. It does not recognize the possibility of other 
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means for coordination. (pages 239-240) 
The narrow span of control advocated by traditional theory is 

less than ten subordinates with the ranges of 3 to 7 and 4 to 8 often 
cited as ideal. As Koontz and O’Donnell note: 

...Students of management have found that this number is 
usually four to eight subordinates at the upper levels of organi- 
zation and eight to fifteen or more at the lower levels. (Princi- 
ples of Management: An Analysis of Managerial Functions, 
page 249) 

While many studies of actual organizations show the median span 
of control to be 7 or 8 subordinates, numerical guidelines have been 
increasingly questioned. In his paper, “Span of Control: A Review 
and Restatement,” David D. Van Fleet comments on this occur- 
rence: 

...the numerical guideline approach has been faltering. 
Perhaps this is because the span of control concept has been 
misinterpreted to mean “Magic” numbers whereas it is not in- 
tended to provide a “magic” number, and possibly because it is 
not reasonable to expect that one particular size of span will 
be ideal for all situations. (Akron Business and Economic 
Review, Winter 1974, page 35) 

In discussing factors that have an impact on effective spans of 

0 routine work —If the work performed by subordinates is rou- 
tine, more individuals can be effectively supervised; if the work 
performed is quite varied and complex, fewer subordinates can 
be effectively supervised. 

0 ability of subordinates —If the subordinates are highly trained 
and capable, more of them can be effectively supervised. 

0 non-supervisory activities —If the superior official must spend 
considerable time in non-supervisory activities, he can effec- 
tively supervise fewer subordinates. 

0 supervisor’s ability —A more capable official can effectively su- 
pervise more subordinates. 

0 personal assistants —If an official has assistants to help him, 
he will be able to supervise a greater number of subordinates. 

0 rate of change —If the rate of change in personnel and oper- 
ations is relatively low, the superior can supervise a larger 
number of subordinates. 

0 geographic or physical dispersion —If the subordinates are geo- 
graphically or physically dispersed, the superior will be unable 
to effectively supervise as many subordinates. 

0 need for coordination —If the work requires greater coordina- 
tion, control, or closeness of supervision, the number of individ- 
uals that can be effectively supervised will be reduced. 

0 similarity of functions —If the functions involved in the work 
of subordinates are relatively similar, a greater number of sub- 
ordinates can be effectively supervised. 

0 formalization —The increased use of the formal organization 
techniques (e.g., standard reports and communications) will 

control, Van Fleet lists eleven: 
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enable a superior to supervise a greater number of subordi- 
nates. 

0 sharing supervision —If a superior’s subordinates receive some 
supervision from others, he will be able to effectively supervise 
a greater number of individuals. (pages 36 and 37) 

For key DoD managers, especially the Secretary of Defense 
these eleven factors in the aggregate suggest the need for a small 
span of control. In particular, the Secretary of Defense spends 
much of his time in non-supervisory activities—managing relations 
with the White House, other Executive Branch power centers, the 
Congress, and allies. Moreover, the work of his subordinates is non- 
routine, involves a rapid rate of change, requires substantial co- 
ordination, and involves dissimilar functions. In addition, some of 
his subordinates—the unified and specified commanders—are geo- 
graphically dispersed. 

For the Secretary of Defense and other senior DoD managers, six 
of the above factors can clearly be categorized as favoring a smaller 
span of control, and two favor a larger span. It was not possible to 
categorize three factors -ability of subordinates, supervisor’s abili- 
ty, and formalization -due to their more subjective nature. 

Smaller span of control 
Larger span of 

control 

non-routine work .............................. personal assistants 
substantial non-supervisory 

high rate of change 
activites. 

geographic dispersion 
substantial need for coordination 
dissimilar functions. 

shared supervision 

In general, an analysis of organizational needs in the Department 
of Defense suggests that smaller spans of control for senior civilian 
and military officials would enhance organizational performance. 

Given that the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary must spend 
much of their time on relations with external organizations (the 
White House, the Congress, alliances, etc.), they are too busy to ac- 
tively manage OSD and those Defense Agencies that report directly 
to them. Essentially, they manage OSD and subordinate organiza- 
tions by exception (e.g., only when a problem arises) which fails to 
provide the desired level of supervision and coordination. 

In particular, the Defense Agencies are poorly controlled and su- 
pervised by OSD. The Defense Agency Review conducted in 1979 by 

burdened OSD officials are unable to devote the time necessary to 
adequately oversee the agencies; as a result, the agencies are essen- 
tially free of OSD supervision. Apparently, the focus of OSD is on 

Defense Agencies. One negative consequence of this inadequate su- 
pervision is that the Defense Agencies are more oriented to peace- 

Major General Theodore Antonelli, USA (Retired), found that over- 

the budgets of the Military Departments and not on the budgets of 

55-642 0 - 85 - 4 
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time activities and efficiencies than to supporting combat forces in 
wartime. 

The Report of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel discussed the span 
of control problem and associated problems: 

The expanding parallel organization of OSD has contributed 
to the excessive span of control of the Secretary/Deputy Secre- 
tary of Defense. Twenty-seven major offices of the Department 
report directly to the Secretary/Deputy Secretary, and of 
these, twelve are in OSD. No formal mechanism exists to 
assure proper coordination among the parallel elements of 
OSD. This unsatisfactory organization structure results in fre- 
quent contradictions in policy guidance, frictions between the 
various elements of OSD, and the necessity for extensive and 
time-consuming coordination with little assurance that it has 
achieved its purpose. (page 25) 

Similarly, Secretary Brown discussed this problem 8 years later 

The Secretary’s span of control was too broad for effective 
management. At that time, 29 major offices of the Department, 
plus seven Unified/Specified Commands reported to me. Of 
these, almost half were within the Office of the Secretary 
itself. Furthermore, the fragmentation of executive authority 
among independent offices within the Office of the Secretary, 
several of which had closely related functions and responsibil- 
ities, created the need for excessive and time-consuming coordi- 
nation and required the elevation of far too many decisions to 
the Secretary or Deputy Secretary for resolution. Virtually 
every review of the Department’s organization in the past sev- 
eral years concluded that these conditions hampered effective 
management. (page 349) 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, Secretary Brown made an 
effort in 1977 to reduce the span of control problem. His actions did 
not go far enough in this direction. Moreover, the problem has 
been further compounded by the addition since 1977 of other OSD 
offices reporting directly to the Secretary. 

b. Piecemeal Addition of OSD Offices 
The second cause of inadequate supervision and coordination of 

OSD offices is that many OSD offices have been added, especially 
by the Congress, without restructuring the overall organization. 
Many of these offices were established and given positions in the 
hierarchy for political purposes. In particular, the Congress has 
specified that these newly created offices report directly to the Sec- 
retary of Defense. The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Health Affairs), the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Reserve Affairs), the Office of the Director of Operational Test and 
Evaluation, and the Uniformed Services University of the Health 
Sciences are good examples. The problem with this congressional 
direction is that the Secretary cannot adequately manage these of- 
fices, SO they, in essence, report to no one. Furthermore, given the 
specificity of congressional direction, OSD organizational planners 

in the fiscal year 1979 Annual Report to the Congress: 
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believe that they are inhibited by outside constraints from seeking 
more streamlined arrangements. 
3. INEXPERIENCED POLITICAL APPOINTEES AND POOR CONTINUITY IN 

SENIOR LEVELS OF OSD 
Too often, key positions in OSD are filled by individuals who lack 

a substantial background in military strategy, operations, budget- 
ing, and the like which are so important if one is to contribute im- 
mediately to effective policy formulation and management. DoD 
can no longer afford to fill senior positions with on-the-job trainees. 
Equally troublesome is that OSD has poor continuity in its most 
senior positions. In a field as complex as defense management, this 
is a fundamental weakness in achieving a sound U.S. national secu- 
rity program. This severe shortcoming must be overcome if civilian 
control of the military is to remain compatible with the level of or- 
ganizational effectiveness required by today’s complex internation- 
al security environment. 

In OSD, there are currently 18 Presidential appointees and 51 
additional senior political appointees. This number of political ap- 
pointees becomes a problem only because of their relative inexperi- 
ence, their high turnover rate, and the lengthy breaks between de- 
partures and arrivals of political appointees. 

a. Experience Levels of Senior DoD Officials 
In his book, U.S. Defense Planning -A Critique, John Collins 

makes the following observation on the experience levels of senior 
DoD officials: 

The U.S. defense planning system installs few leaders who 
possess first-class credentials before they take defense planning 
posts. A distinct minority during the last 37 years could be con- 
sidered professionally qualified to supervise the process and 
select politico-military alternatives until they had been in 
office for lengthy periods. (pages 199-200) 

Similarly, the Departmental Headquarters Study recommended 
...continuing emphasis on the importance of selecting high 

calibre, well-qualified people for Presidential appointments, 
and encouraging their service for periods long enough to be ef- 
fective. (page 27) 

Some observers argue that the overriding solution to DoD organi- 
zational problems is to improve the caliber of senior officials. Gen- 
eral Krulak presented this view in testimony before the Committee 
on September 20, 1983 when he argued: “Someone once said in re- 
ferring to an organization chart, it is not the boxes on the chart, it 
is the blokes in the boxes.” (part 2, page 106) 

While improving the quality of DoD’s senior leadership is an im- 
portant initiative, it should not, however, be seen as a substitute 
for necessary organizational reform. Although good people can, to a 
certain extent, overcome a deficient organizational structure, a 
well-designed structure will support a higher level of sustained ef- 
fectiveness than a poor structure will. As Dr. James R. Schlesinger 
testified before the Committee on November 2, 1983: 
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I have no wish to exaggerate nor to suggest that structural 
reform is a panacea that can solve our many military prob- 
lems. Structural reform is no substitute for capable leadership 
or for suitable, well-trained and ready forces. Cynics will point 
out that only a limited amount can be achieved by what is de 
scribed as “tinkering”. Nonetheless, in the absence of structur- 
al reform I fear that we shall obtain less than is attainable 
from our expenditures and from our forces. Sound structure 
will permit the release of energies and of imagination now 
unduly constrained by the existing arrangements. Without 
such reform, I fear that the United States will obtain neither 
the best military advice, nor the effective execution of military 
plans, nor the provision of military capabilities commensurate 
with the fiscal resources provided, nor the most advantageous 
deterrence and defense posture available to the nation. (Part 5, 
page 186) 

Similarly, Peter F. Drucker emphasizes the importance of sound or- 
ganizational structure: 

...Few managers seem to recognize that the right organi- 
zation structure is not performance itself, but rather a prereq- 
uisite of performance. The wrong structure is indeed a guaran- 
tee of nonperformance; it produces friction and frustration, 
puts the spotlight on the wrong issues, and makes mountains 
out of trivia. (Harvard Business Review on Management, page 
624) 

Paul Hammond in his book, Organizing for Defense, offers the 

Formal organization is not all-important. In large-scale orga- 
nization, however, it is an unavoidable starting point of in- 
quiry. Men are important, too. But men in government -at 
least in the American government -do not last. The things 
that last are the institutional arrangements which impart con- 
tinuity to policy and meaning (however valid) to process, and 
the modes of thought which make both significant. (page 4) 

Nevertheless, structural form cannot compensate for individuals 
who lack required expertise for the positions they occupy. Accord- 
ing to Hammond, “...Organizations are made up of men; there is no 
substitute for their quality.’’ (page 4) 

following thoughts: 

b. High Turnover Rates 
As to turnover rates, Secretaries of Defense have served on the 

average for only 2.3 years; and Deputy Secretaries, for only 1.8 
years. Average longevity in senior OSD positions is considerably 
less than 3 years. For example, Assistant Secretaries of Defense 
(International Security Affairs) have served on the average for only 
1.6 years since this important position was established in 1953. 

c. Vacancies 
Many positions remain vacant following departures of political 

appointees. The report of the Chairman’s Special Study Group indi- 
cates that, among approximately 30 presidential appointee posi- 
tions in OSD and the Military Departments, extended vacancies 
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have occurred 146 times since 1960 with an  average duration of 5 
months. (page 42) 

d. Causes 
There are two basic causes of the problem of inexperienced politi- 

cal appointees and poor continuity in senior levels of OSD: (1) ex- 
tensive use of OSD appointments to repay political debts or to pro- 
vide representation for special interest groups; and (2) substantial 
financial disincentives for individuals appointed to such positions. 
(1) extensive use of OSD appointments to repay political debts or 
to provide representation for special interest groups 

The problem of filling key civilian leadership positions in OSD 
with individuals who lack sufficient qualifications is in no small 
measure the result of the excessive influence in the selection proc- 
ess of the White House staff in both Republican and Democratic 
administrations. Key OSD leadership positions have been filled 
with individuals who have either faithfully served in the campaign 
of a winning Presidential candidate or who have satisfied the per- 
ceived political need for special interest group representation. 
Often, there is little regard for the qualifications and suitability of 
these individuals. 
(2) substantial financial disincentives 

A second cause contributing to this problem is the congressional- 
ly imposed limitations on compensation and financial holdings of 
civilian leaders of the Department of Defense. The annual compen- 
sation of senior DoD officials is set at $72,200. Although it has long 
been recognized that government service necessarily involves some 
financial sacrifice, if that sacrifice is allowed to become prohibitive, 
some of the most able people simply will be unable to enter govern- 
ment service. 

Another aspect of this cause is the conflict of interest statutes 
and regulations applicable to senior civilian officials throughout 
the Federal Government and the special provisions of the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services relating to divestiture of conflicting 
assets. In his testimony before the Senate Armed Services Commit- 
tee, Richard C. Steadman indicated the Committee’s special provi- 
sions in this area often result in a prospective appointee being 
faced with a forced sale of their major assets as a requirement to 
accepting a Department of Defense position. He further observed 
that the result, after taxes, of such a forced sale could be an imme- 
diate one-third decrease in an  individual’s assets. There can be 
little doubt that such a result could be a real impediment to some 
of the most highly qualified individuals accepting positions in OSD 
and elsewhere in DoD. 
4. OSD MICRO-MANAGEMENT OF SERVICE PROGRAMS 

The Military Departments have consistently held the view that 
OSD has been engaged in extensive micro-management of internal 
Service programs. The term ‘‘micro-management” means the over- 
involvement of higher authority in details that can be better man- 
aged by subordinate organizations. While observers differ as to 
whether this exists, the weight of testimony suggests that there is 
some degree of OSD micro-management. For example, the Depart- 
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mental Headquarters Study noted: “The study disclosed some evi- 
dence of undue involvement by the OSD staff in details better left 
to Military Department management.” (page 34) The General AC- 
counting Office report, “Suggested Improvements in Staffing and 
Organization of Top Management Headquarters in the Department 
of Defense,” dated April 20, 1976, expressed similar concern: 

...The increasing involvement in service program execution 
at the OSD level reduces the autonomy of the Service Secretar- 
ies and thereby reduces their ability to make decisions on 
issues which are more relevant to them or on which they often 
have more expertise... .Since the military departments are sepa- 
rately organized and the Service secretaries are resource man- 
agers, it is logical that they may be given the authority to 
manage. They are, in effect, presidents of operating companies. 
(pages 50 and 51) 

In his testimony before the Senate Committee on Armed Serv- 

...There has been the tendency that I found both as the Sec- 
retary of the Navy and as the Deputy Secretary of Defense, for 
the OSD staff to micromanage the Services with respect to in- 
traservice problems. 

Now, the OSD has got to manage interservice problems and 
problems that involve overall strategic planning. I found that a 
great many of the staff of the different Assistant Secretaries of 
Defense were really trying to run the internal affairs of the 
Services because they thought they knew better than the 
people in the service about service matters. (Part 3, page 124) 

In addition, Secretary Claytor explained that once strategic policy 
and overall planning have been determined, the execution should 
be left to the Services and not to the staff of the OSD. Secretary 
Claytor said, 

...I found all kinds of small decisions the services are much 
better able to make in procurement of specific weapons and 
how you procure them, and that sort of thing was being made 
by civilian staff in OSD which, frankly, in many cases I didn’t 
think knew as much about it as the people in the services did. 
(Part 3, page 128) 

Dr. James R. Schlesinger, a former Secretary of Defense, also 
noted OSD micro-management in testimony before the Senate Com- 
mittee on Armed Services: 

...without question, the OSD staff has occasionally, though 
too frequently, become involved with micro-management 
within the individual Services. That seems to me to exceed the 
appropriate responsibilities of that staff. (Part 5, page 189) 

ices, former Deputy Secretary of Defense Graham Claytor said, 

a. Human Nature 
The primary cause of this problem is human nature: OSD offi- 

cials —like everyone else -prefer to work on narrower and more 
manageable issues than the complex issues that should be the pri- 
mary focus of OSD. 
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b. Inadequate Supervision 
A second cause of OSD micro-management is the failure of the 

Secretary and Deputy Secretary to police OSD micro-management 
of Service programs. Micro-management is contrary to OSD poli- 
cies as clearly indicated by Secretary Carlucci’s memorandum of 
March 27, 1981 concerning “Management of the DoD Planning, 
Programming and Budgeting System”. However, issuance of memo- 
randa has limited impact without an active management review of 
implementation. This is currently lacking. 

c. Congressional Micro-Management 
OSD micro-management is also caused by congressional short- 

term (year-to-year) and microscopic emphasis on program manage- 
ment. In response to congressional micro-management, OSD places 
an equivalent emphasis on details that could be better left to the 
Military Departments. 

d. Non-Compliance by the Services 
A fourth cause of OSD micro-management is that the Services 

have failed to adhere to OSD guidance in program development 
and management. In particular, the Service Secretaries appear to 
have failed to effectively discharge their responsibilities to ensure 
full Service compliance with the decisions of the Secretary of De- 
fense. Non-compliance by the Services caused OSD to become in- 
volved in the details of implementation in order to preserve the de- 
cisions of the Secretary of Defense. 

e. Large OSD Staff 
A fifth cause may be that some OSD staffs, particularly in the 

research and engineering area, have become too large. Larger staff 
sizes often result in a weaker focus on principal responsibilities and 
major issues. 

f. Emphasis on Functional Areas 
OSD micro-management may also result from limited mission in- 

tegration mechanisms. In the absence of important mission integra- 
tion efforts, OSD has emphasized functional integration. This is 
likely to lead to overinvolvement with Service programs which are 
also functionally organized. 

Paul Hammond in Organizing for Defense identified OSD’s func- 
tional structure as a cause of OSD’s micro-management of the 
Services: 

As the Defense Department continued to grow more central- 
ized in administration, the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
remained weighted in favor of business administration oper- 
ations. The services have been expected to perform the major 
functions of a military establishment at the same time that 
OSD has been developing duplicate functions. The result has 
been a growing duplication of staffs and the “re-reviewing”, as 
one Congressional committee put it, of work already adequate- 
ly reviewed and sufficiently supervised. The point was over- 
stated, for there have been substantial reasons for the “re-re- 
viewing,” but it nevertheless has substance. If the secretariat 
in either OSD or the service departments were primarily con- 
cerned with the development of general policies which spanned 
military and business administration interests, their activities 
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might be less duplicative. But both are concerned largely with 
business administration, to the exclusion of the development of 
a general program; and the supervision by both suffers from 
the same consequent limitations. (page 313) 

5. PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING ARE UNILATERAL, NOT COALITION, 
ORIENTED 

The United States, following World War II, developed a broad 
network of alliances and mutual defense treaties to protect her in- 
terests. The foundation of U.S. national security is a coalition strat- 
egy with appropriate coalition policies. However, both the United 
States and her allies are guilty of what General David C. Jones, 
USAF (Retired), has called “the sin of unilateralism” in that plan- 
ning and programming are still approached on essentially a nation- 
al rather than a multi-national basis. Most coalition-oriented ef- 
forts, such as NATO’s Rationalization, Standardization, and Inter- 
operability (RSI) program, have been tremendous disappointments. 
Much of the blame for NATO’s failures in cooperative efforts lies 
with the United States as the Alliance’s leader. 

Ambassador Robert W. Komer, former Under Secretary of De- 
fense for Policy, noted the unilateral perspective of DoD planning 
and programming in his draft paper, “Strategymaking in DoD”: 

Nor does the planning/ programming process take adequately 
into account the needs created by our pursuit of a largely coa- 
lition policy and strategy, reflecting the broad network of alli- 
nnces and other commitments entered into after World War 
II ....This is partly because of a lack of organizational focus 

within the United States or other governments on coalition 
issues. For example, until the author became Advisor to SecDef 
[Secretary of Defense] on NATO Affairs in 1977, no single U.S. 
government official above the level of office director dealt ex- 
clusively with NATO matters—our largest single overseas com- 
mitment. But this organizational innovation too disappeared 
when the next administration took over. (pages 25 and 26) 

There are four causes of this unilateral approach in OSD: 
0 absence of organizations with major mission orientations; 
0 ineffective strategic planning; 
0 limited influence of unified commanders in planning and pro- 

0 limited influence of OSD policy experts on resource decisions. 
The first three causes are addressed in detail elsewhere in this 

study. As to the limited influence of OSD policy experts, the basic 
problem is that the policy experts do not have sufficient expertise 
on programmatic issues nor sufficient influence to alter the recom- 
mendations of OSD and Service resource managers who are, for the 
most part, oriented to the unilateralist perspective. 
6. INADEQUATE OSD REVIEW OF NON-NUCLEAR CONTINGENCY PLANS 

Currently, only the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense 
have access to non-nuclear contingency plans prepared by the uni- 
fied and specified commanders. Nuclear war planning is not an 
issue because the civilian leadership has long insisted on being reg- 

gramming; and 
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ularly briefed on it and on related war games. The Secretary and 
Deputy Secretary do not, however, have sufficient time to ade- 
quately review these important plans for action by conventional 
forces during crises. The Steadman Report shares this conclusion: 

...p resent arrangements place too great a burden on the Sec- 
retary and Deputy Secretary for assuring that there is suffi- 
cient continuing policy guidance in these areas [contingency 
plans]. (page 43) 

“he cause of the absence of OSD review of non-nuclear contin- 
gency plans is that the JCS have jealously guarded non-nuclear 
contingency plans. The Steadman Report notes: 

The JCS are sensitive to the fact that only the Secretary and 
the Deputy Secretary are in the operational chain of command 
and, thus, strictly interpreted, only they have a “need to 
know” regarding operational plans. (page 43) 

This posture has been based in part on security grounds, but is 
more directly linked with the JCS view that OSD review would be 
an unwarranted civilian intrusion into strictly military matters- 
a n  attitude which apparently contradicts the principle of civilian 
control. 

The current Secretary of Defense, Caspar W. Weinberger, be- 
lieves that contingency plans receive adequate civilian review: 

... These [contingency] plans are then briefed to me and the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense on an annual basis and as 
changes occur, and these plans are changed if these briefings 
indicate to me that changes are required. 
Thus, the principle of civilian control of the military for non- 

nuclear contingency planning is preserved by keeping the Sec- 
retary and Deputy Secretary of Defense informed of the as- 
sumptions, procedures, and results of the overall planning 
process, and particularly by a final review of the plans them- 
selves by the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense. (An- 
swers to Authorization Report Questions) 

Despite Secretary Weinberger’s views, it does not seem possible 
that the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense —who share 
other enormous and demanding responsibilities —can effectively 
review the numerous contingency plans and ensure that they are 
consistent with national security policy. 

Absence of meaningful OSD review of non-nuclear contingency 
plans is a problem because (1) it is a vital area where civilian con- 
trol of the military is not properly exercised; (2) the plans may not 
be realistic in terms of actions that the President may be prepared 
to take in certain situations; (3) higher authority may lack an un- 
derstanding of what can be done with existing resources leading to 
inconsistencies in the strategic planning process during which ob- 
jectives are linked to resources; and (4) there is no process to 
ensure that plans are receiving sufficient attention and an expo- 
sure to new alternatives at the unified and specified command 
level. 

There is another OSD problem area associated with contingency 
plans. This relates to inadequate civilian guidance to be used by 
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military officers in developing contingency plans. This problem 
area is addressed in Chapter 4 dealing with the Organization of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
E. DESCRIPTION OF SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEM AREAS 

In this section, possible solutions to OSD problem areas are de- 
scribed. These include previously proposed solutions along with 
newly developed ones. The list of possible solutions covers those 
that would require legislative action and those that require only 
management attention. Because OSD is at the pinnacle of the DoD 
hierarchy, a number of solutions to OSD problem areas involve 
structural or management changes in organizations outside of 
OSD. While these non-OSD solutions are addressed in detail in 
chapters of the study dealing with other DoD organizations, they 
are briefly described in this section to draw attention to their po- 
tential contribution to improved performance by OSD. 

Regarding previously proposed solutions, there have been five 
major studies since 1970 that address one or more of the OSD prob- 
lem areas identified in this report: 

0 the Report of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel chaired by Gilbert 
W. Fitzhugh and submitted in July 1970; 

0 the Departmental Headquarters Study directed by Paul R. Ig- 
natius and submitted in June 1978; 

0 the National Military Command Structure Study directed by 
Richard C. Steadman and submitted in July 1978; 

0 the Defense Agency Review directed by Major General Theo- 
dore Antonelli, USA (Retired) and submitted in March 1979; 
and 

0 the Final Report, entitled Toward a More Effective Defense, of 

and International Studies (CSIS) chaired by Philip A. Odeen 
and completed in February 1985. 

Relevant recommendations of these studies have been linked to 
problem areas identified in this study as accurately as possible. 
Due to the differences in approach as well as the brevity of certain 
recommendations in these studies, the correlation of problem areas 
and recommendations required certain interpretations which may 
not be exact. 

It should be noted that the options to solve a problem area pre- 
sented in this section may or may not be mutually exclusive. In 
some instances, only one of the options to solve a problem area 
could be implemented. In other cases, several options might be 
complementary. 
1. PROBLEM AREA #1— LIMITED MISSION INTEGRATION OF THE OVER- 

The principal guideline for solving this problem area is to 
strengthen the integrating staff support for the Secretary of De- 
fense and to strengthen the authority of and the integrating staff 
support for the JCS Chairman. Proposals that would strengthen 
the authority of the JCS Chairman are addressed in Chapter 4; this 
chapter will, therefore, focus only on strengthening the integrating 
support for the Secretary of Defense and JCS Chairman. With 

the Defense Organization Project of the Center for Strategic 

ALL DEFENSE EFFORT 
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these objectives in mind, four options have been developed. These 
options propose that portions of OSD and OJCS be organized along 
major mission lines. 

No element of the Washington Headquarters of DoD is organized 
along major mission lines. While there are small offices within var- 
ious OSD, OJCS, and Military Department organizations that focus 
on a functional area relating to a major DoD mission, such as 
policy for defense of NATO Europe, there is no major organization- 
al entity that has a comprehensive, multi-functional, mission orien- 
tation. Only at the unified and specified command, or operational, 
level -which is far removed from Washington -is there a true 
mission orientation. 

Since institutions should be organized, both at their policymak- 
ing and operational levels, to execute their major responsibilities, 
the current organizational arrangements at the policymaking level 
of DoD, which emphasize functional inputs, and not mission out- 
puts, are a major shortcoming. In essence, these arrangements are 
a major roadblock to improved mission integration. Alternative ar- 
rangements include: 

0 Option 1A -create an  Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 
and Program Integration whose office would include assistant 
secretaries for three major mission categories: nuclear deter- 
rence, NATO defense, and regional (other world regions) de- 
fense and force projection 

In a previous portion of this chapter, it was asserted that DoD 
has six major missions: 

0 nuclear deterrence 
0 maritime superiority 
0 power projection superiority 
0 defense of NATO Europe 
0 defense of East Asia 
0 defense of Southwest Asia 

These six missions are used as the basis for forming mission-orient- 
ed offices in OSD. 

Under this proposal, the missions of nuclear deterrence and de- 
fense of NATO, given .their paramount importance, would each be 
assigned to a n  assistant secretary. The other four missions -mari- 
time superiority, power projection superiority, defense of East Asia, 
and defense of Southwest Asia -would be assigned to a third as- 
sistant secretary, to be entitled regional defense and force projec- 
tion. The CSIS report, Toward a More Effective Defense, included 
major portions of this option as one of its recommendations. (pages 
25-27) 

Under this option, these three assistant secretaries would report 
to an  Under Secretary for Policy and Program Integration. The 
current position of Under Secretary for Policy would be expanded 
to assume the program integration responsibilities. Expanding the 
responsibilities of this under secretary to include program integra- 
tion is a logical extension of the current duties of this position. 
DoD Directive 5111.1, which specifies the responsibilities of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, lists the following function 
first “integration of DoD plans and policies with overall national 



100 

security objectives.” In essence, the integration responsibilities of 
this position would be expanded from only policy planning to in- 
clude programs and resource decisions. 

Under this alternative, portions of current OSD functional offices 
-policy and program analysis and evaluation being key examples 
-would be transferred to the offices of the new assistant secretar- 
ies. For example, the Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Deterrence 
would have reporting to him the following offices: 

current organization 

OUSD (Policy) Office of the Deputy Assist- 
ant Secretary (Nuclear 
Forces and Arms Control 
Policy) 

Office of the Deputy Assist- 
ant Secretary (Negotiations 
Policy) 

Deputy Director (Strategic Office of the Director of 
Programs) Analysis and Evaluation 

OUSD (Policy) 

Program 

Similar transfers would be made to the other mission-oriented as- 
sistant secretaries. 

As to the location of the current international policy and inter- 
national affairs offices in this proposed organization, the Office of 
the Assistant Secretary (International Security Policy) would be di- 
vided between the assistant secretaries for nuclear deterrence and 
NATO defense. The Office of the Assistant Secretary (International 
Security Affairs) would be incorporated in the office of the assist- 
ant secretary for regional defense and force projection. 

To provide these assistant secretaries with expertise and influ- 
ence on the range of resource issues that would be of concern in 
their mission areas, it will be necessary to provide them staff capa- 
bilities in the traditional resource-oriented functional areas: re- 
search and development, manpower, logistics, installations, and 
command, control, communications, and intelligence. This capabil- 
ity could be provided in two ways. 

First, the mission-oriented assistant secretaries could be assigned 
a resource office that would have a small cell of staffers to address 
each functional area. This arrangement would enable the mission- 
oriented assistant secretaries to have an effective voice in resource 
issues without impeding the functional integration role of the func- 
tional-oriented under and assistant secretaries. 

The second method of providing resource expertise to the mis- 
sion-oriented assistant secretaries would be to transfer to them 
entire subunits that have mission-oriented responsibilities from the 
functional offices. For example, the Deputy Under Secretary (Stra- 
tegic and Theater Nuclear Forces) could be transferred from the 
Office of the Under Secretary (Research and Engineering) to the 
office of the Assistant Secretary (Nuclear Deterrence). Similarly, 
the Director of Strategic and Theater Forces Command, Control, 
and Communications could be transferred from the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary (C3I) to the Office of the Assistant Secretary 



101 

(Nuclear Deterrence). Such transfers would not be possible from all 
functional offices due to the inability to divide some offices along 
mission lines. This second method would greatly reduce the roles of 
the functional under and assistant secretaries and make functional 
integration in DoD more difficult. 

Under either approach, certain OSD functional areas would 
remain unaltered, such as comptroller, general counsel, public af- 
fairs, legislative affairs, and acquisition. 

0 Option 1B —create under secretaries in OSD for three major 
mission categories: nuclear deterrence, NATO defense, and re- 
gional defense and force projection. 

Instead of creating three mission-oriented assistant secretaries 
reporting to a single under secretary, this option proposes the cre- 
ation of three mission-oriented under secretaries who would report 
to the Secretary of Defense. Options 1A and 1B differ only in 
regard as to whether these mission-oriented offices would be 
headed by assistant or under secretaries and whether these offices 
would report to an under secretary or directly to the Secretary of 
Defense. 

As in Option 1A, appropriate cells or portions of current OSD 
functional offices would be transferred to the offices of the new 
under secretaries. Chart 3-4 presents an illustrative diagram of the 
major offices that would report to these three under secretaries; 
the diagram is based upon the approach of having one resource 
office for each under secretary with staff cells for various resource- 
oriented functional areas. 



CHART 3-4 

MAJOR OFFICES OF MISSION-ORIENTED UNDER SECRETARIES 
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One of the offices subordinate to the Under Secretary (Regional 
Defense and Force Projection) deserves special attention. That is 
the office which would focus on low intensity warfare and special 
operations. At the present time, low intensity warfare and special 
operations would not qualify as a major DoD mission; it is properly 
included as a subordinate mission of the regional defense and force 
projection mission. 

Despite this judgment, there is a substantial need to create a 
strong multi-Service, multi-functional, organizational focus for low 
intensity warfare and special operations. This is so for six reasons: 
(1) the threat to U.S. interests from the lower end of the conflict 
spectrum is becoming more serious; (2) the capabilities needed to 
respond to these threats are not among the traditional ones of the 
Services; (3) the Services have a tendency in force planning to focus 
on high intensity conflicts upon which their resource programs are 
principally justified; (4) there is a need to coordinate the activities 
of the Services as they seek to develop required capabilities in 
order to avoid unnecessary duplication; (5) there is a need for inno- 
vative thinking and new approaches to these threats; and (6) a 
clear organizational focus may help ensure that these capabilities 
receive the proper attention and priority. While the proposals for 
offices subordinate to the under secretaries may be considered as 
illustrative, the establishment of an office for low intensity warfare 
and special operations is a specific proposal. 

Chart 3-5 presents one possible organizational diagram of OSD 
that could result from the creation of mission-oriented under secre- 
taries. The set of organizational changes proposed in this diagram 
also seeks to solve the span of control problems (problem area #2) 
of the Secretary of Defense by grouping offices under the most logi- 
cal senior official. Key among these changes is the creation of an 
Under Secretary €or Readiness, Sustainability, and Support whose 
office would have responsibility for manpower, reserve affairs, 
health affairs, installations, and logistics. Chart 3-5 also reflects a 
recommendation of Chapter 7 (PPBS) that the position of Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Strategic Planning) be created. 

This proposal -despite the detail in which it is portrayed -is 
provided only for illustrative purposes. Chart 3-5 represents only 
one of many possible schemes for organizing OSD with three mis- 
sion-oriented under secretaries. Accordingly, it should not be con- 
sidered a recommended course of action. The purposes of Chart 3-5 
are solely to: (1) serve as a starting point for efforts to design an 
OSD staff with improved mission integration capabilities and a 
more manageable span of control; and (2) identify for the Congress 
the underlying principles to be addressed in legislation. 



CHART 3-5 

OSD WITH MISSION-ORIENTED UNDER SECRETARIES 
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The top portion of Chart 3-5 shows the six major OSD organiza- 
tions, three of which are mission integrators (nuclear deterrence, 
NATO defense, and regional defense and force projection) and 
three of which are functional integrators (readiness, sustainability, 
and support; research and engineering; and command, control, 
communications and intelligence). Highlights of the proposed 
changes are as follows. Offices not shown on this chart would con- 
tinue to report to their current senior authority. 

0 the Assistant to the Secretary (Atomic Energy) and the De- 
fense Nuclear Agency would report to the Under Secretary 
(Nuclear Deterrence) instead of the Under Secretary (Research 
and Engineering); 

0 the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization would report to 
the Under Secretary (Nuclear Deterrence) instead of the Secre- 
tary of Defense; 

0 the Defense Advisor, U.S. Mission to NATO would report to 
the Under Secretary (NATO Defense) instead of the Secretary 
of Defense; 

0 the Defense Security Assistance Agency would report to the 
Under Secretary (Regional Defense and Force Projection), but 
would coordinate with the Under Secretary (NATO Defense) on 
security assistance programs within the European region; 

0 the position of Under Secretary (Readiness, Sustainability, and 
Support) would be created; 

0 the positions of Assistant Secretary (Force Management and 
Personnel), Assistant Secretary (Reserve Affairs), and Assistant 
Secretary (Health Affairs) would be retitled Deputy Under Sec- 
retaries and would report to the Under Secretary (Readiness, 
Sustainability, and Support) instead of the Secretary of De- 
fense; 

0 the installations and logistics functions would be transferred 
from the Assistant Secretary (Acquisition and Logistics) to a 
Deputy Under Secretary (Installations and Logistics) who 
would report to the Under Secretary (Readiness, Sustainabil- 
ity, and Support); 

0 the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences 
would report to the Under Secretary (Readiness, Sustainabil- 
ity, and Support) instead of the Secretary of Defense; 

0 the new position of Assistant Secretary (Strategic Planning) 
would be created to replace the Under Secretary (Policy); re- 
porting to this Assistant Secretary would be the National Secu- 
rity Agency and the Defense Intelligence Agency (both of 
which currently report to the Secretary of Defense) and the 
Office of the Director, Net Assessment and Defense Investiga- 
tive Service (both of which currently report to the Under Sec- 
retary (Policy)); 

0 the Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation would report to 
the Assistant Secretary (Comptroller) instead of the Secretary 
of Defense; 

0 the Assistant to the Secretary (Intelligence Oversight) would 
report to the DoD Inspector General instead of the Secretary of 
Defense; 
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0 the Assistant Secretary (Acquisition and Logistics) would be re- 
titled Assistant Secretary (Acquisition); and 

0 the Director, Operational Test and Evaluation and the Direc- 
tor, Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization would 
report to the Assistant Secretary (Acquisition) instead of the 
Secretary of Defense. 

0 Option 1C —create a matrix organization with mission-orient- 
ed under secretaries and functional-oriented under and assist- 
ant secretaries. 

This proposal is the same as Option 1B with one major exception: 
the functional cells or subunits placed within each mission-oriented 
office would retain an organizational link across all such functional 
activities within OSD. For example, each mission-oriented office 
would have a policy office in its vertical organization. These offices 
would also report horizontally to the senior policy official in OSD, 
who, in this proposal, would be the Assistant Secretary (Strategic 
Planning). 

Matrix organizations, pioneered by the aerospace industry in the 
late 1950’s and 1960’s, are employed successfully by a number of 
large, diversified private businesses with organizational problems 
similar to those of OSD. The identifying feature of a matrix organi- 
zation is that some officials report to two bosses rather than to the 
traditional, single boss. In essence, there is a dual rather than a 
single chain of command. In OSD, these dual command responsibil- 
ities would be to functional offices (strategic planning; program 
analysis and evaluation; research and engineering; readiness, sus- 
tainability, and support; and command, control, communications 
and intelligence) and to mission offices. The former are oriented to 
functional efforts or specialized inhouse activities while the latter 
focus on outputs. In the matrix proposed for OSD, power would not 
be balanced equally between the dual chains of command. The mis- 
sion-oriented chain would be dominant; the other chain would 
serve to complement the dominant chain. 

The functional structure that currently exists in OSD and else- 
where in the Washington headquarters of DoD was the hallmark of 
U.S. businesses for much of the first half of this century. As certain 
companies became larger and more diversified, they switched to a 
product organization with functional offices underneath, an organi- 
zational concept known as federal decentralization. Many private 
businesses were perplexed as to whether a functional or a product 
line organization better suited their needs. The matrix organization 
is designed to gain the best of both approaches. 

Upon reflection, one might conclude that DoD currently has a 
federal decentralization organization with the Military Depart- 
ments being the product lines. This is not the case. The Military 
Departments do not represent the central “products” or “business- 
es” of DoD, because DoD is not seeking separate land, sea, or air 
products. The “businesses” of DoD are the previously described 
major missions: nuclear deterrence, defense of NATO Europe, de- 
fense of East Asia, defense of Southwest Asia, maritime superiori- 
ty, and power projection superiority. 



CHART 3-6 

OSD WITH A MISSION-FUNCTION MATRIX 
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Chart 3-6 presents a detailed diagram of one possible OSD 
matrix organization. The offices in the upper right hand box of the 
chart would not be part of the matrix. The offices of the mission- 
oriented under secretaries are shown vertically with their policy, 
analysis, and resource elements. The matrix is formed with five 
functional offices. At least three Defense Agencies (Defense Intelli- 
gence Agency, Defense Communications Agency, and Defense Lo- 
gistics Agency) that report to these functional offices would also be 
included, either directly or indirectly, as part of the matrix. Two of 
these functional offices -strategic planning and program analysis 
and evaluation -have only staff responsibilities. The other three 
-research and engineering; readiness, sustainability, and support; 
and command, control, communications and intelligence -have im- 
portant functional integration responsibilities. 

The five functional offices overlay the mission-oriented offices in 
the horizontal dimension. These offices would seek to improve co- 
ordination among the various functional subunits located within 
the mission-oriented offices. The unbroken lines within the verti- 
cal, mission-oriented offices signify that this is the dominant com- 
mand chain in the matrix. The dashed horizontal lines connecting 
the functional offices and functional cells or subunits signify a co- 
ordination -not a power sharing -responsibility. 

0 Option 1D -replace the current Joint Staff functional (J-1, J- 

As in the case with OSD, the Joint Staff is organized along func- 
tional lines. As might be expected, this organizational arrangement 
focuses on the functional perspective. It is not clear, however, that 
this perspective is desirable in an organization that is responsible 
for providing unified military advice which must give careful con- 
sideration to missions and operational requirements. 

This option proposes that the functional organization of the Joint 
Staff be replaced with a structure that includes mission-oriented of- 
fices. Under this option, there would be Directors of Joint Staff Di- 
rectorates for each major mission area and a Director for Joint Re- 
sources who would continue to focus on the unfulfilled responsibil- 
ities of the current functional offices. 

The same organizational principles used in pro proposing OSD mis- 
sion-oriented offices would be applied to the Joint Staff. The follow- 
ing positions would be established: 

0 Director, Nuclear Deterrence 
0 Director, NATO Defense 
0 Director, Regional Defense and Force Projection 
0 Director, Joint Resources 

0 Director, J-1 (Manpower and Personnel) 
0 Director, J-3 (Operations) 
0 Director, J-4 (Logistics) 
0 Director, J-5 (Plans and Policy) 
0 Director, C3 Systems 

2, etc.) organization with a mission-oriented organization. 

and the following positions abolished: 

Appropriate portions of the existing functional directorates 
would be transferred to the mission-oriented offices. Functional 
areas that should not be divided would be placed under the Direc- 
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tor, Joint Resources. However, if the JCS Chairman were given 
substantial responsibilities for providing personnel management of 
military officers in joint assignments (as proposed in Option 2J of 
Chapter 4), it would be necessary to retain, and possibly expand, 
the J-1 office. 
2. PROBLEM AREA #2—INADEQUATE SUPERVISION AND COORDINA- 

TION OF OSD OFFICES 
The thrusts of solutions to this problem are to reduce the Secre- 

tary of Defense’s span of control by streamlining OSD, to improve 
the control of the Defense Agencies, and to create a coordination 
office or under secretary to help manage OSD. A total of seven op- 
tions are presented in these three categories. 

a. Create additional under or deputy secretaries to serve as man- 
agers/coordinators and group assistant secretaries and lesser offi- 
cials under them. 

0 Option 2A -create two additional under secretaries for evalua- 

In addition to the Under Secretaries for Policy and Research and 
Engineering, which currently exist, two other under secretary posi- 
tions would be created for evaluation who would have responsibil- 
ity for evaluation, including testing, and control type activities. 
Readiness, sustainability, and support who would have responsibil- 
ity for manpower, reserve affairs, health affairs, installations, and 
logistics. 

tion and readiness, sustainability, and support. 



CHART 3-7 

OSD WITH FOUR UNDER SECRETARIES 
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Chart 3-7 presents one possible organizational arrangement with 
four under secretaries of defense. Under this arrangement, the Sec- 
retary of Defense’s span of control would be reduced from 24 to 10 
OSD and Defense Agency officials. In addition to the four under 
secretaries, only six other OSD officials would report directly to the 
Secretary of Defense: General Counsel, Assistant Secretary (Legis- 
lative Affairs), Assistant Secretary (Public Affairs), the DoD Inspec- 
tor General, Assistant Secretary (Acquisition), and Assistant Secre- 
tary (Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence). The 
major changes reflected in this chart are: 

0 the Defense Intelligence Agency and National Security Agency 
would report to the Under Secretary (Policy) instead of the 
Secretary of Defense; 

0 the Defense Advisor, U.S. Mission to NATO, would report to 
the Assistant Secretary (International Security Policy) instead 
of the Secretary of Defense; 

0 the Assistant Secretary (International Security Affairs), Assist- 
ant Secretary (International Security Policy), and Director, Net 
Assessment would report solely to the Under Secretary (Policy) 
instead of the current arrangement which also provides a link 
with the Secretary of Defense; 

the Under Secretary (Research and Engineering) instead of the 
Secretary of Defense; 

0 the Assistant Secretary (Comptroller), Director, Program Anal- 
ysis and Evaluation, and the Director, Operational Test and 
Evaluation would report to the Under Secretary (Evaluation) 
instead of the Secretary of Defense; the DoD Inspector General 
could also report to the Under Secretary (Evaluation) if it were 
determined that he would retain sufficient independence in 
such an organizational arrangement; under this option, this of- 
ficial would continue to report to the Secretary of Defense; 

0 the Assistant to the Secretary (Intelligence Oversight) would 
report to the DoD Inspector General instead of the Secretary of 
Defense; 

0 the Assistant Secretary (Force Management and Personnel), 
Assistant Secretary (Reserve Affairs), Assistant Secretary 
(Health Affairs), and Uniformed Services University of the 
Health Sciences would report to the Under Secretary (Readi- 
ness, Sustainability, and Support) instead of the Secretary of 
Defense; 

0 the installations and logistics functions would be transferred 
from the Assistant Secretary (Acquisition and Logistics) to the 
Assistant Secretary (Installations and Logistics) who would 
report to the Under Secretary (Readiness, Sustainability, and 

0 the Assistant Secretary (Acquisition and Logistics) would be re- 
titled Assistant Secretary (Acquisition); and 

0 the Director, Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization 
would report to the Assistant Secretary (Acquisition) instead of 
the Secretary of Defense. 

0 Option 2B -create three mission-oriented under secretaries for 
nuclear deterrence, NATO defense, and regional defense and 

0 the Strategic De fense Initiative Organization would report to 

Support); 
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force projection and an under secretary for readiness, sustain- 
ability, and support. 

This option has been discussed in detail. earlier in this chapter 
under Option 1B. It is repeated here primarily in recognition of its 
contribution to solving the problem of inadequate supervision and 
coordination of OSD offices as well as improving mission integra- 
tion. In addition to these four new under secretary positions, the 
current Under Secretary (Research and Engineering) would be re- 
tained. Under this option, the Secretary of Defense’s span of con- 
trol would be reduced from 24 to 13 OSD and Defense Agency offi- 
cials. 

0 Option 2C -create three deputy secretaries for military oper- 

This proposal, put forward by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, en- 

Military operations who would have responsibility for mili- 
tary operations, unified commands, operational requirements, 
intelligence, telecommunications, international security affairs, 
and the Defense Communications Agency. 

Management of resources who would have responsibility for 
the Military Departments, research and advanced technology, 
engineering development, installations and procurement, man- 
power and reserve affairs, health and environmental affairs, 
the Defense Logistics Agency, and the Defense Advanced Re- 
search Projects Agency. 

Evaluation who would have responsibility for evaluation and 
control-type activities, including comptroller, program analysis 
and evaluation, test and evaluation, and the Defense Contract 
Audit Agency. 

ations, resource management, and evaluation. 

visioned deputy secretaries for: 



CHART 3-8 

BLUE RIBBON DEFENSE PANEL RECOMMENDATION 
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In addition to these three deputy secretaries, the Blue Ribbon 
Defense Panel recommended the establishment of a Long Range 
Planning Group, Net Assessment Group, and a Coordination 
Group. Chart 3-8 presents these organizational arrangements as 
recommended by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel. Under this exact 
arrangement, the Secretary of Defense’s span of control within 
OSD would be reduced from 24 to 11 officials. However, if the Blue 
Ribbon Defense Panel’s recommendations were made consistent 
with changes that have occurred since 1970, the Secretary’s span of 
control would be reduced to nine OSD officials. In the broader DoD 
context, this option would reduce the Secretary of Defense’s span of 
control from 41 to 14 officials. 

b. Improve the control of Defense Agencies. 
While reassigning four of the five Defense Agencies that report 

directly to the Secretary of Defense to other OSD officials (as Op- 
tions 2A and 2B propose) may improve their supervision and con- 
trol, these realignments would not solve the problem of inadequate 
control for the ten agencies that currently report to lesser OSD of- 
ficials. Two options to improve the control of Defense Agencies 
have been developed. 

0 Option 2D -have some Defense Agencies report through the 

This alternative would focus on three Defense Agencies with im- 
portant wartime support missions: Defense Communications 
Agency, Defense Intelligence Agency, and Defense Logistics 
Agency. By having these agencies report solely to the JCS Chair- 
man, they may be more closely supervised. 

0 Option 2E -create an office in the Office of the Director of 
Program Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E) solely to review the 
program submissions of the Defense Agencies 

Given the weaknesses of OSD control and supervision of the De- 
fense Agencies, it may be useful to create a Deputy Director of 
PA&E whose office would be responsible for reviewing the program 
proposals of each Defense Agency. While this option would not im- 
prove the day-to-day supervision of Defense Agencies, it could 
strengthen control of the agencies’ major programs. 

JCS Chairman to the Secretary of Defense. 

c. Create a coordination office or under secretary to help manage 
OSD 

If it is not possible to streamline the organization of OSD, an al- 
ternative approach would be to attempt to shift the burdens of 
managing OSD from the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of De- 
fense to other officials in OSD. Two options have been developed 
along these lines: (1) create a Coordinating Group in the immediate 
office of the Secretary and (2) create a permanent under secretary. 

0 Option 2F -create a Coordinating Group 
A detailed description of such a Coordinating Group is included 

in one of the recommendations of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel: 
A Coordinating Group should be established in the immedi- 

ate office of the Secretary of Defense. The responsibilities of 
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this Group should be to assist the Secretary of Defense and the 
Deputy Secretaries of Defense in coordinating the activities of 
the entire Department in the scheduling and follow-up of the 
various inter-Departmental liaison activities; to staff for the 
Secretary the control function for improvement and reduction 
of management information/control systems needed within the 
Department and required from Defense contractors; and to 
assure that each organizational charter of the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense is of proper scope and coordinated and in 
accordance with the assigned responsibility of the organization. 
The responsibility for the Department’s Directive/Guidance 
System, currently assigned to the Assistant Secretary of De- 
fense (Administration), should be assigned to this group. This 
coordinating group should be headed by a civilian Director, 
who should also serve as executive assistant to the Secretary of 
Defense. (page 7) 

0 Option 2C -create a permanent (career position) under secre- 
tary to focus on management and coordination tasks. 

This under secretary would be responsible for providing more 
careful oversight of the work agendas of various OSD offices and 
essentially serving as an OSD management inspector general. If 
such a n  official were appointed from the career service (as is pro- 
posed here), he could serve as a valuable source of continuity 
during periods of management transition. 

The British Ministry of Defence does have a permanent under 
secretary position with substantial responsibilities. The incumbent 
of this position, entitled Permanent Under Secretary of State for 
Defence, is the permanent head of the Ministry of Defence and the 
principal accounting officer. His responsibilities, as listed in The 
Central Organisation for Defence, include: 

(a) the organisation and efficiency of the Ministry including 
the management of all civilian staff, the co-ordination of its 
business, and establishment of such machinery as may be nec- 
essary for this purpose; (b) the long-term financial planning 
and budgetary control of the defence programme, the associat- 
ed allocation of resources, and the proper scrutiny of the re- 
quirement for all proposals with expenditure implications; (c) 
advice on the political and parliamentary aspects of the Minis- 
try’s work and relations with other Government Departments. 
(page 3) 

POOR CONTINUITY IN OSD 
3. PROBLEM AREA #3—INEXPERIENCED POLITICAL APPOINTEES A N D  

Options to correct this problem area can be grouped into two cat- 
egories: (1) attempt to ensure that OSD political appointees have 
increased levels of relevant experience and to lengthen their terms 
of service; and (2) reduce the number of political appointees and 
improve the skills of career officials. A total of six options has been 
developed. 

a. Provide for more experienced and longer serving political a p  
pointees 
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0 Option 3A -require that political appointees have strong de- 

In many instances, the defense management credentials of senior 
OSD officials seem to have been given low priority in their selec- 
tion by the Executive Branch. In many cases, political debts were 
apparently the pivotal consideration. Not only has the Executive 
Branch failed to give sufficient consideration to the extensive man- 
agement demands of these senior positions, but the Senate, espe- 
cially the Senate Committee on Armed Services, has not challenged 
nominated officials who lack relevant experience. If the Executive 
Branch cannot discipline itself to nominate more qualified officials, 
the Senate could establish more rigorous standards. This option is 
also discussed in the chapter of this study dealing with the Mili- 
tary Departments. 

0 Option 3B -require a longer commitment of service from OSD 

It is reported that Secretary Laird requested political appointees 
serving during his tenure to commit themselves to a minimum 
term of service. In addition to such an approach, the Senate Com- 
mittee on Armed Services could seek a commitment from each 
senior political appointee during his or her confirmation hearing. 

0 Option 3C -formulate monetary incentives or lessen the mon- 

A major drawback in recruiting senior officials to serve in OSD 
is the substantial financial disincentive. Salaries of even the most 
senior OSD positions are considerably below those of comparable 
positions in private business. In addition, to avoid potential con- 
flicts of interest, nominated officials are required to divest defense- 
related financial holdings. This requirement often results in a sub- 
stantial financial setback. Three specific actions could be taken: 

fense management credentials. 

political appointees. 

etary disadvantages for political appointees. 

0 increase the salaries of senior civilian officials in OSD; 
0 alter conflict of interest statutes and regulations to require 

only notice of conflicts and ad hoc disqualifications; and 
0 alter Federal tax laws with respect to forced sale of assets to 

permit the financial gain from such sale to be reinvested in 
similar assets without applying tax on the gain at the time of 
the forced sale. 

b. Reduce the number of political appointees and improve the 
skills of career officials 

0 Option 3D -place a limit, at a reduced level, on the number of 

If the negatives of political appointments cannot be lessened, it 
may be necessary to limit the number of political appointees in 
OSD. There are presently 69 senior OSD political appointees. The 
Congress could specify in law a lesser number of senior OSD non- 
career appointees. 

0 Option 3E —give greater attention to the development and re- 

political appointees. 

tention of a strong group of senior civil servants. 
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The complexities of modern defense management require senior 
career officials with a wide range of skills and experience. OSD 
may want to consider a more ambitious executive development pro- 
gram, particularly one that makes adequate provision for cross- 
training senior officials in new disciplines. While this is an impor- 
tant topic, detailed consideration of this option is beyond the scope 
of this study. 

0 Option 3F -create a permanent (career position) under secre- 

This option, which is the same as Option 2G, proposes that a po- 
sition for a permanent under secretary of defense be created to pro- 
vide continuity and to lessen the problems of inexperienced politi- 
cal appointees and their high turnover rates. It is envisioned that 
this senior official would remain in place during the transition 
from one administration to the next. 
4. PROBLEM AREA #4—OSD MICRO-MANAGEMENT 

Six possible solutions to this problem area have been suggested. 
These include reducing the size of the OSD staff, improved manage- 
ment attention, and lessening outside factors that contribute to the 
micro-management tendency. 

tary to provide for greater continuity. 

a. Reduce the size of the OSD staff 
0 Option 4A -reduce the size of the OSD staff. 
The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, in recommending an OSD staff 

size of not more than 2,000 personnel, stated: “...many of the indi- 
vidual elements of the Office of the Secretary of Defense have 
become so overstaffed as to reduce their capability.” (page 31) Sec- 
retary Brown, however, reduced the staff size considerably below 
this number in 1977 by a personnel reduction of approximately 25 
percent. The De artmental Headquarters Study did not recommend 

interviewed by the study recommended a 50 percent reduction. If 
one were convinced that OSD was performing the full range of its 
responsibilities but merely going beyond these responsibilities into 
micro-management in certain areas, it would be possible to con- 
struct personnel reductions that would solve this problem. Howev- 
er, when, as the case appears, OSD is micro-managing in some 
areas and is not fulfilling its responsibilities in others —like mis- 
sion integration and strategic planning -it is much more difficult 
to determine a proper staff size. 

Nevertheless, it appears that a rationalization of work responsi- 
bilities between OSD and the Military Departments and between 
OSD and OJCS does offer the potential for some reduction in the 
size of the OSD staff. 

a size for the OS D staff although it did indicate that some officials 

b. Improved management attention. 
0 Option 4B -draw the micro-management problem to the at- 

tention of the Secretary of Defense and seek more clear-cut 
guidance on OSD staff responsibilities. 

If the Secretary of Defense were convinced that OSD was engag- 
ing in micro-management of the Services’ internal programs, he 
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may undertake initiatives to curtail this disruptive and inefficient 
practice. Included in such an effort might be more specific guide- 
lines on the division of responsibilities between OSD and the Mili- 
tary Departments. In this regard, the Department Headquarters 
Study stated that one opportunity for improved management is: 

A more precise delineation of where OSD’s responsibilities 
end and those of the Military Departments begin. (page 26) 

0 Option 4C -reorient OSD’s attention away from functional 
micro-management and toward mission integration. 

If one believed that OSD was engaged in activities which are not 
its responsibility and was failing to perform others, it would be a p  
propriate to reorient OSD toward its unfulfilled responsibilities. 
Options lA, lB, and lC, which emphasize mission integration, 
could result in such a reorientation and indirectly lessen functional 
micro-management. 

0 Option 4D -create a permanent (career position) under secre- 

This proposal is the same as Option 2G (inadequate supervision 
problem area) and Option 3F (inexperienced political appointees 
and poor continuity problem area). The management responsibil- 
ities of this position, as envisioned in these previously presented op- 
tions, would be specifically expanded to provide for careful policing 
of OSD micro-management of internal Service programs. 

c. Lessen outside factors that contribute to the micro-manage- 
ment tendency. 

0 Option 4E -lessen congressional interest in program details. 
Lessening congressional interest in details would lessen the 

0 Option 4F -hold Service Secretaries more accountable for con- 

Such an effort should reduce OSD’s concerns about non-compli- 
ance by the Military Departments in executing the decisions of the 
Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense or of senior DoD deci- 
sion-making bodies. Success in such an effort would depend upon 
the extent to which the Service Secretary had an  independent po- 
litical base and the relative emphasis he placed on loyalty to the 
Secretary of Defense versus his Service. 

tary to police OSD micro-management 

needs of OSD to be involved with program details. 

formance to guidance from the Secretary of Defense. 

5. PROBLEM AREA #5-UNILATERALISM 
There are four options that could strengthen a coalition orienta- 

0 Option 5A -create a position in OJCS for a 3-star military of- 

Creation of this position would be designed to ensure that the co- 
alition nature of our strategies was considered in issues addressed 
in the JCS system. This senior military official would report direct- 
ly to the JCS Chairman. 

tion in DoD planning and programming. 

ficer responsible for coalition matters. 
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0 Option 5B -make the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 

Again, the logic behind this proposal is to assign one official with 
the responsibility of raising coalition considerations in DoD deci- 
sion-making processes. 

0 Option 5C -strengthen the position of the Deputy Under Sec- 
retary of Defense (International Programs and Technology). 

One of the major failures of our coalition efforts has been poor 
defense industrial cooperation with our allies. The Deputy Under 
Secretary (International Programs and Technology), located in the 
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Research and Engineer- 
ing), is a key force for multinational armament cooperation. 
Strengthening his role in relevant decisions may result in en- 
hanced cooperation. 

0 Option 5D -create mission-oriented assistant or under secre- 
taries who would be assigned responsibilities for coalition mat- 
ters in their mission areas. 

As the mission-oriented assistant or under secretaries, proposed 
in Options lA, lB, and lC, would have both policy and resource ele- 
ments, they may have more success in coordinating the various as- 
pects of our coalition policies and programs. 

(Policy) responsible for coalition matters. 

6. PROBLEM AREA #6-INADEQUATE REVIEW OF CONTINGENCY 
PLANS 

Two options have been developed to overcome this perceived 

0 Option 6A -create an OSD office, staffed by a combination of 
civilian and military officers, to review contingency plans. 

This office would report to the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Policy) in the current organization or to the mission-oriented as- 
sistant secretaries proposed in Option 1A. In organizational ar- 
rangements (Options 1B and 1C) with mission-oriented under secre- 
taries and an Assistant Secretary (Strategic Planning), it could 
report either to appropriate under secretaries or to the strategic 
planning office, or to both. Given the need for tight security for 
these contingency plans, it would appear appropriate to consolidate 
this work in one office -most logically, the Assistant Secretary 
(Strategic Planning). 

0 Option 6B -create a joint OSD/OJCS office to review contin- 
gency plans. 

This office would be manned by both civilian and military offi- 
cials and would report to both the Secretary of Defense and the 
JCS Chairman or their designees. 
F. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

This section evaluates the specific options for reforming OSD 
that were set forth in Section E. No effort will be made here to 
compare these options with each other or to identify the most 
promising options for legislative action. Rather, this section seeks 
to set forth in the most objective way possible the pros and cons of 

problem area. 
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each alternative solution. The options will be identified by the 
same number and letter combination used in the preceding section. 
1. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF LIMITED MISSIONS 

INTEGRATION 
0 Option 1A -create an Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 

and Program Integration whose office would include assistant 
secretaries for three major mission categories: nuclear deter- 
rence, NATO defense, and regional defense and force projec- 
tion. 

This option would essentially entail the creation of three power- 
ful positions in OSD, whose occupants would be able to cut across 
functional areas and Service priorities in order to ensure that fun- 
damental DoD missions receive the highest priority. Under the 
present arrangement, the responsibility for these major missions is 
divided among so many offices and officials that their priority has 
become obscured and a certain focus has been lost. As Samuel 
Huntington has argued in his paper, “Defense Organization and 
Military Strategy”: 

The most striking deficiency in U.S. defense organization 
today is the absence of any single official or office in the Pen- 
tagon with overall responsibility for any one of these strategic 
missions -and only for that mission. Individual officials and 
organizations are responsible for parts of each of these mis- 
sions; other officials, such as the Chairman of the JCS and the 
Undersecretary for Policy, have a general responsibility for all 
these missions. The Secretary of Defense knows where to turn 
when he wants the individual officials responsible for the Air 
Force or the Marine Corps, for research and development or 
intelligence, for manpower or the budget. But where does he 
find an official with overall and exclusive responsibility for 
strategic deterrence? There is none. Nor is there any single of- 
ficial responsible for NATO defense or for force projection in 
the Third World. These are precisely the major strategic pur- 
poses of American defense policy, and they are virtually the 
only important interests in defense that are not represented in 
the defense organization. (page 33) 

There is, at present, no senior OSD official below the Secretary 
and Deputy Secretary who watches out for these mission priorities, 
and the military officers who do so -the unified commanders -do 
not have a strong voice or advocate in Washington. The three mis- 
sion-oriented assistant secretaries could become important spokes- 
men within OSD for the interests of the unified commands. Their 
very existence would tend to draw attention to how various pro- 
curement, research and development, and operations and mainte- 
nance decisions and trade-offs affect the overall capability to fulfill 
key military missions. 

Creating mission-oriented offices also has benefits in terms of 
other OSD and PPBS problem areas. It could strengthen strategic 
planning by diminishing OSD’s focus on resources (Option 1A of 
Chapter 7) and by strengthening the mission orientation of organi- 
zations that contribute to the strategic planning process (Option 11 
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of Chapter 7). In addition, mission-oriented offices could reorient 
OSD’s attention away from functional micro-management (Option 
4C) and strengthen efforts to achieve coalition-oriented planning 
and programming (Option 5D). In sum, mission-oriented offices 
would help to overcome the serious deficiencies of a functional 
structure in a large and complex organization. 

On the negative side, the creation of these three assistant secre- 
taries and the transfer of numerous offices and subunits to their 
jurisdiction would cause considerable confusion during the transi- 
tion period. While it is true that more attention needs to be paid to 
major missions, it is less clear that the creation of three civilian 
assistant secretaries is the best way to achieve this. Alternative ap- 
proaches involving the JCS system might be more effective and less 
disruptive. 

Moreover, in some cases at least, the transfer of various units 
and subunits to the purview of the proposed mission-oriented as- 
sistant secretaries might result in less efficient or useful analysis 
and work. For example, if the program analysis and evaluation 
(PA&E) function were divided among three mission-oriented offices, 
there would be more attention devoted to cost-benefit tradeoffs 
within mission categories, but less attention devoted to tradeoffs 
that cut across mission categories and that embrace the entire de- 
fense budget (although this need could be fulfilled by the smaller 
PA&E office to be assigned to the Assistant Secretary (Comptrol- 
ler)). Why break up functional offices that may require a certain 
critical mass in size in order to accomplish their function? 

These arguments on the disadvantages of a mission organization 
versus a functional organization represent the traditional business 
dilemma of a product line versus a functional organization. 

0 Option 1B -create under secretaries in OSD for three major 
mission categories: nuclear deterrence, NATO defense, and re- 
gional defense and force projection 

This option might be more disruptive than Option 1A, primarily 
because it would create three powerful mission-oriented under sec- 
retaries. On the other hand, a single under secretary with mission- 
oriented assistant secretaries under him would have considerably 
less ability to cause mission-oriented integration to actually happen 
than three under secretaries who focus on well-defined areas of re- 
sponsibility. Moreover, given the fact that officials heading these 
mission-oriented offices would be responsible for the central strate- 
gic purposes of DoD, it would seem reasonable that they should be 
among the most senior officials in OSD and not lower in the hierar- 
chy than functional-oriented officials. In addition, decisions on 
policy and resource allocation priorities among these three mission 
areas are among the most fundamental and important ones to be 
made in DoD. It can be argued that the Secretary or Deputy Secre- 
tary of Defense should be making these decisions and not the pro- 
posed Under Secretary for Policy and Program Integration. In 
many respects, the influence and decision-making responsibilities 
of the Under Secretary for Policy and Program Integration, pro- 
posed in Option 1A, could exceed those of the Secretary and 
Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

55-642 0 - 85 - 5 
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It is clear from organizational trends in OSD that Secretaries of 
Defense are searching for improved mechanisms to help integrate 
the overall defense effort. Part 4 (Functional Organization of OSD) 
of Section B of this chapter indicates that: “most of the additions 
[to OSD functional areas since 1953] have been to strengthen the 
Secretary’s policy, program review, and oversight responsibilities.” 
These capabilities are primarily oriented toward seeking improved 
integration of the policies and programs of the Military Depart- 
ments. 

While these relatively new integration capabilities in OSD have 
not taken an explicit mission orientation, there has been a recent 
precedent for establishing mission-oriented offices. During the 
early years of the Carter Administration, Ambassador Robert W. 
Komer served as the Advisor to the Secretary of Defense for NATO 
Affairs. While he did not have a formal organizational structure to 
support his work (as is proposed for the assistant or under secre- 
tary for NATO defense), he was able, primarily due to his hierar- 
chical position, to cut across functional and Service lines to give 
the NATO mission high priority. In this regard, Ambassador 
Komer made substantial contributions, including development of 
NATO’s Long-Term Defense Program and planning the deployment 
of Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces in Europe. Ambassador 
Komer essentially served as the proposed under secretary for 
NATO defense. 

0 Option 1C -create a matrix organization with mission-orient- 
ed under secretaries and functional-oriented under and assist- 
ant secretaries. 

If one were convinced of the need for continued functional co- 
ordination in OSD as well as the need for mission-oriented offices, 
a mission-function matrix organization could be employed. The ad- 
vantage would be effective coordination on both a mission and 
functional basis. 

The major disadvantage would be the complexity of a matrix or- 
ganization. The complexity problem would be compounded by the 
fact that OSD would just be emerging from a traditional functional 
organization to one that included mission-oriented offices. Adding a 
matrix at the same time that mission offices were created may be 
too much organizational change in OSD at one time. It might be 
better to follow a two-step process: create mission-oriented offices 
first and add the mission-function matrix later. 

On the other hand, it might be preferable to make all of these 
changes at one time. It is clear that creating mission offices would 
be the more disruptive change. The matrix would be a rather 
modest step by comparison and might serve to ease the transitional 
process by providing continued functional coordination. Further- 
more, the matrix proposed for OSD is a simple one. In any case, a 
mission-function matrix organization in OSD probably ought not to 
be a matter for legislation, but at most a recommendation to the 
Secretary of Defense. 

The business literature, especially Davis and Lawrence in their 
book, Matrix, indicate that organizations turn to matrix organiza- 
tions when three conditions apply: 



There is considerable pressure for balanced decision-making 
that focuses on two or more organizational dimensions -in 
OSD’s case, on both missions and functions; 

There is considerable pressure for high rates of information 
exchange because of uncertainty, complexity, and interdepend- 
ence in the issues confronting the organization; and 

There are internal demands to achieve greater economies of 
scale and to meet high quality standards with scarce financial 
and human resources. 

All three of these conditions apparently apply to OSD. 
A matrix organization has numerous advantages. The matrix’s 

most basic advantage over more familiar structures is that it facili- 
tates a rapid management response to changing requirements. 
Multiple expertise from the various matrix dimensions is brought 
to bear on a problem to solve it in a manner that benefits the 
entire organization. The matrix forces simultaneous consideration 
of all relevant factors -mission, function, and geographic -and 
enhances prospects for agreement on the best course of action. Re- 
sources can be allocated more rationally and with greater effect, 
primarily because the matrix helps middle managers (assistant sec- 
retaries and their deputies) to make trade-off decisions from a gen- 
eral management (Secretary of Defense) perspective, an orientation 
which is not now possible in OSD. 

A matrix organization also increases the potential for more effec- 
tive control and coordination. The matrix permits better control 
over mission and functional issues because it avoids an  exclusive 
focus on one dimension. More than any other structural format, 
the multiple reporting relationships and flexibility of a matrix en- 
courage communication and coordination. 

The disadvantages of a matrix are associated with making it 
work. Peter F. Drucker has argued that the matrix “will never be 
a preferred form of organization; it is fiendishly difficult”. Key 
among the disadvantages is the potential for power struggles be- 
tween the matrix dimensions. Because the matrix formalizes the 
conflict that already exists between mission and functional points 
of view, power struggles could result because the authority and re- 
sponsibility of the two dimensions would overlap. This would be 
less of a problem in OSD because power would not be balanced be- 
tween the mission and functional dimensions; the mission dimen- 
sion would be dominant. 

In their book, In Search of Excellence —Lessons From America’s 
Best-Run Companies, Peters and Waterman are critical of matrix 
organizations in large corporations: 

Along with bigness comes complexity, unfortunately. And 
most big companies respond to complexity in kind, by design- 
ing complex systems and structures.... Our favorite candidate 
for the wrong kind of structure, of course, is the matrix organi- 
zation structure. (page 306) 

However, this criticism is focused on those organizations that have 
created large, complex, and often four-dimensional matrices. For 
those companies who have kept their matrices simple, Peters and 
Waterman are more positive: 
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Just to be clear, we are not overly concerned about the orga- 
nizational form that a few early users of the technique -such 
as Boeing and NASA -called “matrix” management. The key 
to making these systems work is the same key that makes 
structures work in the rest of the excellent companies. One di- 
mension —e.g., product or geography or function —has crystal- 
clear primacy. (pages 307-308) 

The mission-function matrix proposed for OSD appears to fit into 
this latter category. It is a simple, two-dimensional matrix involv- 
ing only eight OSD offices. Furthermore, the mission dimension 
would have “crystal-clear primacy.” 

A second disadvantage of the matrix arises from the dual chain 
of command. The system of two bosses -even if one is dominant — 
places new demands on middle managers. This could lead to resist- 
ance to the matrix concept. Moreover, some corporations have 
found that people under a matrix organization are not certain to 
whom and for what they should report. The all too common ques- 
tion was “Which boss do I report to on this one, or do I keep every- 
one informed?” This breeds staffers who gain and retain substan- 
tial power by ensuring that everything stays complex. 

0 Option 1D -replace the current Joint Staff functional (J-1, J- 

Creating mission-oriented offices in OJCS could be undertaken in 
lieu of or in addition to creation of such offices in OSD. Given the 
extensive mission integration staff support that the Secretary of 
Defense needs, it does not appear that the Secretary could rely ex- 
clusively on the OJCS. Although the involvement of the OJCS in 
resource allocation issues can be important, it is not nearly of the 
same scope as that of OSD. If the Secretary of Defense desires ex- 
tensive mission integration support, he will need to organize OSD 
to provide it. 

As to whether a part of OJCS should mirror mission-oriented of- 
fices in OSD, it might be useful to have a military input with the 
same perspective as the OSD mission-oriented offices. Such an ar- 
rangement could provide the Secretary with a wider range of views 
on the most fundamental defense issues. 

On the other hand, it may be disruptive to make substantial 
structural changes in the two most senior defense organizations 
(OSD and OJCS) at the same time. In addition, it is unclear wheth- 
er the Secretary of Defense would benefit more from two mission- 
oriented inputs or whether it would be more beneficial for OJCS to 
approach issues from a different organizational perspective. 

As a last point, it is not clear that the Congress should play a 
forceful role in organizing the Joint Staff. It may be preferable to 
allow the professional military to continue to specify the structure 
of the Joint Staff. 
2. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF INADEQUATE SUPER- 

0 Option 2A -create two additional under secretaries for evalua- 

2, etc.) organization with a mission-oriented organization. 

VISION AND COORDINATION OF OSD OFFICES 

tion and readiness, sustainability, and support. 
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This option has three principal advantages: (1) it reduces the Sec- 
retary’s span of control from 24 to 10 senior OSD and Defense 
Agency officials; (2) it provides the potential for improved coordina- 
tion between similar functional areas; and (3) by creating an under 
secretary focused on readiness, sustainability, and support issues, it 
may produce a better balance between investment and readiness 
allocations. In addition, of the proposals offered for restructuring 
OSD, this option is the least disruptive. 

While this option has numerous advantages, it fails to address 
the most serious problem in OSD which is limited mission integra- 
tion. In addition, coordination across the functional groupings that 
would report to the four under secretaries would not be improved. 
Moreover, an additional layer would be placed between the Secre- 
tary and his functional specialists. 

0 Option 2B -create three mission-oriented under secretaries for 
nuclear deterrence, NATO defense, and regional defense and 
force projection and an  under secretary for readiness, sustain- 
ability, and support. 

This option reduces the Secretary’s span of control from 24 to 13 
senior OSD and Defense Agency officials. Other points of evalua- 
tion are included under Option 1B. 

0 Option 2C —create three deputy secretaries of defense for mili- 

Of all the options put forth for streamlining OSD, this proposal 
of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel is by far the most extensive. In 
addition to changing reporting relationships in OSD, this option 
would alter the officials to whom the Service Secretaries and uni- 
fied and specified commanders would report. For the former, they 
would report to a Deputy Secretary (Management of Resources); 
the latter, to a Deputy Secretary (Operations). If this option were 
applied to the current organization, the number of DoD officials — 
OSD and elsewhere -reporting to the Secretary of Defense would 
be reduced from 41 to 14. Within OSD, the reduction would be from 
24 to 9 officials. 

In addition to reducing the Secretary’s span of control problem, 
this option offers several advantages. It would provide clearer lines 
of authority and responsibility throughout DoD. It would also pro- 
vide the potential for increased coordination among the programs 
of the Services. Moreover, civilian oversight of non-nuclear contin- 
gency plans would likely be improved through the creation of a 
Deputy Secretary (Operations). 

There are, however, a substantial number of negatives. The Sec- 
retary and Deputy Secretary of Defense arrangement has tradition- 
ally been one where one incumbent focused on day-to-day manage- 
ment of DoD, and the other on budget justification, Cabinet-level 
policy interactions, and political and congressional liaison and in- 
fluence. Even if it were always the Secretary who has the latter 
role, he would have to add to his responsibilities refereeing dis- 
putes among the three Deputy Secretaries. Since military oper- 
ations would set requirements, resource management would devel- 
op programs to meet requirements, and evaluation would decide 
whether requirements are met, it is not hard to foresee a large role 

tary operations, resource management, and evaluation. 
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for a referee. This option may ostensibly reduce the Secretary’s 
span of control, but not his workload. 

Further, and most important, it would hinder integration of 
effort along mission lines where development, procurement, and 
readiness must be balanced to achieve the maximum level of mis- 
sion output for the resources available. This approach would be a 
step backward in tying together strategy, policies, and resource al- 
locations. 

In addition, the role of the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff is unclear under this proposal. They would be distanced from 
military operations which has traditionally been a principal re- 
sponsibility of OJCS. 

As a last point, the creation of a pure planning staff to do long- 
range planning is likely to be an  unworkable arrangement. Long- 
range plans produced solely by staff planners have not been readily 
accepted by line management organizations. Staff planners can 
only start the process and, later, help it to continue. 

0 Option 2D -have some Defense Agencies report through the 
JCS Chairman to the Secretary of Defense. 

OJCS is more likely than OSD to ensure that the Defense Agen- 
cies are more oriented to supporting combat forces in wartime. 
However, there is no evidence to suggest that the supervision or 
control of certain defense agencies would be improved by their 
transfer from OSD to OJCS. In fact, the current organizational de- 
ficiencies of the JCS system may lead to less efficient supervision 
and control of these Defense Agencies. 

0 Option 2E -create an office in the Office of the Director of 
Program Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E) solely to review the 
program submissions of the Defense Agencies. 

This option has the advantage of concentrating authority, re- 
sponsibility, and oversight of the Defense Agencies. However, there 
are OSD functional offices other than PA&E which have more 
direct interests in individual agencies. This option would not im- 
prove oversight by these other OSD offices. Strengthened oversight 
by OSD functional offices would appear to be a more beneficial al- 
ternative when compared to creation of a new office within PA&E. 

0 Option 2F -create a Coordinating Group. 
The creation of a Coordinating Group in the immediate office of 

the Secretary of Defense would probably do much to increase the 
effective integration of the far-flung programs and offices of the 
Department of Defense -provided that individual Secretaries of 
Defense used the group effectively and gave it considerable author- 
ity. But by itself, such a group could accomplish little; its authority 
and influence would derive a direct proportion to the management 
competence of and effective delegation by the Secretary of Defense. 

Management style would probably be a critical factor. Secretar- 
ies who wanted to maintain tight control of the Department and 
run it in a fairly authoritative, hierarchical fashion would probably 
find a Coordinating Group of immense value. Since the loyalty of 
the group would be to the Secretary alone, he could overcome some 
of the problems associated with Service Secretaries and under and 
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assistant secretaries in OSD being coopted to a degree by the orga- 
nizations over which they preside. The Coordinating Group could 
cut across such dual loyalties and help ensure that the Secretary’s 
will was carried out. 

On the other hand, a Secretary who preferred to run the Depart- 
ment as a vast conglomerate, delegating large amounts of his deci- 
sion-making authority to the Service Secretaries and OSD under 
and assistant secretaries, might find a Coordinating Group to be 
merely a nuisance. In addition, a Coordinating Group may result in 
overcentralization with all of its negative attributes. For this 
reason, such a group probably out not to be established in law, but 
might better be set up by individual Secretaries of Defense, accord- 
ing to their preferences and needs. 

In addition, it is unclear how the work of this group would differ 
from the immediate assistants to the Secretary and Deputy Secre- 
tary and from three existing coordinating bodies: the Armed Forces 
Policy Council, the Defense Resources Board, and the Defense Sys- 
tems Acquisition Review Council. Moreover, the establishment of 
mission-oriented assistant or under secretaries and multi-functional 
under secretaries offers greater potential for coordination without 
overcentralization. 

0 Option 2G -create a permanent (career position) under secre- 

The option of creating a position for a permanent under secre- 
tary was offered as a solution to three OSD problem areas: (1) inad- 
equate supervision and coordination; (2) inexperienced political ap- 
pointees and poor continuity; and (3) micro-management of the 
Services. The general management responsibilities envisioned in 
these options for this senior career official are very similar. For 
this reason, all three options will be evaluated under this heading. 
The basic arguments raised for Option 2F (Coordinating Group) 
also apply to an under secretary performing the same role; there- 
fore, they will not be repeated here. 

If this official were viewed as sufficiently apolitical as to enjoy 
the confidence of political appointees, he could play a useful role in 
numerous management areas. He could help the Secretary of De- 
fense to improve supervision and coordination of OSD offices. In 
particular, he could play a forceful role in ensuring that OSD does 
not perform duties that should be the responsibility of the Military 
Departments. This permanent under secretary could offset the rela- 
tive inexperience of political appointees especially during periods of 
transition. Such a senior career official could provide an important 
institutional memory. 

The British Ministry of Defence has successfully employed a per- 
manent senior official with both broad management and policy re- 
sponsibilities. The U.S. Department of State also has had a senior 
career official -the Under Secretary for Political Affairs -al- 
though his responsibilities have focused on policy rather than man- 
agement. Nevertheless, he has provided a useful source of  experi- 
ence and continuity. 

On the other hand, it is unclear how the authority of this posi- 
tion would compare to that of politically appointed under or assist- 
ant secretaries. Inevitable conflicts in this regard would require 

tary to focus on management and coordination tasks. 
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higher authority to resolve. For this official to effectively perform 
his duties, the Secretary of Defense would have to give him broad 
authority and support. Whether the Secretary of Defense would be 
prepared to share his power with a career official whom he did not 
select is uncertain. It is also possible that this official could be 
frozen out by incoming administrations if he were judged to be po- 
litical or closely associated with previous policies. 
3. OPTIONS FOR SOLVING THE PROBLEM OF INEXPERIENCED POLITICAL 

APPOINTEES AND POOR CONTINUITY IN OSD 
0 Option 3A -require that political appointees have strong de- 

fense management credentials. 
This option is intended to resolve the serious problem of numer- 

ous political appointees corning to their positions with little experi- 
ence in national security affairs or knowledge of DoD. The result is 
a generally weak management layer imposed on top of the perma- 
nent bureaucracy. 

There are really no disadvantages to this option, for it clearly 
would be desirable to appoint OSD officials with the highest possi- 
ble level of defense management abilities. There is, however, little 
that can be done about this by direct legislation. The Senate can 
play a certain rearguard role by applying more rigorous standards 
in its own review of candidates. However, the real key to improve- 
ment in this area would be a greater awareness of the problem and 
a greater commitment on the part of the present and future admin- 

istrations to finding higher quality appointees and refraining from 
using key civilian positions in OSD and the Military Departments 
largely as political rewards. 

It is clear that the Senate has the authority to insist on appoint- 
ees with greater defense management experience and skills. The 
extent to which the Senate is prepared to challenge the President 
on political appointments is uncertain, particularly in light of a 
general conviction in the Senate that the President should have 
considerable leeway in appointing senior Executive Branch offi- 
cials. There may be some small legislative initiatives that the Con- 
gress could take, such as enacting a resolution or requiring a 
report on the subject, that might heighten awareness of this issue, 
but that is probably all that could be achieved by direct legislation. 
A more viable initiative would be for the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services to adopt more stringent professional standards for 
nominees who appear before it for confirmation. 

0 Option 3B -require a longer commitment of service from OSD 

Unfortunately, it would be very difficult to induce most political 
appointees to remain longer unless substantially greater compensa- 
tion were paid to them, and that is a problem that may lie beyond 
the scope of changes within DoD. Individual Secretaries of Defense 
might. however, seek longer commitments of service from their ap- 
pointees during the initial hiring process. The Senate Committee 
on Armed Services could seek similar commitments during the con- 
firmation process. While this option presents a desirable goal, 
forceful mechanisms for achieving it do not appear to be available. 

political appointees. 
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0 Option 3C -formulate monetary incentives or lessen the mon- 

The three specific actions considered under this option are sepa- 
etary disadvantages for political appointees. 

rately evaluated as follows: 
a) increase the salaries of senior civilian officials in OSD 

Although this study has not attempted to conduct a detailed 
analysis of the salary levels of senior OSD officials, a number of 
studies have found the salaries of such officials to be substantially 
below that of private sector business leaders having similar author- 
ity and responsibility. Likewise, there is a substantial body of evi- 
dence that the relatively low salary levels of OSD officials is a sub- 
stantial impediment to both recruiting and retaining individuals 
who are well qualified for these positions. 

This possible action is made more complex because of the present 
salary structure in effect for the entire Executive Branch. If OSD 
officials’ salaries are to be raised, it is quite likely that there will 
be strong pressure to increase the salaries of other officials in the 
Department of Defense and in other Executive Branch agencies. 
b) alter conflict of interest statutes 

The Senate Committee on Armed Services’ interpretation of con- 
flict of interest rules requires a nominee to divest himself within 90 
days after appointment of any interest in any business, stocks, se- 
curities, or other asset which could result in a potential conflict of 
interest. In the past, rarely have potential appointees held substan- 
tial investments that would pose potential conflicts of interest. It 
perhaps can be argued that the Committee’s interpretation of the 
rules has served as a barricade for highly qualified persons with 
substantial defense-related investments from even considering ap- 
pointive positions in DoD. Whether this is true is open to specula- 
tion. 

Some observers have indicated, however, that the interpretations 
applied by the Senate Committee on Armed Services to conflict of 
interest statutes and regulations go beyond that needed to protect 
public interest and, in fact, work against the public interest by pre- 
venting highly qualified personnel from accepting senior positions 
in OSD because of financial ramifications. 

Those who offer this option argue that the public is adequately 
protected from conflicts of interest by merely requiring a public 
disclosure by potential appointees of all business or financial inter- 
ests or by such disclosure accompanied by a disqualification of the 
official in matters directly affected by that business or financial in- 
terest. 

The opposing view notes that the additional requirements im- 
posed by the Senate Armed Services Committee’s interpretation of 
conflict of interest rules were the result of less stringent require- 
ments clearly not serving the public in the past and efforts to 
ensure public confidence in DoD officials by attempting to remove 
all potential for conflicts of interest. 
c) alter Federal tax laws with respect to forced sale of assets 

Rather than alter the requirement that a potential appointee 
divest himself of business and financial assets which are potential 
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sources of conflict of interest, this possible action would attempt to 
reduce the impact such requirements have upon potential appoint- 
ees. 

This action would seem to be a small step which could be of some 
value. It would not alter conflict of interest practice and should not 
reduce public confidence in OSD officials. However, it would reduce 
the immediate financial impact upon an individual who accepts an 
appointment and is required to divest assets by permitting the gain 
from that divestiture to be rolled over into other non-conflicting 
assets, thereby postponing the payment of Federal capital gains 
tax. In this way, the U.S. Treasury would not be deprived of the 
revenue; the receipt of the revenue would only be postponed. 

An alternative approach would be the use of “blind trusts”, 
rather than divestiture. Blind trusts, however, would not seem to 
be a practical alternative for two reasons. First, while the assets 
would be placed in a blind trust, the appointee would still be aware 
that he owned certain investments until such time as he were in- 
formed that some taxable transaction had occurred involving the 
corpus of the trust. Second, if the trustee were to divest the trust of 
the ownership of the potentially conflicting investments, there 
would no longer be a need for the blind trust, but the tax conse- 
quences to the appointee would be the same as if the divestiture 
had occurred without the blind trust. 

0 Option 3D -place a limit, at a reduced level, on the number of 

Reducing the number of political appointees would somewhat al- 
leviate the underlying problem, but it might also make the Depart- 
ment of Defense even more the province of professional civil serv- 
ants whose predilections and biases might tend toward caution and 
routine, rather than toward innovation and reform. Their outlook 
and approaches to problems might also run sharply contrary to the 
direction of given administrations, who would have an even harder 
time controlling the Department with fewer political appointees. 

0 Option 3E -give greater attention to the development and re- 

Detailed consideration of this option is beyond the scope of this 

0 Option 3F -create a permanent (career position) under secre- 
tary to provide for greater continuity. 

This option is evaluated under Option 2G. 

political appointees. 

tention of a strong group of senior civil servants. 

study. 

4. OPTIONS FOR RESOLVING THE PROBLEM OF OSD MICRO-MANAGE- 
MENT 

0 Option 4A -reduce the size of the OSD staff. 
While OSD may be engaging in activities that might be better 

left to the Military Departments, it is not clear that reductions in 
the size of OSD could be justified. There are many responsibilities 
which OSD is not adequately performing at present. Improved per- 
formance in these areas may be necessary before judgments can be 
made on whether there is excessive staffing in OSD. 
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There is a second dimension to the issue of the size of the OSD 
staff. Chapter 4 dealing with the Organization of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff discusses the tendency of Secretaries of Defense to rely on 
the OSD staff for advice and analyses that he cannot obtain from 
the JCS system. If the institutional deficiencies of the JCS system 
were corrected, it might be possible to reduce the size of the OSD 
staff. The Chairman’s Special Study Group concludes that reduc- 
tions would be possible: 

...as the OJCS gains in effectiveness, the Service Staffs and 
OSD can and should be reduced. (page 73) 

In addition to interactions with the Military Departments and 
OJCS, the size of the OSD staff is also influenced by outside de- 
mands. Former Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger dis- 
cussed this fact in testimony before the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services: 

It must firmly be borne in mind, however, that many of the 
problems of the OSD come from outside. The growth of the 
staff reflects the enormous increase in the interest and power 
of outside entities. There must be continued responses to mem- 
bers of Congress, to congressional staffs, to the General Ac- 
counting Office -all of which have expanded exponentially - 
as well as to the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and 
to such older institutions with expanded powers like the De- 
partment of State and the Office of Management and Budget. 
If one is concerned about the size of the OSD staff, the initial 
place to start is probably outside. (Part 5, page 189) 

This study has several general themes that might have a poten- 
tial effect on the required size of the OSD staff: (1) reorient OSD’s 
attention to mission integration, strategic planning, and other 
broad responsibilities; (2) eliminate OSD micro-management of the 
Services; (3) improve the effectiveness of OJCS and reduce OSD and 
Service staffs that are overinvolved in joint military advisory mat- 
ters; and (4) lessen outside demands on OSD. When combined, these 
themes suggest that a reduction of the size of the OSD staff would 
be both possible and desirable. Unfortunately, any reductions pro- 
posed would probably have to be somewhat arbitrary. Moreover, 
the justification for such reductions would be dependent upon the 
implementation of all of the above themes. 

0 Option 4B -draw the micro-management problem to the at- 
tention of the Secretary of Defense and seek more clearcut 
guidance on OSD staff responsibilities. 

The most promising solution to the OSD micro-management 
problem appears to be corrective action by the Secretary and 
Deputy Secretary of Defense. If the Secretary and Deputy Secre- 
tary fail to object to the work agenda of OSD, they implicitly give 
their approval to it. 

0 Option 4C -reorient OSD’s attention away from functional 

If one were convinced that limited mission integration is a seri- 
micro-management and toward mission integration. 

ous problem, there are no apparent disadvantages to this option. 
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0 Option 4D -create a permanent (career position) under secre- 
tary to police OSD micro-management. 

This option is evaluated under Option 2G. 
0 Option 4E —lessen congressional interest in program details. 
This option is evaluated in Chapter 9 dealing with the Congress. 
0 Option 4F -hold Service Secretaries more accountable for con- 

This option would not be desirable if it inhibited the ability of a 
Service Secretary to effectively and completely present the point of 
view of his Service prior to decisions being made by the Secretary, 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, or senior DoD decision-making bodies. 
If this could be avoided, ensuring Military Department conform- 
ance with the final decisions of higher civilian authority would be 
extremely beneficial. Evaluation of such efforts is also included in 
the chapter of this study dealing with the Military Departments. 
5. OPTIONS FOR RESOLVING THE PROBLEM OF UNILATERALISM 

0 Option 5A -create a position in OJCS for a 3-star military of- 

The problem with this option is that coalition affairs ultimately 
are handled at a level much higher than that of a 3-star billet on 
the JCS. Such a position would increase the involvement of the 
JCS in more routine matters of coordination among allies, but it 
would only marginally increase their influence in larger national 
policies on NATO and other alliances. Given the right combination 
of personalities and circumstances, a 3-star officer might be able to 
sensitize the Nation’s top military to coalition issues -such as the 
“two-way street” -or he might not. But it is certain that he would 
have only minimal impact on the much larger political issues that 
affect the NATO Alliance, such as burdensharing and nuclear 
strategy. If such a position were to be created largely for symbolic 
reasons and for improving inter-military coordination within the 
North Atlantic Alliance on relatively routine matters, it might 
serve its purpose. If it were expected to accomplish more than that, 
the results would likely be disappointing. 

0 Option 5B -make the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 

By assigning formal responsibility for coalition matters to one of- 
ficial, they might consistently receive attention of higher quality. 
However, the Under Secretary (Policy) currently has general re- 
sponsibility for coalition matters. It is unclear how delegating this 
responsibilit y to his immediate subordinate would substantially im- 
prove the situation. 

0 Option 5C -strengthen the position of the Deputy Under Sec- 
retary of Defense (International Programs and Technology). 

This option does not appear to offer substantial prospects for 
solving the unilateralism problem. This official has neither the po- 
sition in the hierarchical structure nor the breadth of responsibil- 
ity to have the necessary degree of influence. Moreover, his respon- 

formance to guidance from the Secretary of Defense. 

ficer responsible for coalition matters. 

(Policy) responsible for coalition matters. 
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sibilities are limited to armament cooperation whereas the range of 
coalition matters is much broader. 

0 Option 5D -create mission-oriented assistant or under secre- 
taries who would be assigned responsibilities for coalition mat- 
ters in their mission areas. 

The functional organization of OSD is one of the major causes of 
unilateralism. Because there is limited mission integration in OSD, 
functional areas are not sufficiently attuned to the needs of the co- 
alition strategies. Mission-oriented assistant or under secretaries 
with functional cells or subunits would be able to provide coordina- 
tion across functional areas and, thereby, substantially enhance 
the prospects for comprehensive and effective coalition approaches. 
Furthermore, these offices could ensure that the inputs of unified 
commands on coalition issues were adequately considered. 
6. OPTIONS FOR IMPROVING THE REVIEW OF CONTINGENCY PLANS. 

0 Option 6A -create an  OSD office, staffed by a combination of 
civilian officials and military officers, to review contingency 
plans. 

The Steadman Report offers support for this option: 
...there is a need for at least an  annual review by the Secretary 

and selected key assistants of the principal military plans to 
assure that their political assumptions are consistent with na- 
tional security policy. Such briefings also would broaden the 
understanding of key policymakers of military capabilities and 
options in the event of crisis or conflict. (page 43) 

The critical words in this quote are “and selected key assistants.” 
It is not possible for the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense 
to conduct comprehensive reviews without staff assistance. 

If mission-oriented assistant or under secretaries were estab- 
lished, the review of contingency plans (and a review of readiness 
standards) affecting their areas would be a normal course of busi- 
ness in relating ends to means. This would simply be a part of the 
iterative strategy-policy-resources decision process that would go on 
to make goals coherent with capabilities. 

In the absence of mission-oriented assistant or under secretaries, 
the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Policy) might be a 
natural place for basing a small team to review contingency plans. 
In either case, such a team would probably focus not on the mili- 
tary value and quality of the plans, but solely on their possible po- 
litical impact and their conformance with established national poli- 
cies. 

If the team were staffed by military officers alone, the impres- 
sion would be created that a tiny group from OJCS was simply 
transferred on paper to an OSD office, but that no effective civilian 
control was taking place. That impression could only be alleviated 
if the assistant or under secretaries themselves played a significant 
part in the review (an additional time-consuming burden for them) 
or if a small number of civilian officials beneath them were in- 
volved. The tightest security arrangements and the most careful se- 
lection of the civilians would be required in order to assure that 



134 

the military retained confidence in the security of the contingency 
plans. 

The responsibility for review, however, should not be confused 
with the responsibility for authorship. Authorship would continue 
to rest with the unified and specified commands and the OJCS. If it 
were not to become a nuisance and were not to lose the confidence 
of the JCS, the office would have to exert authority to mandate 
changes in contingency plans only when an overriding policy con- 
sideration suggested the necessity. The office would lose all credi- 
bility if it started to rewrite contingency plans or to insist that 
minor changes be made for no clearly overriding reason. 

0 Option 6B —create a joint OSD/OJCS office to review contin- 

The same general criteria would apply to this option as to Option 
6A. Precisely where the review office is based may be less impor- 
tant than how it is organized and how it functions, but only if its 
findings were clearly made part of the iterative strategy-policy-re- 
sources decision process. This option, through its joint OSD/OJCS 
nature, does offer the potential for much greater interplay of civil- 
ian and military officials. If this office ever lost the confidence of 
the JCS, great pressures to abolish it would result. 

On the other hand, OSD review of contingency plans would be 
very different than that of OJCS. OSD reviewers would focus on 
ensuring that political assumptions of the contingency plans are 
consistent with national security policy and that the options pre- 
sented in such plans are politically realistic. In contrast, OJCS 
would focus on the quality of the military strategy of the contin- 
gency plans. Given the different scope of these reviews, it does not 
appear that it would be useful to attempt to combine them. 

G. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This section presents the conclusions and recommendations of 

this chapter concerning the Office of the Secretary of Defense. The 
conclusions result from the analyses presented in Section D (Prob- 
lem Areas and Causes). The recommendations are based upon Sec- 
tion F (Evaluation of Alternative Solutions). Excluded from this list 
are recommendations that are more appropriately presented in 
subsequent chapters. 

gency plans. 

Conclusions Recommendations 

1. Mission integration is the 
principal organizational 
goal of the Department of 
Defense. 



Conclusions 

2. Mission integration is nec- 
essary in both of the dis- 
tinct organizational levels 
of DoD: the policymaking 
level, comprised basically of 
Washington Headquarters 
organizations, and the oper- 
ational level, consisting of 
the unified and specified 
commands. 
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Recommendations 

3. Mission integration at the 
policymaking level of DoD 
needs to be substantially 
improved; DoD has failed to 
develop the extensive, sup- 
plemental integrating de- 
vices that it needs to 
achieve effective mission in- 

tegration. 

4. The functional organization 4A. Establish three mission-orient- 
of OSD is a major impedi- ed under secretary positions for 
ment to the promotion of (1) nuclear deterrence, (2) NATO 
mission integration at the defense, and (3) regional defense 
policymaking level. and force projection. 

4B. Assign to the office of each mis- 
sion-oriented under secretary 
portions of current policy and 
program analysis offices that 
have corresponding mission-re- 
lated responsibilities and cells of 
functional specialists in resource 
areas. 

4C. Establish an office for low in- 
tensity warfare and special oper- 
ations within the office of the 
under secretary f o r  regional de- 
fense and force projection. 
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Conclusions 

5. Close coordination between 
newly established mission- 
oriented offices (recommen- 
dation 4A) and function-ori- 
ented offices would be bene- 
ficial, especially during the 
transitional period. 

Recommendations 

5A. Recommend to the Secretary of 
Defense that he consider the cre- 
ation of a mission-function 
matrix organization which would 
include the offices of the three 
mission-oriented under secretar- 
ies and five functional offices: As- 
sistant Secretary (Strategic Plan- 
ning); Director, Program Analy- 
sis and Evaluation; Under Secre- 
tary (Research and Engineering); 
Under Secretary (Readiness, Sus- 
tainability, and Support); and As- 
sistant Secretary (Command, 
Control, Communications and In- 
telligence). 

6. Many OSD offices are inad- 
equately supervised and co- 
ordinated, primarily due to 
the Secretary of Defense’s 
excessive span of control. 

6A. Group assistant secretaries and 
lesser officials in OSD under new 
or existing under or assistant 
secretaries (in line with recom- 
mendation 4A) in order to 
streamline the organization and 
to reduce the Secretary of De- 
fense’s span of control from 24 to 
13 senior OSD and Defense 
Agency officials. 

6B. Create the position of Under 
Secretary of Defense (Readiness, 
Sustainability, and Support) to 
help streamline the organization. 

7. Improvements to OSD orga- 
nizational arrangements 
and decision-making proce- 
dures should emphasize 
both structural change and 
enhancement of the defense 
management skills of senior 
officials. 
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Conclusions Recommendations 

8. OSD suffers from inexperi- 8A. Require that OSD political ap- 
enced political appointees pointees have strong defense 
and poor continuity in its management credentials. 
senior management posi- 
tions. 8B. Seek a longer commitment of 

service from OSD political ap- 
pointees. 

8C. Alter Federal tax laws with re- 
spect to forced sale of assets by 
appointed OSD officials to permit 
the gain from such sale to be 
reinvested in similar assets with- 
out applying tax on the gain at 
the time of the forced sale. 

9. OSD is engaged in some 9A. Reduce the size of the OSD 
degree of micro-manage- staff. 
ment of internal Service 
programs; OSD’s functional 9B. Reorient OSD’s attention away 
structure is a cause of this from functional micro-manage- 
micro-management prob- ment and toward mission inte- 
lem. gration by creating mission-ori- 

ented offices (recommendation 
4A). 

9C. Hold Service Secretaries more 
accountable for conformance to 
guidance from and decisions by 
the Secretary and Deputy Secre- 
tary of Defense. 

10. Planning and program- 10A. Create mission-oriented under 
ming in OSD are unilateral, secretaries who would be as- 
not coalition, oriented. signed responsibility for coalition 

matters in their mission areas 
(recommendation 4A). 

11. The absence of OSD 11A. Create an OSD office, staffed 
review of non-nuclear con- by a combination of civilian offi- 
tingency plans is incon- cials and military officers, to 
sistent with the principle review contingency plans. 
of civilian control of the 
military. 





CHAPTER 4 

ORGANIZATION OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
A. EVOLUTION OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

1. The JCS in World War II 
Before World War II, a Joint Board of the Army and Navy pre- 

pared joint war plans and worked on other issues that required 
interservice coordination. However, it was not designed to direct 
the Army and Navy in wartime operations and served only in an 

-Nonetheless, the JCS played an important leadership role during 
the war, particularly in the European theater. Working closely 
with the President (the only civilian in the chain of command), the 
Joint Chiefs exercised a great deal of flexibility in carrying out 
their duties. From its position in the chain of command immediate- 
ly below the President, the JCS planned and directed U.S. military 
operations. 

Initially the JCS consisted of the Army Chief of Staff, the Com- 
manding General of the Army Air Forces, and the Chief of Naval 
Operations. Later the Chief of Staff to the Commander in Chief 

was added to serve as between the President and 
the Service Chiefs. 

2 .  The National Security Act of 1947 
Virtually all plans for the postwar unification of the Services 

into one national military establishment took for granted that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff would be continued. Two years after the end of 
the war, Congress passed the National Security Act of 1947 (Public 
Law 80-253), which has remained, with amendments, the founda- 
tion for the U.S. national security establishment. This Act estab- 
lished the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a permanent body with a Joint 
Staff limited to 100 officers drawn in approximately equal numbers 
from each of the Military Departments. The Act restricted mem- 
bership of the JCS to four individuals: the Army Chief of Staff, the 
Chief of Naval Operations, the Air Force Chief of Staff, and the 
Chief of Staff to the Commander in Chief, “if there be one.” In 
practice, the latter position was never filled. The Act also created 

(139) 
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the position of Director of the Joint Staff, to be appointed by the 
JCS. 

The National Security Act of 1947 defined the duties of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff as follows: 

(b) Subject to the authority and direction of the President and 
the Secretary of Defense, it shall be the duty of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff — 

(1) to prepare strategic plans and to provide for the strategic 
direction of the military forces; 

(2) to prepare joint logistic plans and to assign to the mili- 
tary services logistic responsibilities in accordance with such 
plans; 

(3) to establish unified commands in strategic areas when 
such unified commands are in the interest of national security; 

(4) to formulate policies for joint training of the military 
forces; 

(5) to formulate policies for coordinating the education of 
members of the military forces; 

(6) to review major material and personnel requirements of 
the military forces, in accordance with strategic and logistic 
plans; and 

(7) to provide United States representation on the Military 
Staff Committee of the United Nations in accordance with the 
provisions of the Charter of the United Nations. 

(c) The Joint Chiefs of Staff shall act as the principal military 
advisors to the President and the Secretary of Defense and shall 
perform such other duties as the President and the Secretary of 
Defense may direct or as may be prescribed by law. 

In comparison with the Nation’s other defense institutions, the 
JCS has changed remarkably little over the years. The basic con- 
cept underlying the institution has survived intact for over 37 
years. However, amendments to the National Security Act of 1947 
passed by Congress in 1949, 1953, 1958, 1967 and 1978 did make 
some changes in the statutory organization of the JCS and beyond 
those statutory changes, the organization has experienced some 
evolution in its nature. 

3. The National Security Act Amendments of 1949 
In 1949, under the impetus of recommendations made by Secre- 

tary of Defense James Forrestal and by the Hoover Commission, 
President Truman sent a message to Congress recommending the 
unification of the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
in a new Executive Department to be known as the Department of 
Defense. The National Security Act Amendments of 1949 (Public 
Law 81-216) responded to Secretary Forrestal’s conviction that 
there should be a “responsible head” for the JCS by creating the 
position of Chairman. The former billet on the JCS for “Chief of 
Staff to the Commander in Chief, if there be one,” was abolished. 
The President was to appoint a Chairman, with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate, to serve for a term of two years, with one reap- 
pointment possible. He was to serve as presiding officer of the JCS, 
but was to have no formal vote in its deliberations. The 1949 
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Amendments also enlarged the Joint Staff to a maximum of 210 of- 
ficers. 

4. The 1953 Reorganization Plan 
In 1953, President Eisenhower submitted a reorganization plan 

to Congress that set forth certain proposed changes in the organiza- 
tion of the Department of Defense. In a message to Congress ac- 
companying this reorganization plan, the President also described 
a number of changes he intended to make by executive action. Re- 
organization Plan No. 6 of 1953, as it was called, required no posi- 
tive legislative action, but was subject only to possible Congression- 
al disapproval. As neither the House nor the Senate took unfavor- 
able action within 60 days, the plan became effective on June 30, 
1953. 

This reorganization plan, together with the executive actions un- 
dertaken by the President, affected the organization of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff in a number of ways. It made the selection of the 
Director of the Joint Staff by the JCS, and his tenure, subject to 
the approval of the Secretary of Defense. The selection and tenure 
of members of the Joint Staff was made subject to the approval of 
the Chairman of the JCS. Finally, the responsibility of the JCS for 
managing the Joint Staff and its Director was transferred to the 
Chairman. The net effect of these changes was to strengthen the 
authority of the Chairman. However, while the Chairman was to 
manage the Joint Staff, the JCS as a corporate body continued to 
possess control and authority over it and to assign tasks to it, in 
accordance with the administrative regulations worked out for im- 
plementing the reorganization plan. 

The President’s 1953 message to Congress also called for a major 
change in the chain of command. To implement this change, the 
Secretary of Defense issued a revision of the 1948 memorandum 
known as the Key West Agreement. (Attachment to Department of 
Defense Directive 5100.1, “Functions of the Armed Forces and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff’; January 13, 1954). That memorandum had 
given the Joint Chiefs of Staff authority to designate one of its 
members as its executive agent for a unified command. However, it 
had created a widespread perception that the JCS was in the chain 
of command, and in practice, it had functioned as though that were 
the case. The revision of 1953 sought to restore the original intent 
of the National Security Act of 1947 that the JCS would serve as 
advisors and planners, but not directly as commanders. The new di- 
rective specified that the Secretary of Defense, rather than the 
JCS, would designate in each case a Military Department to serve 
as the executive agent for a unified command. This change to the 
chain of command clarified the status of the JCS and ensured that 
they did not exercise operational command, but played only an ad- 
visory and planning role. In practice, however, it led to the cumber- 
some arrangement of a chain of command that ran from the Presi- 
dent to the Secretary of Defense to the Secretary of whichever 
Military Department was the executive agent for a unified com- 
mand to the Service Chief of that particular Service to the unified 
commander. By 1958, President Eisenhower had determined that 
this arrangement was too unwieldy and again sought to change it 
by executive action. 



142 

5. The 1958 Defense Department Reorganization Act 
In his State of the Union address to Congress in January 1958, 

President Eisenhower listed the reorganization of the national de- 
fense as the first of eight priority tasks. In April he submitted to 
Congress his recommendations for changes in the organization of 
the Department of Defense. Congress made a few amendments to 
the President’s proposal before passing the Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1958 (Public Law 85-599), the last major re- 
organization of the Department. 

This Act amended the National Security Act of 1947 in several 
important ways. With regard to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Act 
made the Chairman a voting member of that body and made the 
Commandant of the Marine Corps a member of the JCS whenever 
matters directly concerning the Marine Corps were under consider- 
ation. The Act also added several provisions dealing with the Joint 
Staff. The Act raised the statutory limit on the size of the Joint 
Staff to 400 officers, but it restricted the terms of Joint Staff mem- 
bers (including the Director) to three years in peacetime, with fur- 
ther restrictions on reassignment. The Act expressly prohibited the 
Joint Staff from functioning as an  overall General Staff and from 
exercising any executive authority. The Act also made a number of 
changes in the wording of the National Security Act of 1947 with 
respect to the responsibilities of the JCS and the Chairman. The 
Chairman of the JCS, in consultation with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
was now to select the Director of the Joint Staff, with the approval 
of the Secretary of Defense. The Chairman was to manage the 
Joint Staff “on behalf of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’, and the Joint 
Staff could be given assignments by the JCS or the Chairman. 

In his message to Congress in connection with the 1958 legisla- 
tion, President Eisenhower indicated his dissatisfaction with the 
chain of command. On December 31, 1958, Secretary of Defense 
Neil H. McElroy issued a directive establishing two command lines: 
one for the operational direction of the armed forces and the 
second for the direction of support activities through the Secretar- 
ies of the Military Departments. (Revision to Department of De- 
fense Directive 5100.1, “Functions of the Department of Defense 
and its Major Components”; December 31, 1958). The operational 
chain of command was to run “from the President to the Secretary 
of Defense and through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the command- 
ers of unified and specified commands.” It was generally under- 
stood that the word “through” implied that the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff would be transmitters, and not originators, of command 
orders. 

6. Developments Since 1958 
In 1967, Congress initiated and passed legislation establishing 

four-year terms for the Chiefs of Staff of the Army and Air Force 
and for the Chief of Naval Operations, paralleling already existing 
law setting the term of the Marine Corps Commandant. (Public 
Law 90-22) The Defense Authorization Act of 1979 (Public Law 95- 
485) included a provision making the Commandant of the Marine 
Corps a full participating member of the JCS, no longer formally 
restricted to voting only on matters directly concerning the Marine 
Corps. 
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The Joint Chiefs of Staff has proven to be one of the most stable 
and enduring institutions within the Department of Defense. The 
basic concept underlying the institution has remained intact since 
1947, and its organization and structure have changed but little 
since the Reorganization Act of 1958. The JCS has evolved, of 
course, but only modestly, and principally as the result of changes 
undertaken internally over the years, rather than as the result of 
legislation. 
B. KEY ORGANIZATIONAL TRENDS 

The preceding section briefly reviewed the history of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. This section describes several important organiza- 
tional trends that have emerged during the evolution of the JCS. 

1. Size of the OJCS Staff 
The number of personnel working under the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

has grown considerably since its creation. In fact, this growth has 
outstripped the increases in the statutory limitation on the number 
of military officers who may serve on the Joint Staff. This has been 
made possible by distinguishing between military officers who are 
members of the Joint Staff, on the one hand, and several other cat- 
egories of personnel, on the other hand: enlisted military personnel 
on the Joint Staff, civilian personnel on the Joint Staff, and mili- 
tary and civilian personnel who are not on the Joint Staff but who 
work for the larger, umbrella Organization of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff (OJCS). 

Table 4-1 sets forth the military and civilian personnel strengths 
of the OJCS for each year since 1948. The OJCS staff grew a t  a 
fairly steady rate for the first 20 years of its existence, reaching a 
peak of about 2,000 personnel in 1968-1969 at the height of U.S. 
involvement in Southeast Asia. During the subsequent decade 
(1969-1978), the OJCS gradually contracted to about 1,250 person- 
nel -a reduction of roughly 37 percent. Since 1978, the staff of the 
Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has experienced modest 
growth. 
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Table 4-1 also makes it clear that most of the growth in the 
OJCS staff has occurred through the addition of military personnel 
rather than civil servants. In the early years of the OJCS, the 
number of civilian personnel assigned to it lagged behind the 
number of military personnel by a relatively small amount. Howev- 
er, by 1960, there were more than twice as many military as civil- 
ians in the OJCS; by the end of 1963, this disparity had grown to 
nearly four to one. In other words, the growth in the size of the 
OJCS staff cannot be attributed to increasing civilian involvement 
in its work. Instead, Table 4-1 would suggest that, if anything, ci- 
vilian influence in the OJCS has declined since its early history. 

2. Increasing Organizational Complexity of the OJCS 
As it has grown in size, the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff has also developed a complicated structure of units and func- 
tions. Just as the size of the OJCS reached a peak around 1968, so 
also did its complexity. Since then, however, the structure has been 
somewhat streamlined; nonetheless, it still includes many units 
and performs many functions that were not necessarily envisioned 
in its early history. 

A staff organization to support the new Joint Chiefs of Staff took 
shape piece by piece during 1942. Reflecting the informal nature of 
the JCS itself, the staff consisted of inter-Service committees com- 
posed of Service staff officers on part-time assignment to the JCS. 
Only a relatively small number of officers served full-time on the 
JCS staff. 

After World War II, the system of part-time inter-Service com- 
mittees continued without fundamental change until 1958. That 
year, President Eisenhower redirected the chain of operational 
command to run from the Secretary of Defense directly to the uni- 
fied commands rather than through the Military Departments. TO 
implement this change, the President informed the Congress that 
“the Joint Staff must be further unified and strengthened in order 
to provide the operational and planning assistance heretofore 
largely furnished by the staffs of the military departments.” (A 
Concise History of the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
1942-1979; JCS Historical Division, page 47) 

Because he found the existing JCS staff system “laborious”, 
President Eisenhower directed Secretary of Defense McElroy to dis- 
continue the JCS committee system and to add “an integrated op- 
erations division”. (Concise History of the OJCS, page 47) The Joint 
Staff that emerged from this reorganization consisted of the num- 
bered J-Directorates of a conventional military staff: J-1 (Person- 
nel), J-2 (Intelligence), J-3 (Operations), J-4 (Logistics), J-5 (Plans 
and Policy), and J-6 (Communications-Electronics). This structure 
was designed to make it easier for the Joint Staff to work with the 
similar staff structure of the unified and specified commands. 
During the year following the 1958 reorganization, the growth in 
the size of the OJCS staff accelerated as the institution assumed its 
enhanced operational responsibilities. 

During the 1960’s, agencies and groups proliferated within the 
Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Joint Command and 
Control Requirements Group, the Joint War Games Agency, and 
Special Assistants for Disarmament Affairs, for Counterinsurgency 
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and Special Activities, for Strategic Mobility, and for Environmen- 
tal Services were among the new offices created in the 1960’s — 
often in response to the pressures of the Vietnam War. 
So many new staff units had been established by the late 1960’s 

that there was an  effort to streamline the OJCS staff by consolidat- 
ing groups and agencies under the J-Directorates. This counter- 
trend continued during the 1970’s in response to the recommenda- 
tions of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel and budget pressures for 
reduced defense spending. 

Despite the consolidation that took place during the 1970’s, the 
JCS staff remains a much more elaborate and complicated organi- 
zation than the one that operated during World War II and in the 
immediate post-war era. Like other elements of the Defense De- 
partment, the evolving structure of the OJCS has reflected the dra- 
matic growth in the complexity of warfare since World War II. 

3. Consolidation of the Position of the JCS 
Since its creation in early 1942, the institution of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff has consolidated its position in both the law and in 
the national security policymaking apparatus. By 1961, this process 
of consolidation had progressed to the point that Paul Hammond 
could describe the JCS as “the kingpin of the unification structure’’ 
in his book, Organizing for Defense (page 159). 

The previous section described the highly informal way in which 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff was created shortly after the United 
States entered World War II. To facilitate cooperation with the 
British Chiefs of Staff, the JCS “simply sprang into being as a 
group of American opposite numbers composed, coincidentally, of 
the three senior members of the old Joint Board”. (Lawrence J .  
Legere, Jr., Unification of the Armed Forces, page 259) Even after 
its spontaneous formation, the JCS continued to function without a 
formal charter and without the specific approval of Congress. 
Legere concludes about the JCS that “it would be difficult to imag- 
ine anything less the result of considered study of organizational 
problems”. (pages 259-260) 

Although it lacked a formal charter, the Joint Chiefs of Staff en- 
joyed a great deal of authority and prestige in the strategic direc- 
tion of the American war effort. The stature of the Chiefs them- 
selves (Admiral Leahy, General Marshall, Admiral King, and Gen- 
eral Arnold) and their close working relationship with President 
Roosevelt enabled the JCS to become “next to the President, the 
single most important force in the overall conduct of the war...” 
(Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State, page 318) 

After World War II, the extraordinary status achieved by the 
wartime Joint Chiefs of Staff inevitably suffered. In the absence of 
wartime pressures, the JCS institution was forced to consolidate its 
position within a national security establishment that was taking 
on a shape very different from the one that existed during World 
War II. Although the 1947 National Security Act finally provided 
the JCS with a statutory charter, it also subjected it for the first 
time to the loose control of a newly created Secretary of Defense. 
In addition, the Service Secretaries reasserted their statutory au- 
thority over the individual Chiefs. 
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Within these new limitations on its authority, the JCS gradually 
developed a distinctive role for itself in the emerging Department 
of Defense. During their first 2 years under the 1947 Act, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff negotiated with Secretary of Defense Forrestal the 
so-called “Key West Agreement” on the Services’ roles and mis- 
sions. Then, in the National Security Act Amendments of 1949, the 
new position of JCS Chairman was created and the statutory ceil- 
ing on the size of the Joint Staff was raised from 100 to 210 offi- 
cers. 

This process of consolidation was interrupted in 1953 when Presi- 
dent Eisenhower removed the Joint Chiefs of Staff from the “exec- 
utive agent” system of command and re-routed the chain of com- 
mand through the Military Departments. However, as was ex- 
plained earlier in this section, he discarded this cumbersome 

system 5 years later. Again, the JCS assumed a corporate role in 

present. 
Once the 1958 reorganization was implemented, the JCS institu- 

tion had essentially completed the consolidation of its position 
within the Defense Department. During the 16 years that had 
elapsed since its highly informal emergence in 1942, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff had firmly established itself both in law and in prac- 
tice as a distinct and somewhat exclusive organization with a broad 
range of responsibilities. 
C. CURRENT ORGANIZATION AND STAFFING PROCEDURES 

The first section of this chapter noted that the statutory respon- 
sibilities of the JCS have not changed significantly since they were 
initially established by the National Security Act of 1947. They can 
be distilled into two basic functions: (1) to provide military advice 
to the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary 
of Defense; and (2) to plan for the employment of U.S. forces in 
contingencies. A third basic function -to support and oversee the 
execution of contingency plans and other military operations by 
the combatant commands -has evolved from the Department of 
Defense Reorganization Act of 1958. The DoD Directive issued to 
implement that legislation specified that “the chain of command 
runs from the President to the Secretary of Defense and through 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the commanders of unified and specified 
commands. Orders to such commanders will be issued by the Presi- 
dent or the Secretary of Defense, or by the Joint Chiefs of Staff by 
authority and direction of the Secretary of Defense.” (emphasis 
added) (Revision to Department of Defense Directive 5100.1, Func- 
tions of the Department of Defense and its Major Components”, 
December 31, 1958) 

The first two JCS responsibilities, to advise and to plan, are rela- 
tively well known and understood. However, the third function has 
often been misinterpreted to mean that the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
are actually in the chain of command for military operations. In- 
stead, the role of the JCS is to transmit orders from the President 
or the Secretary of Defense to the unified and specified commands. 
The JCS itself cannot initiate operational orders; it can only com- 
municate them. In the “execution of the Single Integrated Oper- 

t h e operational chain of command that has continued to the 

OF OJCS 
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ational Plan (SIOP) and other time-sensitive operations”, however, 
the Chairman is authorized by another DoD Directive to represent 
the JCS in transmitting orders to the unified and specified com- 
mands. (Department of Defense Directive 5100.3, “World-Wide Mili- 
tary Command and Control System (WWMCCS)”, December 2, 
1971) The confused role of the JCS in the chain of command is ad- 
dressed in detail in Chapter 5 dealing with the unified and speci- 
fied commands. 

The military advice and plans of the JCS are requested most 
often by three organizations: the National Security Council, the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense, and the unified and specified 
commands. These “customers” constantly ask the JCS for its views 
on a variety of specific national security issues. At the same time, 
they receive a stream of plans and studies which the JCS generates 
on a regular cycle. 

The JCS actually constitutes only one element in the larger Or- 
ganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In addition to the JCS itself, 
the OJCS consists of the Office of the JCS Chairman, the Joint 
Staff, and certain supporting agencies and special offices. Charts 4- 
1 and 4-2 provide a graphic depiction of the OJCS. At the end of 
1983, about 1,400 people worked in the OJCS (of which 400 officers 
serve on the Joint Staff). Slightly more than one-half of these 1,400 
people were officers; the remainder were enlisted personnel and ci- 
vilians. Officer billets are equally divided among the three Military 
Departments with the Marine Corps assigned about 20 percent of 
the spaces allocated to the Department of the Navy. 



CHART 4-1 



CHART 4-2  

ORGANIZATIONS REPORTING TO THE 
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
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The central organizational characteristic of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff since its inception in 1942 has been the membership of the 
Chiefs of the military Services. The four Service Chiefs function 
both as the military leaders of their individual Services and as 
members of the JCS. The only JCS member without formal concur- 
rent duties in his parent Service is the Chairman. 

To guide the Service Chiefs in the performance of their dual re- 
sponsibilities, Secretary of Defense Wilson promulgated a DoD Di- 
rective in 1954 which specified that “The Joint Staff work of each 
of the Chiefs of Staff shall take precedence over all other duties.” 
(Department of Defense Directive 5158.1, “Method of Operation of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Their Relationship With Other Staff 
Agencies of the Office of the Secretary of Defense,” July 26, 1954) 
As a result, the Service Chiefs are supposed to free themselves for 
their JCS responsibilities by delegating much of the daily manage- 
ment of their Services to their Vice Chiefs. 

The same 1954 Directive “broadened and strengthened” the func- 
tions of the Deputies to the Service Chiefs charged with responsibil- 
ity for operations (the Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations 
and Plans; the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Plans, Policy 
and Operations; the Marine Corps Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans, 
Policies and Operations; and the Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Plans and Operations). These 3-star Operations Deputies play a 
crucial role in representing their Service Chiefs during the consid- 
eration and resolution of joint issues. For example, the Director of 
the Joint Staff chairs meetings of the Operations Deputies to con- 
sider less important issues or to screen major issues before they 
reach the Joint Chiefs themselves. The Operations Deputies also 
supervise the large Service Staffs which work closely with the 
Joint Staff to refine proposals for the JCS. 

The following elements form the Organization of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff: 

1. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Presiding over the JCS is the Chairman, the highest-ranking 

military officer in the armed forces. Despite his senior rank, he ex- 
ercises little statutory authority independently of the other JCS 
members. Instead, he is specifically authorized by the National Se- 
curity Act of 1947, as amended, to only preside over the JCS, to 
provide agendas for JCS meetings, to assist the JCS in conducting 
its business as promptly as practicable, to determine when issues 
under consideration shall be decided, and to inform the Secreta 
of Defense and the President of those issues upon which the JCS 
have not agreed. 

The Chairman performs two of his most important duties on 
behalf of the JCS corporate body. First, Presidents have invited 
JCS Chairmen to participate as military advisors in meetings of 
the National Security Council. Second, the Chairman manages the 

both of these duties, the Chairman is supposed to represent the cor- 
porate views of the JCS. 

Within the Joint Staff is a small cell of officers which works di- 
rectly for the JCS Chairman. A three-star flag or general officer 
serves as Assistant to the JCS Chairman. In that position, he usu- 

Joint Staff “on behalf of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.” In carrying out 
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ally functions as the Chairman’s “outside man” or as his represent- 
ative to the organizations with which the JCS must work closely 
(i.e., the National Security Council, the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense, and the Department of State.) Serving below the Assistant 
to the Chairman are five to seven officers who are designated as 
the Chairman’s Staff Group. This small staff element is distin- 
guished from the much larger Joint Staff in that it directly assists 
the Chairman in his participation in JCS deliberations. 

2. The Joint Staff 
The Joint Staff itself is organized along traditional military staff 

lines for the purpose of preparing plans and reports for consider- 
ation by the JCS. The National Security Act of 1947, as amended, 
limits the size of the Joint Staff to no more than 400 officers. Its 
major elements are briefly described below: 

a. The Director of the Joint Staff (a  three-star flag or general offi- 
cer) serves as the “inside man’’ for the JCS and the JCS Chairman. 
He is responsible for supervising the Joint Staff and providing 
guidance to certain specialized activities of the OJCS. 

b. The Manpower and Personnel Directorate (J-1) performs the 
following major functions: 

(1) develops JCS positions on personnel issues; 
(2) develops policies on joint and inter-service professional 

military education; 
(3) provides policy guidance and staff supervision to the Na- 

tional Defense University; 
(4) monitors U.S. manpower authorizations in joint and 

international activities that report to or through the JCS; and 
(5) plans and manages the selection and assignment of mili- 

tary personnel, except flag and general officers, for duty in the 
OJCS. 

c. The Defense Intelligence Agency functions as the Intelligence 
Directorate (J-2). 

d. The Operations Directorate (J-3) assists the JCS in carrying 
out its operational responsibilities as the military staff in the chain 
of command. J-3 performs the following major functions: 

(1) reviews operations plans submitted by unified and speci- 
fied commands and international treaty organizations to deter- 
mine their feasibility; 

(2) maintains information on the readiness status of forces 
assigned to unified and specified commands; 

(3) manages the JCS military exercise program and coordi- 
nates for the OJCS all matters relating to exercises conducted 
by the unified and specified commands and the Services; and 

(4) supervises the National Military Command System. 
e. The Logistics Directorate (J-4) performs the following major 

(1) reviews the logistic elements of joint operations plans; 
(2) monitors and evaluates mobility assets and programs; 
(3) coordinates with the Joint Deployment Agency and the 

transportation operating agencies (the Army’s Military Traffic 
Management Command, the Navy’s Military Sealift Command, 
and the Air Force’s Military Airlift Command); and 

functions: 
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(4) coordinates base development and pre-positioning pro- 

f. The Plans and Policy Directorate (J-5) performs the following 
grams for Southwest Asia. 

major functions: 
(1) prepares strategic plans and studies; 
(2) provides politico-military advice; 
(3) monitors and supports JCS participation in international 

(4) assists the JCS and the Chairman in addressing program- 

g. The Command, Control, and Communications Systems Director- 
ate (C3S) develops policies, plans, and programs to ensure adequate 
C3 support to unified and specified commands for joint military op- 
erations. 

negotiations; and 

matic and budgetary matters. 

3. OJCS Elements Outside the Joint Staff 
Outside the Joint Staff but still within the umbrella Organiza- 

tion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are several staff elements that are 
considered to support the JCS less directly than the J-Directorates. 
This arbitrary distinction is primarily designed to circumvent the 
statutory ceiling on the size of the Joint Staff. An example of its 
artificial nature is the assignment of the Office of the JCS Chair- 
man (which was described earlier) outside the Joint Staff. 

In addition to a few offices that perform mostly administrative 
tasks, the OJCS beyond the Joint Staff includes the following sig- 
nificant staff elements: 

a. The National Military Command System continuously moni- 
tors the worldwide military, political, and economic situation and 
assists the JCS in exercising operational direction over the combat- 
ant commands. 

b. The Joint Analysis Directorate (formerly the Studies, Analysis, 
and Gaming Agency) prepares studies of military forces and plans, 
conducts joint war games and interagency politico-military simula- 

c. The Strategic Plans and Resource Analysis Agency, established 
in 1984, carries out the following functions: 

(1) analyzes the warfighting requirements and resources of 
the unified and specified commands; 

(2) assesses inputs to the Planning, Programming, and Budg- 
eting System (PPBS); and 

(3) assists the JCS Chairman in his role as a member of the 
Defense Resources Board (DRB) and the Defense System Acqui- 
sition Review Council (DSARC). 

tions, an  d attempts to improve tools of analysis. 

4. OJCS Staffing Procedures 
Although there is no statutory or administrative requirement for 

unanimity, the JCS and the Joint Staff rarely resolve issues with- 
out first reaching a consensus among the Services. Before most 
plans, studies, or recommendations for the Secretary of Defense or 
the President can represent the corporate position of the JCS, they 
must be refined and approved at several levels of the OJCS and the 
Services. This iterative system ensures that decisions on complex 
national security issues are not made without full consideration of 

55-642 0 - 85 - 6 
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the different experiences, expertise, and points of view of the four 
Services. 

The staffing process for developing JCS positions, presented in 
Chart 4-3, generally unfolds in the following manner. (This descrip- 
tion of the JCS staffing process is paraphrased and, in some passag- 
es, copied from an answer for the record provided to the House 
Armed Services Investigations Subcommittee by General David C. 
Jones, USAF (Retired).) Upon receiving a request for the views of 
the JCS, the Director of the Joint Staff forwards it to the appropri- 
ate directorate. An officer (a Major/Lieutenant Commander or a 
Lieutenant Colonel/Commander) within that directorate is as- 
signed responsibility for preparing a draft paper that explains the 
issue and proposes a solution. At the same time, each of the Serv- 
ices is informed of the request and designates an action officer to 
work with the Joint Staff action officer. 



CHART 4-3 

PROCESSING JOINT ACTIONS 
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At this point, the course that the staffing process takes depends 
upon the amount of time available to answer the request, the mag- 
nitude of the task, and the relationship of the current assignment 
to other recent or ongoing JCS efforts. If necessary, the staffing 
process can be shortened to yield a rapid response. For example, if 
the JCS had recently completed a relevant assessment as part of 
the Joint Strategic Planning System -the formal administrative 
mechanism for inserting JCS views into the Planning, Program- 
ming, and Budgeting System -the Chiefs might simply forward 
this product in response to the request. In addition, the Joint Staff 
and Service action officers may be directed to work closely with 
their immediate superiors, the Joint Staff and Service planners 
(Colonels/Captains), in order to compress the lower levels of the 
normal iterative process. 

Assuming that ample time is allowed and that no recent or ongo- 
ing JCS effort is applicable, the staffing process continues with a 
meeting between the Joint Staff and the Service staff action offi- 
cers. At the initial meeting, they establish a schedule for preparing 
the response and discuss the issue to be addressed. The Joint Staff 
action officer has general guidance from his Director on the con- 
tent of the paper. Similarly, the Service action officers have re- 
ceived guidance from their Service Operations Deputies. If time al- 
lowed, the Joint Staff might request the views of the appropriate 
unified and specified commands. Otherwise, the Joint Staff at- 
tempts to represent their views. 

After this first meeting, the Joint Staff action officer must pre- 
pare the initial draft of the response (formerly called the Flimsy). 
In creating this initial draft, the staff of each Service or a combat- 
ant command might write a portion of the paper or the Joint Staff 
might undertake the entire task. Generally, because the Service 
staffs are larger and have data and analysis not available to the 
Joint Staff, the Joint Staff action officer must rely a great deal on 
Service staff contributions. 

Once the initial draft is prepared, the Joint Staff and Service 
action officers meet to discuss each Service’s position on the con- 
tent of the paper. Suggestions to change it are considered. For a 
substantive paper of some length, each Service may offer as many 
as 100 changes. The Joint Staff action officer then reflects the con- 
sensus of the meeting in a second iteration of the paper (formerly 
called the Buff). Minority views which are not incorporated into 
this second draft can be argued again in the next step of the proc- 
ess. 

The same review process is now repeated by the Service and 
Joint Staff planners (unless they had already participated in the 
first review with the action officers). These officers, who work di- 
rectly for the Service Operations Deputies, normally have previous 
experience in JCS matters and have demonstrated an ability to ar- 
ticulate the various perspectives of the Services. Their full-time re- 
sponsibility is to represent their Services in the JCS staffing proc- 
ess. 

At this level of review, as many as 20 issues may be left to be 
resolved. The planners generally are able to settle all but two or 
three of them. The Joint Staff planner then changes the second 
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draft to reflect the consensus of the planners and publishes an- 
other iteration (formerly called the Green). 

The Service action officers and planners present this third draft 
to their Operations Deputies (on some occasions, an additional 

layer of review at the level of the Assistant Operations Deputy is 
added). The Operations Deputies then meet with the Director of 
the Joint Staff to discuss the paper. On many topics of lesser im- 
portance, the Operations Deputies, if in full agreement, will a p  
prove or “red-stripe” the Green paper, enabling the Director to 
sign and transmit it on behalf of the JCS. 

The differences which cannot be settled by the Operations Depu- 
ties and the Director are highlighted for the Joint Chiefs them- 
selves to consider. In those cases in which disagreements persist 
among the Chiefs, the dissenting Chief or Chiefs may add divergent 
views to the paper finally transmitted. However, this has been a 
rare practice as the JCS has been able to almost always reach full 
agreement on responses to requests for its views. 
D. PROBLEM AREAS AND CAUSES 

During February 1982, General David C. Jones, USAF, then 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, wrote in an  article, entitled 
“Why the Joint Chiefs of Staff Must Change” (Directors & Boards, 
Winter 1982), that structural problems diminish the effectiveness 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. His remarks were soon followed by 
similar criticism of the JCS system by General Edward C. Meyer, 
USA, then Chief of Staff, U.S. Army. The public expression of these 
views by two incumbent members of the JCS renewed serious con- 
sideration of the strengths and weaknesses of the institution of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Regardless of their disparate views on needed 
changes, many observers agree that the JCS system suffers from 
organizational and procedural problems that hamper it from fully 
carrying out its responsibilities. Others argue, however, that the 
current JCS structure is effective because it draws upon the varied 
experiences of the most senior military officer from each of the 
four Services. 

The institution does not seem able to provide the quality of pro- 
fessional military advice that the President, National Security 
Council, and Secretary of Defense should have when they are re- 
solving complex defense issues. Testimony from former Assistants 
to the President for National Security Affairs, Secretaries of De- 
fense, and JCS members indicates that the institutional views of 
the JCS corporate body often take too long to complete; are not in 
the concise form required by extremely busy senior officials; and, 
most importantly, do not offer clear, meaningful recommendations 
on issues affecting more than one Service. Deficiencies in JCS 
advice have encouraged senior civilian officials to rely on civilian 
staffs for counsel that should be provided by professional military 
officers. Some assert that the failure of the  JCS to offer more 
useful military advice results from organizational problems while 
others believe that it results from shortcomings in the leadership 
qualities of JCS Chairmen. The Report of the Blue Ribbon Defense 
Panel supports the former view: ‘The difficulty is caused by the 
system, not the people.” (page 34) The Chairman’s Special Study 
Group reached a similar conclusion: 
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. . . One must infer that the fault lies not with any particu- 
lar group of military and civilian executives, but rather with 
the implementation of the JCS concept itself. (page 27) 

At least some of the Service Chiefs serving in 1982 also held this 
view as noted in the following comment which they made to the 
Chairman’s Special Study Group: 

The JCS cannot carry out their statutory responsibilities. It 
is wrong to say that there is nothing wrong with the JCS orga- 
nization. The basic organization concept is flawed. (page 28) 

In criticizing the JCS system, Generals Jones and Meyer do not 
recommend that the responsibilities of the Joint Chief of Staff, as 
prescribed by section 141, title 10, United States Code, be changed. 
Instead, their concern is that the JCS system is not organized and 
operated to effectively perform its functions. In testimony before 
the House Armed Services Investigations Subcommittee during 
June 1983, the then-serving members of the JCS also concluded 
that “those are the correct duties and responsibilities for the JCS.” 
(HASC No. 98-8, page 63) This study accepts the responsibilities of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff that are directed by the National Security 
Act of 1947, as amended, and, therefore, assesses the effectiveness 
of the JCS system largely by how well the institution carries out 
these duties. 

This section discusses three problem areas that have been identi- 
fied within the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (OJCS) and 
presents analyses of the contributing causes. These problem areas 
are: (1) inability of the JCS to provide useful and timely unified 
military advice; (2) inadequate quality of the OJCS staff; and (3) in- 
sufficient OJCS review and oversight of contingency plans. There is 
a fourth problem area concerning the JCS: the confused chain of 
command. This problem area is addressed in Chapter 5 dealing 
with the unified and specified commands. 
1. INABILITY OF THE JCS To PROVIDE USEFUL AND TIMELY UNIFIED 

MILITARY ADVICE 
Section 141(b) of title 10, United States Code, provides: 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff are the principal military advisers 
to the President, the National Security Council, and the Secre- 
tary of Defense. 

Since the responsibility of being “the principal military advisers’’ 
was assigned in 1947, the JCS have consistently been unable to 
provide useful and timely advice. As General David C. Jones, USAF 
(Retired) has noted: 

. . . the corporate advice provided by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff is not crisp, timely, very useful or very influential. And 
that advice is often watered down and issues are papered over 
in the interest of achieving unanimity, even though many have 
contended that the resulting lack of credibility has caused the 
national leadership to look elsewhere for recommendations 
that properly should come from the JCS. (HASC No. 97-47, 
page 54) 
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Similarly, former Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger 
criticized JCS advice in testimony before the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services: 

The central weakness of the existing system lies in the struc- 
ture of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.... The existing structure, if it 
does not preclude the best military advice, provides a substan- 
tial, though not insurmountable, barrier to such advice. Suffice 
it to say that the recommendations and the plans of the Chiefs 
must pass through a screen designed to protect the institution- 
al interests of each of the separate Services. The general rule 
is that no Service ox may be gored. If on rare occasions dis- 
putes do break out that adversely affect the interests of one or 
more of the Services, the subsequent turmoil within the insti- 
tution will be such as to make a repetition appear ill-advised. 

The unavoidable outcome is a structure in which log-rolling, 
back-scratching, marriage agreements, and the like flourish. It 
is important not to rock the boat... The proffered advice is gen- 
erally irrelevant, normally unread, and almost always disre- 
garded. The ultimate result is that decisions regarding the 
level of expenditures and the design of forces are made by ci- 
vilians outside of the military structure. (Part 5, page 187) 

The inadequacies of JCS advice have been observed for more 
than three decades. The following quotes from various studies of 
DoD organization substantiate this fact. The 1949 Eberstadt Com- 
mittee found that, 

. . . it has proved difficult to expedite decision on the part of 
the Joint Chiefs, or to secure from them soundly unified and 
integrated plans and programs and clear, prompt advice. (page 
53) 

In 1960, the Symington Report stated: 
Action by the Joint Chiefs of Staff takes place, if at all, only 

after prolonged debate, coordination and negotiation... (page 6) 

The increase in frequency of unanimity in the recommenda- 
tions and advice. of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is by no means 
conclusive proof of subjugation of particular Service views. 
Such frequency of unanimity can just as cogently support a 
conclusion that the basis of such recommendations and advice 
is mutual accommodation of all Service views, known in some 
forums as 'log rolling,' and a submergence and avoidance of 
significant issues or facets of issues on which accommodations 
of conflicting Service views are not possible. (page 33) 

The 1970 Blue Ribbon Defense Panel found that: 

In 1978, the Steadman Report 
. . . found a generally high degree of satisfaction with the 

military advice which the Chairman and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff personally provide the Secretary...[but] the formal posi- 
tion papers of the JCS, the institutional product, are almost 
uniformally given low marks by their consumers -the policy- 
makers in OSD, State, and the NSC staff -and by many senior 
military officers as well. (page 52) 
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In 1982, the Chairman’s Special Study Group stated: 
... The JCS generally have been seen by civilian leaders as 

unable to provide useful Joint advice on many issues. Joint 
Staff work often comes across as superficial and predictable, 
and of little help in resolving issues. (page 11) 

And finally, in 1985, the report of the Center for Strategic and 
International Studies (CSIS), Toward a More Effective Defense, 
stated: 

... Although civilian leaders consistently praise the advice 
they receive from the individual chiefs of the services, they 
almost uniformly criticize the institutional products of the JCS 
as ponderous in presentation, predictably wedded to the status 
quo, and reactive rather than innovative. As a consequence, ci- 
vilians have filled this void, serving as the major source of 
advice to the secretary on matters for which concise, independ- 
ent military inputs would have been preferred. (page 12) 

a. Symptoms of Inadequate Unified Military Advice 
Symptoms of inadequate unified military advice are found in 

many aspects of organizational activity within DoD including stra- 
tegic planning, programming, operational planning, force employ- 
ment, roles and missions or the Services, revision of the Unified 
Command Plan, organization of the unified commands, and devel- 
opment of joint doctrine. The JCS are viewed as the key military 
advisors on a substantial range of important strategy, resource, op- 
eration, and organization issues. Shortcomings in their ability to 
meaningfully address these issues has had a serious impact on the 
ability of DoD to prepare for and to conduct military operations in 
times of crisis. Moreover, the JCS have failed to provide adequate 
staff support to the Secretary of Defense in his mission integrator 
role. The Steadman Report summarizes the impact of these short- 
comings and failures as follows: 

... many of the issues on which effective joint advice is not 
being provided by the JCS are of fundamental importance to 
the ability of the United States to deter war and to fight one 
successfully, if necessary. The development of force structures 
and weapons systems within feasible budgets and the resolu- 
tion of contentious joint military issues are the very decisions 
most difficult for the Secretary, the President, and the Con- 
gress to make. Thus, the joint military voice does not carry the 
weight it could in the decision process, especially in areas 
where it could be most useful and influential. (page 58) 

The major symptoms of inadequate unified advice are briefly de- 
scribed below. 
(1)  inability to formulate military strategy 

Section 141(c) of title 10, United States Code, specifies the follow- 
ing among the duties of the JCS: “prepare strategic plans and pro- 
vide for the strategic direction of the armed forces.” The JCS 
system does participate in the strategic planning process through 
the preparation of the Joint Long Range Strategic Appraisal 
(JLRSA) and the Joint Strategic Planning Document (JSPD). Nei- 
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ther of these documents can be considered to provide “military 
strategy” because they are not constrained by fiscal realities. The 
military strategy that is formulated as part of the resource alloca- 
tion process is developed by civilians in the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense as part of the Defense Guidance. By their refusal or fail- 
ure, as the case may be, to consider fiscal constraints in strategy 
formulation, the JCS have abandoned one of the important tasks of 
their responsibility as principal military advisers. Some observers 
believe that the JCS have not formulated a fiscally constrained 
strategy because the Service Chiefs do not want the JCS system to 
provide a more structured framework for evaluating Service force 
structures and programs. In the absence of such a framework, the 
Services can be much more independent in pursuit of their parochi- 
al interests. 
(2) inability to provide meaningful programmatic advice 

Section 141(c) of title 10 specifies the following among the duties 
of the J C S  “review the major material and personnel requirements 
of the armed forces in accordance with strategic and logistics 
plans.” As leaders of their individual Services, the Service Chiefs 
are deeply involved in DoD’s resource allocation process. However, 
the institution of the Joint Chiefs of Staff exerts very little influ- 
ence in determining the composition of the DoD budget. The joint 
military perspective on warfare and operational requirements that 
the JCS is uniquely qualified to offer is not seriously considered in 
the programming and budgeting phases of the Planning, Program- 
ming, and Budgeting System (PPBS). The 1978 Steadman Report 
found that: 

The nature of the [JCS] organization virtually precludes ef- 
fective addressal of those issues involving allocation of re- 
sources among the Services, such as budget levels, force struc- 
tures, and procurement of new weapons systems -except to 
agree that they should be increased without consideration of 
resource constraints.. ..The joint system plays virtually no role 
in this [resource] allocation process. (pages 52 and 53) 

The Chairman’s Special Study Group shared this assessment: 
... the JCS and the Joint Staff do not have a significant role 

in setting objectives or in resource allocation. (pages 12 and 13) 
PPBS presents a formal opportunity for the JCS to provide pro- 

grammatic advice through the submission of the Joint Program As- 
sessment Memorandum (JPAM). In effect, the JPAM represents 
the Joint Chiefs’ response to the Services’ programming plans as 
presented in their Program Objective Memoranda (POM’s). The 
JPAM has never been a useful document. It has never provided an  
independent assessment of the Service Program Objective Memo- 
randa (POM's). The JPAM merely accommodates the disparate de- 
sires of the individual Services because as General Jones stated: 

... each service usually wants the Joint Staff merely to echo 
its views. (SASC Hearing, December 16, 1982, page 20) 

The limited utility of the JPAM is discussed in more detail in 
Chapter 7. 
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The members of the JCS attend meetings of the Defense Re- 
sources Board during the Program Review Process. However, the 
Service Chiefs’ role during these sessions is to defend the programs 
contained in their Services’ POM’s. While the JCS Chairman also 
attends the DRB meetings, he cannot provide, due to his inad- 
equate staff support, the quality of joint military programmatic 
advice that is needed. General Jones commented as follows on this 
situation: 

... The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is the only mili- 
tary member of the Defense Resources Board and can offer in- 
dependent opinions, but the chairman has only five people 
working directly for him to sift through the various issues. 
(The Joint Staff belongs to the Joint Chiefs’ corporate body, 
not to the chairman.) Consequently, chairmen traditionally 
focus on a few critical items. In my case, they were readiness, 
command and control, and mobility. (SASC Hearing, December 
16, 1982, page 20) 

General George S. Brown, USAF, also commented on the absence 
of staff support available to him as JCS Chairman when offering 
advice on programmatic issues: 

I had to discuss these very important programmatic and 
weapons systems problems and draw on things I knew before I 
got the job, with no help from a staff. (The Role of the Joint 
Chiefs of Stuff in National Policy, American Enterprise Insti- 
tute, 1978, page 9) 

(3) inability to effectively represent the operational commanders 
on resource allocation issues 

Section 141(c) of title 10 directs the Joint Chiefs of Staff, subject 
to the authority of the President and the Secretary of Defense, to 
“establish unified commands in strategic areas”. In addition, DoD 
Directive 5100.1 assigns the JCS the responsibility for transmitting 
orders from the President and the Secretary of Defense to the com- 
batant commands. These two Statutory and administrative authori- 
ties, as well as historical practice, have contributed to the role of 
the JCS as spokesman for the unified and specified commands 
within DoD. 

Thus, one of the principal tasks of the JCS is to represent the 
operational commanders on the full range of issues affecting their 
commands. The JCS have failed to provide this representation be- 
cause of the dominance of single Service perspectives in JCS delib- 
erations. The Steadman Report comments on the poor representa- 
tion of the operational commanders: 

... most CINC’s have limited power to influence the capability 
of the forces assigned to them .... The Services (and the compo- 
nents) thus have the major influence on both the structure and 
the readiness of the forces for which the CINC is responsible. 
(page 33) 

The Chairman’s Special Study Group also found: 
... The CINCs are in a particularly good position to advise on 

operational problems such as shortages of space parts, muni- 
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tions, and manpower, but they have been remote from, and 
poorly represented in, the programming and budgeting process. 
(page 13) 

Chapter 5 dealing with the unified and specified commands ad- 
dresses in detail the failure of the JCS to adequately represent the 
operational commanders in the context of the imbalance between 
the responsibilities and accountability of the unified commanders 
and their influence over resource decisions. The absence of repre- 
sentation of the operational commanders in the resource allocation 
process i s  a serious deficiency because in the words of DoD Direc- 
tive 7045.14: 

The ultimate objective of the PPBS shall be to provide the 
operational commanders-in-chief the best mix of forces, equip- 
ment, and support attainable within fiscal constraints. (page 1) 

(4) undue Service parochialism in operational matters 
In providing advice to the Secretary of Defense during crises or 

wars, the JCS have traditionally given undue emphasis to Service 
interests. Each Service wants to be involved in responding to the 
crisis or war whether or not its forces are suited to the mission. 
The resulting JCS recommendations are designed more to balance 
Service interests than provide the most effective fighting force. In 
testimony before the Senate Committee on Armed Services, former 
Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger stated: 

... At the present time, each of the services wants a piece of the 
action and, therefore, those crises responses are coupled 
together in an atmosphere in which each service is demanding 
that it have a piece of the action and is demanding usually that 
it control its own forces. (Part 5, page 201) 

Similarly, Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski testified before the Senate Com- 
mittee on Armed Services that the following lesson could be 
learned from the Iranian hostage rescue mission: 

One basic lesson is that interservice interests dictated very 
much the character of the force that was used. Every service 
wished to be represented in this enterprise and that did not en- 
hance cohesion and integration. (SASC Hearings, Part 11, page 
503) 

(5) inability to provide for effective organization and command 
arrangements within the unified commands 

Chapter 5 dealing with the unified and specified commands ad- 
dresses the organizational deficiencies of the unified commands, es- 
pecially regarding the absence of unification at subordinate levels 
of the commands. There are two basic causes of the problem of in- 
sufficient unification within the unified commands: (1) the refusal 
of the Services to accept substantial unification within the unified 
commands; and (2) absence of agreement on appropriate command 
relationships, especially concerning the principle of unity of com- 
mand. The JCS must be held responsible for these deficiencies be- 
cause they result primarily from organizational and procedural ar- 
rangements specified in JCS Publication 2, Unified Action Armed 
Forces. 
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(6) absence of an objective review of the Unified Command Plan 
Chapter 5 dealing with the unified and specified commands also 

discusses the inability of the JCS to objectively review the Unified 
Command Plan (UCP). Decisions regarding the UCP affect impor- 
tant Service interests; therefore, the JCS have been incapable of ef- 
fectively addressing these difficult, multi-Service issues. The Stead- 
man Report comments on the controversial nature of the UCP 
within the JCS system: 

... changes to the UCP are usually controversial, producing 
split opinions among the JCS. There are many reasons for this, 
such as pride of Service and allocation of four-star billets. (page 
7) 

(7) inability to settle role and mission disputes 
In his book, The 25-Year War, America’s Military Role in Viet- 

nam, General Bruce Palmer, Jr., USA (Retired) discusses the in- 
ability of the JCS to settle role and mission disputes: 

There are other areas in which the JCS could do a better job 
than they have done in the past. They should be able to sort 
out issues arising out of role and mission conflicts, especially 
when brought on by advancing technology. Technological 
change is inevitable and no service or its chief can prevent it. 
Examples of the issues involved are the roles and mission im- 
plications of missiles versus aircraft, coordinating air defense 
and air operations, and coordinating electronic warfare oper- 
ations. A good example occurred during the Vietnam War. In 
chapter one I described how the secretary of defense had to 
decide on an interservice controversy over the helicopter, a 
controversy that extended from Washington to Vietnam. The 
JCS should have settled this role and mission issue among 
themselves. (page 199) 

The Steadman Report also noted the inability of the JCS to re- 
solve roles and mission issues. In discussing contentious issues in 
which important Service interests or prerogatives are a t  stake, the 
Steadman Report states: 

... addressal in the system of such contentious issues as con- 
trol of close air support of ground forces is initiated only when 
the pace of technological change or Secretarial directives force 
it. Changes in these contentious areas are approached reluc- 
tantly and deferred to the extent possible. This difficulty is ba- 
sically systemic, although it is also related to inherent military 
conservatism. There is a natural tendency to be comfortable 
with what one understands and knows will operate and a natu- 
ral skepticism to accept theoretical assertions of improvement. 
This tendency (pejoratively labeled by some “fighting the last 
war over again”) needs to be challenged more often, but chal- 
lenges are difficult within the existing system which provides 
many avenues for delay. (pages 55 and 56) 

In their paper, “The Key West Key”, Morton H. Halperin and 
David Halperin are highly critical of the Key West Agreement of 
1948 which remains the basis for the current assignment of Serice 
roles and missions: 
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... while Key West and the subsequent agreements have clari- 
fied service responsibilities and missions, they have contribut- 
ed to some of the most glaring failures and shortcomings of 
American military policy in the postwar era. (Foreign Policy, 
#53, Winter 1983-1984, page 114) 

As the most senior body of joint advisors, the JCS must bear the 
major responsibility for the failure to more adequately address 
roles and missions issues. 
(8) poorly developed joint doctrine 

defines the term “doctrine” as follows: 
JCS Publication 1, Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, 

Fundamental principles by which the military forces or ele- 
ments thereof guide their actions in support of national objec- 
tives. I t  is authoritative but requires judgment in application. 
(page 113) 

The joint operational effectiveness of military forces is dependent 
upon the development of joint doctrine and sufficient joint training 
to be able to efficiently employ it. JCS Publication 2, Unified 
Action Armed Forces, specifies one of the functions of the JCS as: 
“To establish doctrines for (1) Unified operations and training.” 
(page 12) The JCS have given limited attention to the development 
of joint doctrine. 

In Command and Control of Theater Forces: Adequacy, General 
John H. Cushman, USA (Retired) discusses the absence of joint doc- 
trine: 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have themselves published no doc- 
trine to harmonize the operations of tactical air and land 
forces. Indeed, they have published no ‘how to fight’ doctrine 
at all. UNAAF [Unified Action Armed Forces, JCS Publication 
2]...is not ‘how to fight’ guidance but rather guidance on orga- 
nization and command relationships. 

Instead, the JCS, in UNAAF and in their interpretation of 
the statute, hold the Services responsible for the development 
of essentially all operational doctrine, with provisions for co- 
ordination between the Services and for referring disputes to 
the JCS for resolution. (pages 4-1 and 4-2) 

The absence of JCS emphasis on joint doctrine means that Serv- 
ice doctrine dominates operational thinking. This becomes a prob- 
lem because the Services are diverse and have different approaches 
to military operations. When U.S. military forces are jointly em- 
ployed, Service doctrines clash. 

General Cushman summarizes the situation as follows: 
What some describe as rather incoherent United States mili- 

tary doctrine stems from this lack of homogenity [of the Serv- 
ices] perhaps as much as it does from the absence of joint insti- 
tutions which have the mission of thinking about military doc- 
trine, or having the mission do not fulfill it. (page 4-8) 

b. Causes of Inadequate Unified Military Advice 
Eight causes of the problem of inadequate unified military advice 

have been identified. 
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(1) dual responsibilities of the Service Chiefs 
The dual responsibilities of the Service Chiefs, often referred to 

as “dual-hatting”, to their individual Services and to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff continue to be the central feature of the JCS system. 
On balance, “dual-hatting” appears to both enhance and discourage 
the development of useful and timely unified advice. 
a) conflict of interest 

On the one hand, the principle that authority and responsibility 
should remain inseparable is cited in support of retaining the Serv- 
ice Chiefs as JCS members. Admiral James L. Holloway, III, USN 
(Retired), a former Chief of Naval Operations, emphasized this 
principle in his testimony before the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services: 

There is another reason why the service chiefs should not be 
removed even partially from the function of military advisers. 
To do so would separate authority and responsibility. The serv- 
ice chiefs are responsible for organizing, equipping, and train- 
ing their forces; the Chairman is not. Because they are respon- 
sible for the readiness and performance of those units, the 
chiefs must therefore be involved in the chain of command to 
the authority that directs the employment of those forces. 
(SASC Hearing, December 16, 1982, page 37) 

Admiral Holloway and the many military officers who join him in 
making this argument go on to explain that establishing authority 
and responsibility in a Service Chief means that he is accountable 
for his Service’s actions. Removing him from the joint arena in 
which operational recommendations are made would free him of 
responsibility for the way in which his forces are used. In this way, 
accountability would be diffused and, therefore, weakened. 

On the other hand, recommendations to modify or eliminate 
“dual-hatting” are based on the assertion that Service Chiefs are 
unable to subordinate the interests of their parent Services to the 
larger interests of national defense. Those that make this argu- 
ment describe “dual-hatting” as a “conflict-of-interest”. As General 
Jones has stated: 

... Chiefs are judged by their peers and services on their suc- 
cess in obtaining funding for their own major systems and on 
protecting service interests in the three afternoons a week 
they spend in meetings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Further- 
more, a service chief, who is a service advocate in one hat and 
supposedly an impartial judge of competing requirements in 
his other hat as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, has a 
fundamental conflict of interest. (SASC Hearing, December 16, 
1982, page 21) 

Critics of the current JCS structure believe that Service Chiefs 
cannot continue to successfully lead their Services if they subsume 
their Service needs and goals to larger joint needs and goals. Chiefs 
who fail to preserve and even advance their Services’ interests in 
JCS deliberations lose the respect and dedication of their subordi- 
nates. Critics argue that this possibility discourages the Service 
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Chiefs from putting aside their Service interests when that is re- 
quired to reach a joint position. 

Therefore, “dual-hatting” yields weak JCS advice that simply re- 
flects whatever level of compromise is necessary to achieve the four 
Services’ unanimous agreement. Rather than rely on such advice, 
senior defense officials have turned to civilian sources for more 
useful analysis. 

The conflict of interest in the dual responsibilities of Service 
Chiefs has long been identified as a problem. According to the 
Steadman Report, “problems inherent in the dual roles ... have been 
recognized by every major study of DoD organization as well as in 
the Congressional debates on the various amendments since the 
1947 law.” (pages 48 and 49) For example, Secretary of Defense 
Lovett concluded in 1952: 

It is extremely difficult for a group composed of the Chiefs of 
the three Military Departments and charged, with the excep- 
tion of the Chairman, with heavy responsibilities placed upon 
them by law with respect to each individual Service to decide 
matters involving the splitting of manpower, supplies, equip- 
ment, facilities, dollars, and similar matters. (The Department 
of Defense 1944—1978, page 120) 

President Eisenhower found that the problem persisted in 1958: 
I know well, from years of military life, the constant concern 

of service leaders for the adequacy of their respective pro- 
grams, each of which is intended to strengthen the Nation’s 
defense .... But service responsibilities and activities must 
always be only the branches, not the central trunk of the na- 
tional security tree. The present organization fails to apply 
this truth. 

The Symington Report in 1960 declared: 
No different results can be expected as long as the members 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff retain their two-hatted character, 
with their positions preconditioned by the Service environment 
to which they must return after each session of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. (page 6) 

The Steadman Report in 1978 agreed: 
A Chiefs responsibility to manage and lead his Service con- 

flicts directly with his agreement in the joint forum to recom- 
mendations which are inconsistent with programs desired by 
his own Service. A Chief cannot, for example, be expected to 
argue for additional carriers, divisions, or air wings when con- 
structing a Service budget and then agree in a joint forum that 
they should be deleted in favor of programs of other Services. 
In doing so he would not only be unreasonably inconsistent, 
but would risk losing leadership of his Service as well. (page 
53) 

In 1982, the Chairman’s Special Study Group stated: 
What the current system demands of the Chiefs is often un- 

realistic. They have one job that requires them to be effective 
advocates for their own Service; they have another that re- 
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quires them to subordinate Service interests to broader consid- 
erations; and they are faced with issues where the two posi- 
tions may well be antithetical. It is very difficult for a Chief to 
argue in favor of something while wearing one of his ’hats’, 
and against it while wearing the other. Yet that is what the 
current system often asks of the Service Chiefs. (page 26) 

The 1985 CSIS report, Toward a More Effective Defense, confirmed 
that the conflict of interest problem still exists: 

... Each member of the JCS, except the chairman, faces an  in- 
herent conflict between his joint role on the one hand and his 
responsibility to represent the interests of his service on the 
other .... Although the 1947 National Security Act mandates 
that a service chiefs joint role should take precedence over his 
duties as leader of a service, this does not occur in practice — 
and for good reason. If a chief did not defend service positions 
in the joint forum, he would lose the support and loyalty of his 
service, thus destroying his effectiveness. (page 12) 

Theoretically, the current JCS system is the organizational opti- 
mum. It brings together the administrative and operational lines of 
DoD. Substantial benefits should flow from this arrangement. The 
Service Chiefs bring their superior expertise on Service force capa- 
bilities and programs to the joint arena, and they take from the 
JCS deliberations the broader perspective on national defense to be 
used in their individual Service responsibilities. 

In theory, this arrangement looks good. In practice, it has been a 
failure. The Service Chiefs were expected to balance their responsi- 
bilities in the administrative and operational lines. Throughout the 
history of the JCS, the Service Chiefs have failed to provide this 
balance. As General Jones has noted: 

To provide a balance, the services must share some of their 
authority, but they have proved to be consistently unwilling to 
do so. A service chief has a constituency which, if convinced 
that he is not fighting hard enough for what the service sees as 
its fair share of defense missions and resources, can destroy 
the chiefs effectiveness. (SASC Hearing, December 16, 1982, 
page 23) 

The risks to a Service Chief of attempting to provide a balance 
between his Service and joint responsibilities was most dramatical- 
ly demonstrated by the “revolt of the Admirals” in 1949. In this 
instance, Secretary of Defense Johnson arranged to have the JCS 
vote on the continued construction of a super, flush-deck carrier for 
the Navy. With the support of a split vote (Admiral Louis A. Den- 
feld, the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) in lone dissent), Secre- 
tary Johnson cancelled further construction. This decision and Sec- 
retary Johnson’s instructions to reduce defense expenditures placed 
Admiral Denfeld in a difficult position. Paul Hammond discusses 
the subsequent events in Organizing for Defense: 

... Admiral Louis A. Denfeld, the Chief of Naval Operations, 
had tried to preserve his status as the major spokesman for 
Navy interests at once within the Navy Department and 
within the Defense Department through the JCS. He failed no- 
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tably to bridge the gap between Johnson’s office and the naval 
high command. The Pacific Fleet commander, Admiral Arthur 
W. Radford, stepped forward to be the spokesman of Navy in- 
terests while Denfeld maintained his relations with Johnson 
and Matthews [Secretary of the Navy]. When, in the drama of 
a Congressional hearing, Denfeld sided with the rest of the 
Navy, he was fired as CNO. 

The intricate development of events which thus ended his 
naval career is not our concern here, but its significance is. 
Denfeld had found it impossible as Chief of Naval Operations 
to play simultaneously the two roles thrust upon him: chief 
spokesman for the professional Navy and member of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. As the two diverged, he favored the second role, 
only to find that he had been virtually deprived of the first. 
When the House Armed Services Committee hearings on “Uni- 
fication and Strategy” finally opened in October, 1949, he 
found himself in growing isolation from his service, and Admi- 
ral Radford was at the tiller. When Denfeld finally sided with 
the rest of the Navy high command, it was only to acknowl- 
edge that the playing of his second role, as a member of the 
JCS, depended upon the performance of his first, as spokesman 
for the Navy. His firing was therefore a true administrative 
tragedy, for the seeds of his destruction were inherent in the 
office which he held. (page 246) 

Hammond reaches the following conclusion from these events: 
... As Admiral Denfeld’s experience as Chief of Naval Oper- 

ations suggests, a service Chief remains in effective control of 
his service only so long as he maintains its confidence; and 
nothing can cause the loss of that confidence faster than his 
abandonment of the role of service spokesman in the JCS. 
(page 349) 

In sum, the Service Chiefs cannot effectively fulfill both roles as- 
signed to them. They cannot balance Service and joint interests. As 
the previously quoted statement from the Chairman’s Special 
Study Group notes: “What the current system demands of the 
Chiefs is often unrealistic.” More than 40 years of experience with 
the JCS system has shown the theoretical model to be invalid. The 
JCS have consistently failed to provide the quality of joint military 
advice that the Secretary of Defense and other senior decision- 
makers vitally need. 
b) insufficient time to perform both roles 

Itj is also claimed that “dual-hatting” overburdens Service Chiefs 
by requiring them to shoulder more responsibilities than one 
person can handle. Simply performing all the duties entailed in 
leading a military Service is enough to fully consume the time and 
energy of a single individual. As serious as this problem might be 
in peacetime, it, of course, would be exacerbated during a pro- 
longed crisis or war. 

In 1958, an effort was made to correct this problem by authoriz- 
ing the Service Chiefs to delegate duties to the Service Vice Chiefs. 
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In his message to the Congress on the Defense Reorganization Act 
of 1958, President Eisenhower explained this change: 

I therefore propose that present law be changed to make it 
clear that each chief of a military service may delegate major 
portions of his service responsibilities to his vice chief. Once 
this change is made, the Secretary of Defense will require the 
chiefs to use their power of delegation to enable them to make 
their Joint Chiefs of Staff duties their principal duties. (The 
Department of Defense 1944-1978, page 181) 

The effort to shift burdens from the Service Chief to the Vice 
Chief has not been successful. The Service Chiefs continue to be 
substantially involved in Service matters. The Chairman’s Special 
Study Group noted this outcome: 

..Legislation was passed to permit the Service Chief to dele- 
gate his Service responsibilities to his Vice Chief, and thus free 
himself for Joint matters. But, in practice, no Service Chief 
can or will do that. The Chief is still the Chief, by tradition, 
inclination, and expectation. Furthermore, just managing their 
Service can keep both the Chief and his Vice Chief fully occu- 
pied. (page 55) 

The reluctance of a Service Chief to delegate responsibilities to 
his Vice Chief is an important point. Basically, a Service Chief 
wants to remain involved in Service matters because that is where 
his real interests lie. Dr. Lawrence J. Korb in his book, The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, addresses this fact: 

The problem of the service chief is not that he cannot divest 
himself of his service duties. The real problem is he does not 
want to. The man who spends nearly forty years as a follower 
in his service sees his appointment to the JCS as the opportu- 
nity to remake his service in his own image. He does not view 
it as an opportunity to serve as a principal military adviser to 
the President and the Secretary of Defense. (page 20) 

Similarly, the Chairman’s Special Study Group concludes: 
It should be expected that the Service Chiefs would have 

mixed feelings about the time they spend on Joint matters. 
Their Joint advice is not in demand. Their main interest and 
their constituencies lie with their Services. They cannot deal 
with many major Joint issues to their satisfaction because they 
cannot reach agreement without compromising their Service 
positions or waffling their advice. Many of the Joint issues 
they deal with they consider unnecessarily time-consuming. 
(page 24) 

The fact that the Service Chiefs do not have sufficient time to 
perform their two roles has been recognized for a long time as the 
following quotes from previous studies show. The 1949 Eberstadt 
Report stated that: 

A further source of the deficiencies of the Joint Chiefs lies in 
the fact that they are, as individuals, too busy with their serv- 
ice duties to give to Joint Chiefs of Staff matters the attention 
their great importance demands. (page 69) 



171 

President Eisenhower emphasized in his 1958 Message to Congress 
that: 

... the Joint Chiefs’ burdens are so heavy that they find it 
very difficult to spend adequate time on their duties as mem- 
bers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This situation is produced by 
their having the dual responsibilities of chiefs of the military 
services and members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The problem 
is not new but has not yielded to past efforts to solve it. 

And the problem persisted, as found by the Blue Ribbon Defense 
Panel in 1970: 

The numerous functions now assigned to members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff impose an excessive workload and a diffi- 
cult mix of functions and loyalties. Some of these functions 
must consequently suffer, and the evidence indicates both the 
strain on individuals who have served in such capacity and a 
less than desirable level of performance of the numerous func- 
tions assigned. This result has occurred despite the outstanding 
individual ability and dedication of those who have served on 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and despite attempts to shift a portion 
of the load from the Chiefs of Service to their Vice Chiefs. 
(page 34) 

The Chairman’s Special Study Group in 1982 highlighted another 
aspect of the problem of excessive time demands: 

... the Chiefs must travel extensively to meet their own Serv- 
ice leadership obligations ... Their travel schedules make it hard 
for the JCS to maintain continuity as a working group; ... only 
one-quarter of the time [over the past five years] were all five 
principals present [at JCS meetings] and 40 percent of the time 
two or more were gone. (page 25) 

(2) limited independent authority of the JCS Chairman 
Though having the title of chairman, the JCS Chairman is by 

law one of five equals. His limited independent authority was dis- 
cussed by the Chairman’s Special Study Group: 

... his potential effectiveness is, by law and by practice, cur- 
tailed. As one of five equals, he cannot speak authoritatively 
for the other members of the JCS as a corporate body unless 
they all agree or he states the positions of the individual Serv- 
ice Chiefs; he is not the “chairman of the board.” Unlike the 
Service Chiefs, he manages few resources, and resources are an 
important source of influence. With regard to personnel, he 
controls no promotions and few assignments, so has little sway 
over the officers assigned to the Joint Staff and other Joint or- 
ganizations, including the Unified Commands. (page 18) 

The inability of the JCS Chairman, the only JCS member with no 
Service responsibilities, to exercise more than limited authority in- 
dependently of the Service Chiefs makes it difficult for him to ad- 
vance his unique joint perspective on issues affecting more than 
one Service. 

However, it should be noted that some argue that the JCS Chair- 
man should only have limited independent authority if civilian con- 
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trol of the military is to be ensured. Those that make this argu- 
ment believe that the full consideration of the four Services’ expe 
riences and expertise ensures that senior civilian decision-makers 
have the benefit of competitive points of view. This argument is, 
however, inconsistent with the pattern of JCS advice. Senior civil- 
ian decision-makers do not receive the benefit of competitive points 
of view; the JCS pre-negotiate issues and normally provide only 
one alternative for consideration by higher authority. General 
Jones has commented as follows on this argument: 

... It is ironic that the services have, with considerable help 
from outside constituencies, been able to defeat attempts to 
bring order out of chaos by arguing that a source of alternative 
military advice [the JCS Chairman] for the President and Sec- 
retary of Defense runs the risk of undermining civilian control. 
(SASC Hearing, December 16, 1982, page 21) 

A convincing argument can be made that a more independent JCS 
Chairman would lead to a greater diversity of views and better de- 
fined choices and, as a result, provide for more effective civilian 
control. 

The JCS consists of a presiding officer with more influence but 
less control than the other four members. In such a collegial orga- 
nization, the personality and leadership style of the Chairman are 
crucial to its effective operation. Of course, JCS Chairmen have dif- 
fered in these personal qualities and, hence, in their effectiveness. 
However the JCS is organized, the leadership skills of its Chairman 
will determine to a great extent its success. Indeed, some assert 
that the JCS has been an ineffective institution principally because 
of the personality and leadership shortcomings of its Chairmen 
rather than because of deficiencies in the organizational structure. 

The determination of the JCS to reach a consensus on issues (in- 
stead of distinct alternatives) minimizes the independent authority 
of the JCS Chairman. Rather than developing and pressing his own 
views, he must be concerned with harmonizing the competing 
views of the Services. In doing so, however, the Chairman cannot 
rely on any executive authority over the Service Chiefs; instead, he 
must simply hope to persuade them to accept his suggestions. Gen- 
eral Jones discusses the JCS Chairman’s difficult position in the 
following terms: 

Only the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is uncon- 
strained by a service constituency, but he is in a particularly 
difficult position. His influence stems from his ability to per- 
suade all his colleagues on the Joint Chiefs of Staff to agree on 
a course of action and any disagreement requires by law a 
report to the Secretary of Defense. A Chairman jeopardizes his 
effectiveness if, early in his tour, he creates dissension within 
the corporate bod by trying to force the services to share 

page 23) 
some of their authority. (SASC Hearing, December 16, 1982, 

Despite their lack of statutory freedom to volunteer military 
advice in their own right, former JCS Chairmen have provided 
their personal views on an ad hoc basis to the Secretary of Defense 
and the President. Apparently, these personal views have often dif- 
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fered from the institutional views of the JCS. Former Secretaries of 
Defense have testified that this informal guidance was very helpful 
-usually more useful than the written advice generated by the 
JCS staff process. Again, however, it appears that JCS Chairmen 
have been able to offer their own military advice only to Secretar- 
ies of Defense and Presidents with whom they enjoyed personal re- 
lations of trust and confidence. In any organization, the willingness 
of a superior to accept the advice of a subordinate is seldom a func- 
tion of formal organizational relationships, particularly in cases 
where the superior has no control over the selection of his subordi- 
nates. Rather, relationships of trust and confidence, like those that 
should exist between the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, largely depend upon personalities and per- 
ceived confidence. Such relationships cannot be legislated. 

If the Chairman’s informal practice of providing his own advice 
is to be expressly authorized and encouraged by law, he would be 
constrained by the current legal requirement that he manage the 
Joint Staff “on behalf of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’. (Section 141(d), 
title 10) That mandate would hinder the Chairman from drawing 
upon the Joint Staff for the kind of support which he would re- 
quire to develop his own views. 
(3) desire for unanimity 

Section 142(b) of title 10, United States Code, specifies the follow- 
ing as one of the duties of the JCS Chairman:(3) inform the Secre- 
tary of Defense, and, when the President or the Secretary of De- 
fense considers it appropriate, the President, of those issues upon 
which the Joint Chiefs of Staff have not agreed. 

The elaborate staffing procedures established by the Joint Chiefs 
to develop their corporate views reflect their strong interest in 
achieving unanimity. Although there is no statutory or administra- 
tive requirement, successive groups of Joint Chiefs have labored to 
develop unanimous positions on all but a small number of matters. 
Apparently, the JCS has believed that its recommendations carry 
more weight if they reflect the agreement of all of the Chiefs. 
Rather than offer policy alternatives to the President or the Secre- 
tary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs have considered it their responsi- 
bility to debate and refine the options into a single recommenda- 
tion. The effective result is that the Services can frustrate an  
agreement on most Joint Staff actions. 

In his draft paper, “Strategymaking in DoD,” Ambassador 
Robert W. Komer, former Under Secretary of Defense (Policy), 
comments on the negative impact of the JCS desire for unanimity: 

Because of the way it operates, the JCS system is the prisoner 
of the services which comprise it.  The rule of unanimity which 
the JCS deliberately impose on themselves in order to achieve 
a unified view vis-a-vis the civilians permits in effect a single 
service veto. This means in turn that JCS advice on any con- 
troversial issue almost invariably reflects the lowest common 
denominator of what the Services can agree on. In effect, while 
this JCS system deprives the nation’s military of an adequate 
voice in defense decisionmaking, this must be regarded as 
mostly a self-inflicted wound. (page 13) 
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In discussing formal JCS advice, the Steadman Report also 

In formal papers argumentation and recommendations usu- 
ally have had such extensive negotiation that they have been 
reduced to the lowest common level of assent. (page 52) 

The desire for unanimity not only forces JCS advice to the lowest 
common denominator, but also greatly limits the range of alterna- 
tives that a Secretary of Defense can consider. As General Bruce 
Palmer, Jr., USA (Retired) has written: 

It is dangerous to submerge divergent views on important 
issues, and a disservice to civilian authority to infer JCS agree- 

noted: 

ment when, in fact, the chiefs disagree. (The 25-Year War, pages 
198-199) 

Much has been written about the problems of inter-Service rival- 
ry. Within the JCS system, however, the opposite appears to be the 
dominant case. There is limited competitive and objective examina- 
tion of issues, but rather a search for compromises, often useless or 
ineffective, to which all Services can agree. In the work of the JCS, 
collusion and collegiality are the dominant features. General Jones 
has commented on the imbalance of Service and joint interests and 
the desire for unanimity: 

It is commonly accepted that one result of this imbalance is 
a constant bickering among the services. This is not the case. 
On the contrary, interactions among the services usually result 
in “negotiated treaties’’ which minimize controversy by avoid- 
ing challenges to service interests. Such a “truce” has its good 
points, for it is counterproductive for the services to attack 
each other. But the lack of adequate  questioning by military 
professionals results in gaps and unwarranted duplications in 
our defense capabilities. What is lacking is a counterbalancing 
system, involving officers not so beholden to their services, who 
can objectively examine strategy, roles, missions, weapons sys- 
tems, war planning and other contentious issues to offset the 
influence of the individual services. (SASC Hearing, December 

16,1982, page 22) 

(4) closed staff character of JCS system 

Despite its critical position in DoD as the source of unified mili- 
tary advice, the JCS has placed strict limits on its interactions with 
others. This has been termed a “closed staff.” Paul Hammond ad- 
dresses the closed staff character of the JCS in his book, Organiz- 
ing for Defense: 

... By closed we mean that the JCS as a corporate body, as 
distinct from its individual members carrying out their respon- 
sibilities as military Chiefs in their respective services, kept 
the deliberations by which it finally reached its corporate will 
relatively unfettered and unobserved. (page 171) 

Hammond discusses the closed staff character of the JCS during 
World War II and indicates that its procedures “suggest an analogy 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the U.S. Supreme Court.’’ (page 
173) Hammond notes the problems that this caused because mili- 
tary and judicial councils are so different. 
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Hammond discusses the reasons for the closed staff character of 

This insuperability of service interests in the JCS is probably 
the major explanation for the closed military staff characteris- 
tics of the JCS: the refusal to delegate authority (to let, that is 
to say, anyone representing the JCS commit it in any way), the 
insistence upon taking exclusive jurisdiction over questions, 
the requirement (less successfully enforced) that agency view- 
points, even those of the State Department, be final before the 
JCS will review them, the refusal of the JCS to alter its mili- 
tary character by including nonmilitary experts in the Joint 
Staff or as advisors to the Joint Strategic Survey Committee, 
the difficulties in communication between the JCS and the As- 
sistant Secretaries of Defense, or with anyone else as a matter 
of regular procedure, the slowness of JCS action on many im- 
portant matters, and the inadequacy of their action, as viewed 
from the requirements of responsible administrators. Since its 
establishment the JCS has maintained a barrier against 
anyone and everyone, including the service Chiefs, the Secre- 
tary of Defense, and all the defense reorganization studies. Its 
tactics have undoubtedly been successful. It has not had to 
“negotiate” in the open, where inter-service conflicts could be 
exacerbated (although on occasion inter-service disputes have 
brought its deliberations into the open) .... 

Without the tactics of closed diplomacy it is doubtful that 
the JCS could have survived World War II as a viable agency, 
for what held it together was not its own cohesion, but its 
shield against division .... Even though most of the evidence pre- 
sented above on the operation of the JCS was drawn from its 
early postwar history, the continuity in its external facade, 
supplemented by the data which is available concerning its be- 
havior in the last year of the Eisenhower Administration, 
make it fairly evident that these characteristics have not 
changed. (pages 349-351) 

Since these words were written by Paul Hammond in 1961, the 
JCS system has become somewhat more open. The Report of the 
Blue Ribbon Defense Panel in 1970 noted this trend: 

There is an increasing “openness” to the JCS, quite in con- 
trast to the closed nature of the organization in the past. The 
Joint Staff has become considerably more open to informal 
channels and something like a normal relationship has grown 
under which discussions can take place prior to rather than 
after JCS positions are officially and formally reached. It is 
generally felt that considerable progress has been made in 
coordinative activity and flow of information and opinion 
among the Joint Staff, OSD, and the State Department. This 
cooperative atmosphere should allow the Secretary of Defense 
to provide more useable policy guidance to the JCS and, in 
return, enable them to provide him increasingly with more 
useful broad gauged military advice. This movement toward 
flexibility and openness, it should be added, is generally ap- 
proved by the military. (Appendix N, page 9) 

the JCS as follows: 
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There are logical reasons, given its current composition, for the 
JCS to retain a closed staff. Yet, this approach does limit the qual- 
ity and timeliness of JCS advice and inhibit the important interac- 
tions between the Joint Staff and OSD. 

Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., USN (Retired), a former Chief of 
Naval Operations, noted in his book, On Watch, a negative impact 
of the JCS closed staff on its own work: 

... the Joint Staff was almost totally useless as an instrument 
to monitor what other parts of the government were doing or 
thinking. Working, as it had to, strictly through the prescribed 
channels of communication and command, it was generally the 
last to know what was happening in Washington’s bureaucrat- 
ic labyrinth. (page 285) 

(5) limited joint experience of JCS members 
In his book, U.S. Defense Planning, A Critique, John M. Collins 

evaluates the credentials of the 48 military officers who have 
served as JCS Chairmen or Service Chiefs between World War II 
and 1982. He concludes: 

Neither education nor experience equipped a majority of the 
Joint Chiefs to perform well in the joint arena.... A lifetime of 
uniservice employment suited them perfectly to deal with 
Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps matters, but not in 

combination.... Nearly a third lacked any kind of joint assign- 
ment in their entire careers. (pages 49-50) 

Collins explains the absence of joint experience as follows: 
A practical reason perpetuates that pattern. Joint assign- 

ments have not been, and are not now, considered stepping 
stones to success. They divert officers from the main stream of 
their respective Military Services into channels where duties 
may even conflict with narrow Service interests. (page 50) 

General Jones has also noted this deficiency: 
... The services control most of the money and the personnel 

assignments and promotions of their people wherever assigned, 
including in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint 
Staff and the Unified Command Staffs. Officers who perform 
duty outside their own services generally do less well than 
those assigned to duty in their service, especially when it 
comes to promotion to general or admiral. The Chiefs of Staff 
of the services almost always have had duty on service staffs in 
Washington but almost never on the Joint Staff. Few incen- 
tives exist for an  officer assigned to joint duty to do more than 
punch his or her ticket, and then get back into a service as- 
signment. I cannot stress this point too strongly: He who con- 
trols dollars, promotions and assignments controls the organi- 
zation -and the services so control, especially with regard to 
personnel actions. (SASC Hearing, December 16, 1982, page 22) 

Whatever the reason, JCS members have traditionally not had a 
strong background of joint service. This situation has contributed 
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to the inability of the JCS to provide useful and timely unified 
advice. 
(6) cumbersome staffing procedures 

The OJCS staffing procedures are described in detail in Section C 
of this chapter. The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel characterized this 
staffing system as follows: 

The system used to process JCS actions and decisions reflects 
the nature and intent of the JCS structure. It is a system which 
is based not only on coordination with the Services but on 
their concurrence. It is a mechanism which maximizes the op- 
portunities for compromise and resolution of disagreement at 
every step from the inception of the paper to consideration by 
the Joint Chiefs. It is a process of negotiation and unabashedly 
so. (Appendix N, page 14) 

The extensive negotiation that results from OJCS staffing proce- 
dures and the Service veto at each step of the process produces 
staff recommendations that have been “watered down” to the 
lowest common level of assent. The negative impact of OJCS staff- 
ing procedures on the quality of unified military advice has long 
been identified. For example, the 1960 Symington Report found: 

... Nor can the Joint Staff become fully effective in developing 
the basis for clear military judgments unless the present 
degree of influence exercised by separate Service thinking is 
sharply reduced. (page 6) 

The 1978 Steadman Report concluded: 
... the present system makes it difficult for the Joint Staff to 

produce persuasively argued joint papers which transcend 
Service positions and difficult for the JCS to arrive at joint de- 
cisions in many important areas. These limitations are related 
in part to JCS/Joint Staff procedures and style of presentation 
as well as to inherent tension between Service interests and a 
joint perspective. (page 57) 

The Chairman’s Special Study Group was highly critical of OJCS 
staffing procedures:. 

... Service staff executives actually have effective veto power 
on most Joint Staff actions .... the JCS and the Joint Staff do not 
reach decisions by executive staff process; they seek unani- 
mous consensus among the Services...(p ages 8 and 9)..it is possi- 
ble, and indeed likely, for a JCS paper to go through four 
levels of staffing, each with multiple iterations of drafting, 
commenting, and revising. This admittedly thorough but pro- 
longed process of trying to reach some mutually satisfactory 
compromise among the Services tends not to sharpen and hone 
the issues, but rather to bury them. The more iterations this 
process involves, the longer the process takes, and the less sub- 
stantive the paper becomes. The objective becomes one of 
agreement, at the expense of content. (pages 47 and 48) 

And finally, in 1985, the CSIS report, Toward a More Effective De- 
fense, found: 
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... the JCS have constructed an array of Joint Staff proce- 
dures for drafting and coordinating documents which ensure 
that all services pass on every item at several levels. In effect, 
each service has a veto over every joint recommendation, forc- 
ing joint advice toward the level of common assent. (page 12) 

Although the JCS have recently attempted to expedite their 
work by compressing the levels of staff review, the staffing proce- 
dures remain lengthy, cumbersome, and, most importantly, open to 
the Service veto at each step of the process. 
(7) unfavorable incentives for OJCS officers 

Like the Service Chiefs, military officers who serve in OJCS have 
a conflict of interest. While they are suppose to provide a joint per- 
spective on issues, there are tremendous incentives for them to 
pursue the point of view of their parent Services. The CSIS report, 
Toward a More Effective Defense, comments on this situation with 
respect to Joint Staff officers, but it applies to all military officers 
in OJCS: 

... the officers who serve on the Joint Staff have strong incen- 
tives to protect the interests of their services in the joint 
arena. Joint Staff officers usually serve only a single tour 
there, and must look to their parent service for promotions and 
future assignments. Their performance is judged in large part 
by how effectively they have represented service interests. 
(page 12) 

Given this situation, Service interests play the dominant role in 
OJCS staff work. Thus, even before the JCS focus on an issue, the 
joint perspective has been relegated to a secondary role. 
(8) absence of mission orientations 

The Joint Staff is organized along the traditional military func- 
tional lines (personnel, intelligence, operations, logistics, etcetera). 
Secretary Weinberger views this functional arrangement to he ap- 
propriate: 

The Unified Commands, as the headquarters of our fighting 
forces in the field, are mission-oriented in purpose and outlook. 
These headquarters staffs, as well as the staffs of the Service 
Component Commands, are organized functionally in a manner 
which is designed to most effectively accomplish their assigned 
military missions. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, which are respon- 
sible for providing strategic direction to the Unified and Speci- 
fied Commands, and for serving as the military staff of the Sec- 
retary of Defense and the National Command Authorities, 
have organized the Joint Staff along parallel functional lines. 
Accordingly, organizational arrangements for command, con- 
trol, and employment of U.S. military forces are compatible 
across all operating elements and activities. (Answers to  Au- 
thorization Report Questions) 

Despite Secretary Weinberger’s view, it does appear that the ab- 
sence of a multi-functional, mission orientation in the Joint Staff 
inhibits the ability of the JCS to articulate mission requirements. 
In fact, given that the JCS system is expected to balance Service 
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and joint interests, the functional structure which mirrors the 
Services’ organizational arrangements tilts the balance toward the 
Services. If the Joint Staff were focused on missions, as the unified 
commands are, it might be more supportive of the operational re- 
quirements of the combatant commands. 
2. INADEQUATE QUALITY OF THE OJCS STAFF 

The second problem area is the inadequate quality of the OJCS 
staff. In this context, quality has three dimensions: (1) the inherent 
skills and talents as professional military officers; (2) the necessary 
education and experience; and (3) a sufficiently long tour to become 
effective and to provide continuity. 
As Table 4-2 shows, there are about 9,000 active duty military 

officers assigned to “joint duty” in the Department of Defense. 
Joint, or non-Service, duty in the broader context includes service 
in the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (including the Joint 
Staff), unified command headquarters, Joint Deployment Agency, 
NATO headquarters, Office of the Secretary of Defense, and De- 
fense Agencies. The number of active duty officers so assigned rep- 
resents 5 percent of all officers, 19 percent of all flag rank officers, 
and 11 percent of all colonels and Navy captains. (Chairman’s Spe- 
cial Study Group, page 2) 
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In this subsection, the focus will be on the roughly 750 military 
officers assigned to OJCS which includes the 400 officers on the 
Joint Staff. While previous discussions of staff quality have focused 
on the Joint Staff, addressing the larger and all-encompassing 
OJCS staff is more useful for the purposes of this study. While the 
focus here is on the OJCS staff, the range of identified problems 
frequently apply to other joint duty assignments, especially on the 
joint staffs serving the unified commanders. 

In this regard, the Chairman’s Special Study Group noted: 
. . . They [the CINC’s] have practically nothing to say about 

the officers assigned to them; just as the Joint Staff has diffi- 
culty getting officers qualified in Joint duty, so too do the 
CINCs. (page 32) 

The problem of the inadequate quality of the OJCS staff also con- 
tributes to the first problem of inadequate unified military advice. 
The absence of a high quality OJCS staff would obviously diminish 
the work product of the JCS system. Despite this relationship, the 
inadequate quality of the OJCS staff is of sufficient concern that it 
merits discussion as a distinct problem area. 

However the OJCS staff is organized, the officers assigned to it 
should be among the best of their Services and fully prepared for 
joint duty. Unfortunately, the quality of these officers has been 
uneven and disappointing. As General W. Y. Smith, USAF (Re- 
tired) notes: “...Like it or not, the image of the Joint Staff is not a 
good one ...” (“The U.S. Military Chain of Command, Present and 
Future”, pages 28 and 29) This is not to say that OJCS officers are 
not on the whole very capable. They are, but they do not include 
an appropriate portion of the most talented officers. Despite the ca- 
pable nature of the OJCS staff, the constraints under which they 
operate greatly diminish the quality of their work. For the most 
part, officers do not want OJCS assignments; are pressured or mon- 
itored for loyalty by their Services while serving in OJCS; are not 
prepared by either education or experience to perform their joint 
duties; and serve for only a relatively short period once they have 
learned their jobs. In his book, A Genius for War, Colonel Trevor 
N. Dupuy, USA (Retired) states that the objective of the Prussian 
General Staff was to institutionalize excellence. (page 24) Whatever 
the real or imagined deficiencies of the General Staff concept, it is 
clear that the OJCS staff is at the other end of the spectrum; at 
best it can be described as the institutionalization of mediocrity. 
The discussion of the causes of this problem area will further ex- 
plain why this is the case. 

It should also be noted that the Services have no interest in im- 
proving the quality of OJCS staff work. An ineffective OJCS staff 
permits Service perspectives to dominate. John Kester reaches this 
conclusion in his paper, “The Future of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’: 

. . . It is no accident that the joint staff has gone on for this 
long with little improvement, even though the deficiencies 
have been recognized for decades. The difficulties have their 
roots not in lack of management skill, but in the JCS itself and 
the power balance struck between the forces of jointness on the 
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one hand and the services on the other. Except for the chair- 
man, the chiefs themselves -institutionally, though not neces- 
sarily personally -by virtue of their service roles have an in- 
terest in not having an  effective joint staff. (AEI Foreign Policy 
and Defense Review, Volume Two, Number One, February 
1980, page 17) 

There are six causes of the problem of the inadequate quality of 
the OJCS staff: (1) an  unfavorable historical pattern of promotions 
and assignments; (2) negative attitudes of parent Services; (3) limit- 
ed OJCS staff influence; (4) complex staffing procedures; (5) limited 
joint experience or education; and (6) rapid turnover rates. The 
first four causes contribute to the first dimension of inadequate 
quality: the assignment to OJCS of military officers who are not 
among the most skilled and talented. The fifth and sixth causes di- 
rectly relate to the two other dimensions: insufficient education 
and experience and brief joint tours. 

a. Unfavorable Historical Pattern of Promotions and Assign- 
ments 

The historical pattern of promotions and assignments of military 
officers subsequent to tours of duty on the OJCS staff is a major 
disincentive. Overall, officers in OJCS staff assignments have not 
been as successful as their peers in competing for promotions and 
command positions. As the Chairman Special Study Group notes, 
this negative pattern has had an  impact on attitudes toward joint 
assignments within the professional officer corps: 

The general perception among officers is that a Joint assign- 
ment is one to be avoided. In fact, within one Service it is 
flatly believed to be the “kiss of death” as far as a continued 
military career is concerned. In contrast, Service assignments 
are widely perceived as offering much greater possibilities for 
concrete accomplishments and career enhancement. As a 
result, many fine officers opt for Service assignments rather 
than risk a Joint-duty assignment. (page 44) 

Recently, however, the Services have attempted to enhance ad- 
vancement opportunities for their officers on the OJCS staff. 

b. Negative Attitude of Parent Services 
The Services do not generally believe that it is vital to their in- 

terests to be represented by their best officers on the OJCS staff. 
Rather, the Services seek to retain their best officers for more im- 
portant “in-house” or joint positions (e.g., in the Office of the Secre- 
tary of Defense). The Steadman Report cites this approach by the 
Services: 

. . . The problem [of Joint Staff performance] has been com- 
pounded by the historic unwillingness of the Services to heed 
the pleas of various Secretaries of Defense and Chairmen of 
the JCS to assign their most highly qualified officers to the 
Joint Staff. The Services have not perceived such duty as being 
of the highest priority and have made their personnel assign- 
ments accordingly. Many of the best officers have noted this 
fact and thus avoid a Joint Staff assignment if at all possible. 
In consequence, while the Joint Staff officers are generally ca- 
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pable, the very top officers of the Services more frequently are 
on the Service staffs. (page 51) 

Of course, the attitude of their parent Services strongly discourages 
excellent officers from volunteering for duty on the OJCS staff. 

c. Limited OJCS Staff Influence 
The widely held perception is that the OJCS staff exercises little 

influence in resolving significant defense questions. As a result, 
many military officers foresee limited opportunities to make mean- 
ingful contributions as a member of OJCS. 

d. Cumbersome Staffing Procedures 
Another disincentive is the cumbersome staffing process followed 

by the OJCS staff to integrate the views of the Services into a JCS 
position. These procedures were identified previously in this section 
as a cause of inadequate unified military advice; they also have a 
negative effect on the quality of the OJCS staff. The perception 
among OJCS action officers that this cumbersome staffing process 
is unproductive inhibits outstanding officers from seeking Joint 
Staff duty. The Chairman’s Special Study Group in 1982 concluded 
that the JCS staffing process: 

. . . tends to water down or ‘waffle’ both the exposition of 
the issue and the recommended position as the constraints im- 
posed by the protection of Service interests are applied at each 
echelon. The process is viewed as unproductive by most action 
officers, one of the reasons many fine officers do not seek Joint 
Staff assignments. It is also perceived as unproductive by its ci- 
vilian consumers, one of the reasons that JCS formal advice is 
frequently not requested or heeded. (page 9) 

e. Limited Joint Experience or Education 
Most OJCS staff officers lack previous joint experience or educa- 

tion. The Chairman’s Special Study Group determined that in 1982 
only 2 percent of the officers serving in OJCS had any previous 
Joint Staff experience and only 36 percent had ever worked on a 
Service staff and noted: 

. . . Most [Joint Staff officers] have come directly to Wash- 
ington from specialized field operations where they have had 
little contact with the complex issues with which the Joint 
Staff must deal. (page 7) 

Moreover, only 13 percent had attended the 5-month resident 
course at the Armed Forces Staff College, the school s cifically de- 
signed to train young officers for joint duty. (Report the Chair- 
man, Joint Chiefs of Staff, by the Chairman’s Special Study Group, 
The Organization and Functions of the JCS, April 1982, page 41.) 
The obvious effect of this lack of prior experience or training is to 
require new OJCS staff officers to learn "on the job” how to ana- 
lyze major political-military issues, develop national security objec- 
tives, and oversee the preparation of joint military plans. The 
result of this situation was summarized by the Chairman’s Special 
Study Group: 

The combination of lack of staff experience, lack of practical 
knowledge of Joint activities, and lack of formal preparation 
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through the Joint school system, all coupled with short tours, 
makes it very difficult for Joint Staff officers, no matter how 
capable (and many are very capable), to deal effectively with 
these major staff responsibilities. The result is that the Chair- 
man lacks the support he needs to carry out his responsibil- 
ities, and the Secretary of Defense is not provided the kind of 
military staff support he needs, has a right to expect, and 
could be provided if the Services gave greater weight to Joint- 
duty positions in their management of officer personnel. (page 
43) 

f. Rapid Turnover Rates 
Compounding limited experience and education is the departure 

of officers from the OJCS soon after they develop some expertise in 
their joint assignments. The average tour lengths of officers serv- 
ing in the OJCS is less than 30 months. Even worse, the Joint Staff 
leadership positions occupied by general and flag officers normally 
change every 24 months. (Chairman’s Special Study Group, page 
42) The rapid turnover of officers who already lacked previous joint 
experience or education makes it extremely difficult for the OJCS 
staff to perform its important staff responsibilities. Moreover, as 
the Chairman’s Special Study Group notes, because of these short 
tours: “there is virtually no corporate memory.” (page 42) 

3. INSUFFICIENT OJCS REVIEW AND OVERSIGHT OF CONTINGENCY 
PLANS 

In Chapter 3 (OSD), the absence of effective civilian review of 
non-nuclear contingency plans was identified as a problem area. 
Contributing to this problem was the JCS view that the Secretary 
of Defense, and possibly his Deputy, were the only civilians (be- 
cause of the Secretary’s command function) who had a need to 
have access to contingency plans. While the JCS have full and free 
access to contingency plans prepared by the operational commands, 
they have given limited attention to reviewing these plans. Inatten- 
tion to this important duty has been identified as the third prob- 
lem area in OJCS. 

Military contingency plans present only one set of options that 
should be available to the President during a crisis. There should 
be diplomatic and economic options developed by agencies other 
than DoD to provide the full range of alternative courses of action. 
This comprehensive array of options -military, diplomatic, and 
economic -should be coordinated in the interagency planning 
process under the direction of the staff of the National Security 
Council. Evaluation of interagency planning is beyond the scope of 
this study. The focus will be exclusively on military contingency 
planning conducted within DoD. 

Global and regional military contingency plans are developed 
through a JCS system, entitled the Joint Operation Planning Sys- 
tems (JOPS). The Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP), pre- 
pared annually by the JCS, is the document that initiates contin- 
gency planning. JSCP lists the planning tasks for commanders of 
combatant commands and allocates combat forces for planning pur- 
poses. Contingency plans are prepared by the combatant command- 
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ers in response to JSCP tasking and are submitted to the JCS for 
review and approval. The Joint Staff Officers Guide, Armed Forces 
Staff College Publication 1, makes an interesting observation about 
JOPS: 

There is no formal relationship between the PPBS and 
JOPS, but each system obviously exerts a strong influence on 
the other. It is the military Services that provide a real link, if 
not a formal one, between the PPBS and JOPS. (pages 5-13) 

The combined failure of senior civilian officials and the JCS to 
give adequate attention to contingency plans and to connect them 
to the resource allocation process is one of the gravest shortcom- 
ings of DoD. Two deficiencies result from this failure: (1) the plans 
for military action in a crisis or war may not be adequate or realis- 
tic, especially from a political perspective; and (2) the useful feed- 
back that contingency plans could provide to future resource allo- 
cations is lost. In his draft paper, “Strategymaking in DoD”, Am- 
bassador Robert W. Komer is highly critical of the current contin- 
gency planning process: 

. . . the non-nuclear war planning process has become rou- 
tinized, without much imaginative consideration at CINC or 
JCS level of strategic alternatives. All too few war plans over 
the last 15 years have called for changing operational strategy 
in any significant respect. By and large the strategy they call 
for remains the same, and the whole focus is on getting more 
resources to execute them. (page 19) 

John Kester has also criticized the quality of work in the JCS 

The plans prepared by the joint staff often have dismayed 
outsiders who had occasion to read them. No “canned” plan, of 
course, will perfectly fit a real-world situation. But too often it 
has been discovered when a crisis was at hand that the rele- 
vant JCS plans assumed away the hardest problems -by fo- 
cusing, for example, only on a single contingency involving 
full-scale enemy invasion; or by assuming that military forces 
elsewhere would be unaffected and available; or by scheduling 
reinforcements either too rapidly for available transport or too 
slowly to arrive before the war was over. Sometimes plans 
have offered presidents few options between “do nothing” or 
“shoot the works” by all-out commitment of forces. (“The 
Future of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’, page 12) 

In his report, National Security Policy Integration, Philip Odeen 
cited one instance in which a Secretary of Defense found available 
contingency plans inadequate. According to Mr. Odeen, after the 
1969 shoot down of a U.S. EC-121 aircraft by North Korea: 

. . . Secretary Laird directed the OSD staff to assess selected 
JCS contingency plans because of his dissatisfaction with the 
contingency options available when the crisis occurred. (page 
38) 

Many of the professional military officers who provided com- 
ments to the Chairman’s Special Study Group were critical of the 

system on operational plans: 

55-642 0 - 85 - 7 
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limited OJCS emphasis on contingency plans and the planning 
process itself. For example, some Service Chiefs believe that: 

Organizational changes within the Joint Staff to improve re- 
sponsiveness and effectiveness are needed, with particular em- 
phasis on improved war planning. (page 29) 

Some operational commanders held a similar view: 
There needs to be more emphasis on war planning in the 

Joint Staff. Moreover, the process used to develop military op- 
eration plans takes too long. (page 33) 

There are three basic causes of insufficient OJCS review and 
oversight of contingency plans: (1) contingency plans are not cen- 
tral concerns of the Services and the Service Chiefs; (2) inadequate 
guidance from the civilian leadership to set the framework for con- 
tingency plans; and (3) inadequate quality of the OJCS staff. As the 
previous quotations suggest, the contingency planning process may 
also be deficient. It was not possible within the scope of this study 
to validate problems within this process. 

a. Absence of Service Interest 
The Chairman’s Special Study Group summarizes JCS tasks as 

The basic tasks of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are these: (1) to 
develop and present Joint military advice to the Secretary and 
the President on a wide variety of issues involving military 
strategy, objectives, plans, and programs; (2) to guide the devel- 
opment, by the Commanders in Chief of the Unified Com- 
mands (the CINCs), of military operation plans for U.S. forces 
operating jointly and in combination with allied forces; and (3) 
to support and oversee the execution of those plans by the 
CINCs, as the agent of the Commander in Chief. (page 2) 

By far, the greatest Service interest is in the first task because of 
its impact on the allocation of resources. Given the mission of the 
Services to equip, man, train, and supply combat forces, their at- 
tention is focused almost exclusively on resources. Naturally, this 
becomes the greatest interest of the Service Chief. As was previous- 
ly noted, this is one of the reasons that Service Chiefs do not dele- 
gate Service responsibilities to their Vice Chiefs. Given the limited 
time that a Service Chief can devote to his JCS duties, it is under- 
standable why contingency plans do not receive adequate attention. 

The third JCS task -execution of contingency plans -receives 
considerable attention during a crisis. Each Service Chief wants to 
ensure that his Service gets ‘a piece of the action” and appropriate 
recognition of its capabilities and contributions. 

The second task -the actual development of contingency plans 
-is very low on Service priorities. It, therefore, receives limited at- 
tention. 

follows: 

b. Inadequate Civilian Guidance 
Given that only the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense 

have access to contingency plans, there is no mechanism for provid- 
ing civilian guidance to be used in developing contingency plans. 
Regarding contingency plans, the Steadman Report states: 
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...p resent arrangements place too great a burden on the Sec- 
retary and Deputy Secretary for assuring that there is suffi- 
cient continuing policy guidance in these areas. (page 43) 

Only once has the civilian leadership attempted to provide 
formal guidance for contingency plans. In 1980, Secretary of De- 
fense Harold Brown issued a Planning Guidance for Contingency 
Planning (PGCP). According to Ambassador Komer, this document 

... designed to provide broad policy guidelines and assump- 
tions consonant with national policy and SecDef's own defense 
guidance. (“Strategymaking in DoD’’, page 18) 

The absence of civilian guidance has forced military officers to 
develop their own assumptions and guidelines for the preparation 
of contingency plans. John Kester notes this situation: 

... the drafting of plans is done by officers in the joint staff 
who often can find little specific direction in the department’s 
general policy and program documents. They have in the past 
received little guidance from senior military officers, and usu- 
ally none from the civilians in the Department of Defense. 
(page 16) 

The Commanders in Chief (CINC’s) of the operational commands 
also reflected this fact in their comments to the Chairman’s Special 
Study Group: 

The CINCs sometimes get fuzzy guidance from the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. The CINCs recognize that JCS guidance must 
be based on OSD guidance that may itself tend to lack certain 
specifics; but it is virtually impossible for a military command- 
er to deal with a military mission that depends on guidance ob- 
jectives such as ‘deter’, or ‘dissuade’. (page 34) 

The absence of civilian guidance clearly undermines the entire 
contingency planning process and may encourage senior military 
officials, including the Service Chiefs, to devote limited time to it. 

c. Inadequate Quality of the OJCS Staff 
The inadequate quality of the OJCS staff has been previously dis- 

cussed. This deficiency is mentioned here because OJCS staff offi- 
cers seldom have the credentials to be effective joint planners. 
E. DESCRIPTION OF SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEM AREAS 

Throughout the history of the Joint Chiefs of Staff -a period 
spanning over 40 years -there have been at least 20 major studies 
and proposals on the organization of the U.S. military establish- 
ment, all of which have recommended some changes in the JCS. In 
addition, a host of individual studies and proposals for reform have 
originated from scholars and retired military officers. Few of these 
countless proposals and recommendations have been taken serious- 
ly, and an even smaller number have actually been adopted. The 
JCS remains substantially the same institution that was first estab- 
lished formally in 1947. The few changes that have occurred -such 
as those instituted in 1958 and 1984 -did not alter the fundamen- 
tal nature of the institution. 

was: 
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In this section, possible solutions to problem areas of the JCS 
system are described. It should be noted that the options presented 
in this section to solve a problem area may or may not be mutually 
exclusive. In some instances, only one of the options to solve a 
problem area could be implemented. In other cases, several options 
might be complementary. 

1. PROBLEM AREA #1— INADEQUATE UNIFIED MILITARY ADVICE 

Proposals to correct this problem area can be grouped into three 
categories: (1) remove the Service Chiefs from the institution that 
provides unified military advice; (2) enhance the independent au- 
thority of the JCS Chairman; and (3) make other changes to en- 
hance the prospects for useful and timely unified military advice. 
Within these three categories, a total of 12 options have been devel- 
oped. 

a. remove the Service Chiefs from the institution that provides 
unified military advice 

The dual responsibilities of the Service Chiefs have proven to be 
a major impediment to the formulation of useful and timely unified 
military advice. Accordingly, options to eliminate the inherent con- 
flict of interest of these dual responsibilities are worthy of careful 
consideration. Should a proposal to remove the Service Chiefs from 
the institution that provides unified military advice be adopted, it 
may be necessary to ensure that Service representation on the De- 
fense Resources Board be made a permanent feature of that deci- 
sion-making council. 

0 Option 1A -establish a Joint Military Advisory Council 
This option proposes the replacement of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

with a Joint Military Advisory Council. This council would have 
the same responsibilities as are now assigned to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff in section 141 of title 10, United States Code. Under this 
option, however, the Service Chiefs would no longer have responsi- 
bilities for providing unified military advice. Instead, they would 
dedicate all their time to serving as the military leaders of their 
Services. 

The JCS Chairman would become the Chairman of the Joint 
Military Advisory Council. In addition to the Chairman, the council 
would consist of a 4-star military officer from each Service. These 
officers should have had substantial joint experience, preferably 
having served a tour as a commander of a unified or specified com- 
mand. Service on the Joint Military Advisory Council would be the 
final tour of duty for all members. To provide the necessary conti- 
nuity, one of the members of the council would be designated as 
the Deputy Chairman. The Chairman and his Deputy would be 
from different Service pairs: one, would be from the Army or Air 
Force and the other from the Navy or Marine Corps. 

Proposals to create a military advisory council are not new. Gen- 
eral Omar N. Bradley, USA, then JCS Chairman, recommended in 
1952 the creation of a National Military Council consisting of mili- 
tary elder statesmen from each of the Services. In his book, The 
Uncertain Trumpet, published in 1959, General Maxwell D. Taylor, 
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USA (Retired) recommended the establishment of a Supreme Mili- 
tary Council, consisting of a 4-star officer from the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force. (page 176) In testimony before the Senate Commit- 
tee on Armed Services during December 1982, General Taylor reit- 
erated this recommendation, calling for the formation of a Nation- 
al Military Council. (SASC Hearing, December 16, 1982, page 33) 
The 1960 Symington Report recommended the establishment of “a 
group of senior officers from all Services to be known as the Mili- 
tary Advisory Council.” (page 13) More recently, the Steadman 
Report carefully examined the option of establishing a body of Na- 
tional Military Advisers. In 1982, General Meyer, USA, recom- 
mended the formation of a National Military Advisory Council. 

0 Option 1B -establish a Chief of the Joint Staff 
This option envisions the disestablishment of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff and the redesignation of the JCS Chairman as the Chief of 
the Joint Staff. The Chief of the Joint Staff would serve as the 
principal military advisor to the President, National Security 
Council, and Secretary of Defense. He would be assisted in these 
duties by the Joint Staff which would be responsible to him alone. 
In addition, a 4-star military officer from a different pair of Serv- 
ices than the Chief of the Joint Staff would serve as a Deputy Chief 
of the Joint Staff. 

Proposals to create such a position have been put forth under a 
number of different titles: (1) Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces 
(Collins Plan in 1945); (2) Chief of Staff, National Command Au- 
thority (General Taylor); and (3) Chief of Combined Military Staff 
(Secretary Brown). Despite these different titles, all of these propos- 
als would make a single officer the principal military advisor to 
the President, National Security Council, and Secretary of Defense. 

b. enhance the independent authority of the JCS Chairman 
The second category of options to correct the problem of inad- 

equate unified military advice is actions to enhance the independ- 
ent authority of the JCS Chairman. The Department of Defense 
Authorization Act, 1985 has already made a number of changes to 
title 10, United States Code, that will serve to enhance the inde- 
pendent authority of the JCS Chairman. These changes were: 

0 the JCS Chairman ’is to act as the spokesman of the command- 
ers of the combatant commands on operational requirements; 

0 the JCS Chairman is to determine when issues under consider- 
ation by the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall be decided; and 

0 the JCS Chairman is to select officers to be assigned to the 
Joint Staff. 

While these changes do provide some increase in the independent 
authority of the JCS Chairman, they are insufficient, by them- 
selves, to correct the problem of inadequate unified military advice. 
Accordingly, additional options to strengthen the role of the JCS 
Chairman are presented in this subsection. 

Beyond options presented in this subsection to enhance the inde- 
pendent authority of the JCS Chairman, there are options present- 
ed in other portions of this study that would potentially have this 
effect. These include: (1) the JCS Chairman’s role in the chain of 
command which is addressed in Chapter 5 dealing with the unified 
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and specified commands; and (2) the JCS Chairman’s influence over 
officer promotions and assignments which are addressed in the fol- 
lowing subsection dealing with the problem of the inadequate qual- 
ity of the OJCS staff. 

0 Option 1C -designate the JCS Chairman as a statutory 

The National Security Council (NSC) has four statutory mem- 
bers: the President, Vice President, and Secretaries of State and 
Defense. Like the Director of Central Intelligence, the JCS Chair- 
man serves as an advisor to the NSC. In that capacity, he attends 
NSC meetings at the invitation of the President. Appointing the 
JCS Chairman to full statutory NSC membership would be de- 
signed to (1) enhance the stature of the JCS Chairman; and (2) 
ensure that military advice is directly provided to the NSC. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff Reorganization Act of 1983 (H.R. 3718), 
passed by the House of Representatives during the 98th Congress, 
included a provision that would make the JCS Chairman a statuto- 
ry NSC member. The rationale for this provision in the report ac- 
companying H.R. 3718 is: 

This measure is intended to ensure that joint military 
advice, the corporate advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as well 
as the individual advice of the chairman, receives a full hear- 
ing before national security issues are decided. (page 8) 

0 Option 1D -authorize the JCS Chairman to provide the Presi- 
dent, National Security Council, and Secretary of Defense with 
military advice in his own right 

At present, the JCS Chairman lacks statutory authority to for- 
mally present his own views on military issues. He can speak for 
the JCS when they agree; however, in the case of disagreement, he 
must present the various views of the Service Chiefs. The JCS 
Chairman does privately convey his own views when requested by 
higher authority. By formally recognizing what is now informally 
done, this option seeks to encourage the JCS Chairman to spend 
less time accommodating the views of the individual Services and 
more time developing his own views. 

This option proposes that the JCS Chairman would be able to 
state his own views independent of the JCS corporate position or 
the views of the Service Chiefs. If the JCS Chairman is to enjoy 
more influence, it is important that he be specifically authorized to 
develop and advance his own views. 

0 Option 1E -authorize the JCS Chairman to independently 

Section 143(c) of title 10 provides: 

member of the National Security Council 

manage the Joint Staff 

... The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff manages the 
Joint Staff and its Director, on behalf of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 

Under this provision, the Joint Staff reports to the corporate JCS 
and not to the JCS Chairman. 

This option would alter this reporting relationship. The Chair- 
man would be given authority to bypass the Service Chiefs and 
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direct the Joint Staff to prepare position papers independent of any 
Service perspective. The Joint Staff would work only for the Chair- 
man and would be responsible only to him in preparing papers in 
support of the joint perspective presumably embodied in his person. 
0 Option 1F -establish the position of Deputy JCS Chairman 
Currently, the JCS Chairman is the only senior civilian or mili- 

tary official in DoD without a deputy. This option would create a 
four-star billet for a Deputy or Vice JCS Chairman who would 
assume the authority of the Chairman whenever he was out of 
Washington (which is quite often). This would give the Chairman 
an additional ally within the JCS who was independent of any 
Service, and it would enable him to sustain greater continuity and 
control in integrating Service policies. Most proposals for a Deputy 
JCS Chairman assume that he would be sixth in order of protocol 
behind the JCS Chairman and the Service Chiefs, though an even 
more forceful arrangement would be to make him the second-rank- 
ing U.S. military officer. 

Under this option, the JCS Chairman and the Deputy JCS Chair- 
man would be military officers from different Service pairs. For ex- 
ample, if the JCS Chairman were an Army or Air Force officer, the 
Deputy Chairman would be from the Navy or Marine Corps. 

0 Option 1G -authorize a 5-star grade for the position of JCS 

Section 142(c) of title 10, United States Code, provides in part: 
Chairman 

While holding office, the Chairman [of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff] outranks all other officers of the armed forces. 

There is no confusion about this statutory provision. 
Despite clarity concerning his order of rank, the JCS Chairman 

has limited authority, power, and influence. This option would seek 
to enhance the stature of the JCS Chairman by making him the 
only 5-star officer in the U.S. Armed Forces during peacetime. 

c. make other changes to enhance the prospects for useful and 
timely unified military advice 

While the most forceful options to correct the problem of inad- 
equate unified military advice involve (1) removing the Service 
Chiefs from the institution that provides unified advice or (2) en- 
hancing the independent authority of the JCS Chairman, there are 
a number of other changes that could be made to improve the per- 
formance of the JCS system. One of these options (Option 1I) would 
be relevant only if the Service Chiefs remained part of the JCS 
system. The other four options would be appropriate regardless of 
whatever fundamental changes are made to the JCS system. 

0 Option 1H —lessen the pressures for unanimity in JCS advice 
The JCS labor to produce a unanimous position on issues that 

they address. This may result from the requirement that the JCS 
Chairman inform the Secretary of Defense “of those issues upon 
which the Joint Chiefs of Staff have not agreed.’’ (section 142(b) of 
title 10) Alternatively, the JCS may be responding to internal pres- 
sures based upon their view that a unanimous position will carry 
more weight with higher authority. Whatever the case, the JCS do 
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a disservice to senior civilian decision-makers when they fail to 
present the full range of relevant, alternative courses of action. 

The pressures for unanimity could be lessened by amending title 
10, United States Code, to specify that one of the responsibilities of 
the JCS is to inform higher authority of all legitimate alternatives. 
The JCS system is an advisory, not a decision-making system. 
When the JCS offer only one recommendation to higher authority, 
they, in essence, become the decision-makers. This option would 
amend title 10 to ensure that the JCS remains an advisory body. 

0 Option 1I -remove barriers to effective interactions with the 
JCS system, especially for the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense 

DoD Directive 5100.1 “Functions of the Department of Defense 
and its Major Components,” specifies that the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
supported by the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff “consti- 
tute the immediate military staff of the Secretary of Defense.” 
(page 4) In implementing this function, DoD Directive 5158.1, “Or- 
ganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Relationships with the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense”, assigns the following responsi- 
bilities: 

C. To insure that planning and operations will be of the 

1. All elements of the organization of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff shall cooperate fully and effectively with appropriate 
offices of the Office of the Secretary of Defense. In all stages 
of important staff studies, the organization of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff shall avail itself of the views and special 
skills in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. As a normal 
procedure, specialized data necessary for the preparation of 
such studies will be obtained from or through the appropri- 
ate offices of the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

2. The Directors of the various Directorates of the Joint 
Staff shall maintain active liaison with appropriate offices 
of the Office of the Secretary of Defense. This shall include, 
but not be limited to, the exchange of information, inter- 
change of technical advice, and guidance for mutual benefit. 
The heads of offices in the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
shall maintain similar liaison and make representatives 
available to meet formally or informally with appropriate 
members of the organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

F. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall have the 

highest order: 

* * * * * * * 

authority and responsibility for: 
* * * * * * * 

5.  Arranging for the provision of military advice to all 
offices of the Office of the Secretary of Defense. (pages 2-4) 

DoD Directive 5158.1 envisions a close, cooperative relationship 
between OJCS and OSD. This relationship has failed to develop. 
OJCS has, for the most part, traditionally viewed OSD as an adver- 
sary, and has held the Secretary’s civilian staff at arms’ length. 
This is due, at least in part, to the closed staff characteristics of the 
JCS system. However, the major cause of these poor relations is 
the JCS view of their independence from OSD. The Report of the 
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Blue Ribbon Defense Panel comments on this different JCS percep- 
tion of their role: 

... A fundamental problem in an earlier period, no longer as 
severe but still quite apparent, pertains to the view that the 
JCS hold of themselves vis-a-vis OSD. They have tended to con- 
ceive of their role to the Secretary of Defense quite differently 
from the rest of OSD charged with advising the Secretary of 
Defense on other aspects of defense policy. The JCS still seem 
to assume an autonomy and to view the relationship to the 
Secretary of Defense as one of separateness compared with 
other OSD agencies. They have always made a point of setting 
themselves apart from the rest of OSD. They stress their legal 
obligation to be independent military advisors, and imply that 
this stance is not compatible with total subordination to OSD. 
They feel, in short, more of an independent agency than the 
rest of OSD. It took many years for the JCS to begin to accept 
the obligation that they should basically serve the Secretary of 
Defense, are responsive to his interests and concerns, and 
should provide him with advice and analysis that is specifically 
relevant to his needs and his wishes. The advice they have of- 
fered has often been designed primarily to serve their interests 
rather than his. (Appendix N, page 8) 

In his paper, “The Future of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,’’ John G. 

... Many in the joint staff probably still see the JCS as a semi- 
autonomous fiefdom rather than an integral part of the de- 
fense bureaucracy. Agencies outside the Department of De- 
fense often seem to view the JCS the same way. (page 7) 

To preserve this autonomy, the JCS have continually fought to 
maintain a status independent of OSD. Paul Hammond’s discussion 
of this effort is noted in Chapter 3. Kester also notes this JCS 
objective: 

... In 1958 the JCS successfully averted a plan to include lan- 
guage in a DoD directive which would have described the JCS 
as part of the Office of the Secretary of Defense. (“The Future 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,” footnote, page 7) 

As previously noted in this report, the JCS system is much more 
open now than during World War II and the immediate post-war 
period. However, the JCS system has retained too much of a 
"closed staff’ character to effectively fulfill its role as the Secre- 
tary of Defense’s “military staff". As the Chairman’s Special Study 
Group noted in 1982: 

Kester notes the same attitude in the JCS system: 

... In short, the JCS and the Joint Staff could be much more 
the ‘military staff of the Secretary than they are now. (page 
12) 

The concern is not focused on the relationship between the Sec- 
retary of Defense and the JCS system. The Secretary can through 
perseverance break down barriers between himself and the JCS 
system. The real problem arises from the relatively limited interac- 
tion between OJCS and OSD. The dialogue between the Secretary’s 
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military and civilian staffs is insufficient to be able to effectively 
serve the Secretary of Defense. 

This option proposes that barriers to effective OJCS —OSD inter- 
actions be removed. Actions to achieve this objective could include: 

0 specifying in statute the desired relationship between the Sec- 
retary of Defense and the JCS and between OJCS and OSD; 

0 making OJCS part of OSD; 
0 requiring a greater degree of cooperation and coordination be- 

tween various Assistant Secretaries of Defense and the Direc- 
tors of Joint Staff functional areas; 

0 increasing the use of OJCS —OSD working groups; 
0 removing physical barriers, such as the restricted access to 

OJCS work areas, that impede OJCS —OSD staff interactions; 
the Report of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel criticized restrict- 
ed access to JCS areas in the following terms: 

The JCS, by restricting access to all their space, have 
tended to inhibit the interchange that should take place 
between the Joint Staff and the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense. (pages 178 and 179) 

0 providing for increased OSD oversight and review of the 

0 increasing the flow of information between OJCS and OSD. 
0 Option 1J -strengthen the requirement for joint experience 

As previously noted, the Service Chiefs have dual responsibil- 
ities: military leaders of their Services and JCS members. In select- 
ing Service Chiefs, too much emphasis has been placed on their 
credentials for the former role and too little for the latter role. The 
Service Chiefs have been prepared by their careers to lead their 
Services. Their level of experience on joint matters is too limited to 
justify their assumption of responsibilities as JCS members. 

This option proposes that a specified level of joint experience be 
established as an absolute requirement for promotion to Service 
Chief of Staff. 

0 Option 1K -authorize the JCS Chairman to specify the staff- 

Many studies of DoD organization have concluded that changes 
to OJCS staffing procedures would improve the effectiveness of the 
JCS system. Suggested changes include: 

0 require that joint papers be authored by Joint Staff action offi- 
cers (Chairman’s Special Study Group); 

0 provide more guidance from senior OJCS levels prior to formal 
staffing (Steadman Report and Chairman’s Special Study 
Group); 

0 require that joint papers be organized to present alternatives 
(Steadman Report and Chairman’s Special Study Group); 

0 require the Joint Staff to merely include differing Service 
views in joint papers rather than requiring coordination 
(Steadman Report); and 

output of the Joint Operation Planning System; and 

for promotion to Service Chief of Staff 

ing procedures of the Joint Staff 
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0 reduce Service staff involvement in joint papers to providing 
information and advice and then only at the request of the 
Joint Staff (Chairman’s Special Study Group). 

This option proposes that the JCS Chairman be given authority 
to specify the OJCS staff procedures. He would be able to imple- 
ment any of the above suggestions or alternative approaches that 
would enhance the quality, utility, and objectivity of OJCS staff 
work. 

This option would be a logical extension of Option 1E which pro- 
poses that the JCS Chairman be authorized to independently 
manage the Joint Staff. 

0 Option 1L -substantially reduce the Service staffs who work 
on joint matters 

The Chairman’s Special Study Group indicates that there are at 
least 675 officers assigned to Service staffs whose principal or part- 
time responsibilities are in support of their Service Chiefs in joint 
activities. (page 45) This is nearly equal to the number of military 
officers serving in OJCS. The Chairman’s Special Study Group 
comments on this situation: 

... Counting the Service staffs, there are really five staffs en- 
gaged in Joint activities in support of the Chiefs, not one. 
Much of the work they do is redundant, with the several staffs 
analyzing the same issues in parallel .... The Service Chiefs 
depend on their own Service staffs to prepare them for JCS 
meetings. They are seldom briefed by officers on the Joint 
Staff, and have relatively little interaction with them. (page 
58) 

Elsewhere in the same report, Joint Staff members made the fol- 
lowing statement: 

... The Chiefs get most of their preparation on Joint issues 
from their own Service staffs, which hardly grants them a 
Joint orientation. (page 35) 

This option proposes that the Service staff who may work full or 
part time on joint matters would be limited to not more than 25 
military officers for each Service. This option has three objectives: 
(1) free the OJCS staff from the substantial Service constraints that 
currently inhibit consideration of the joint perspective; (2) elimi- 
nate the redundancy in OJCS and Service staff work; and (3) force 
the Service Chiefs to rely primarily on the OJCS staff on joint mat- 
ters. The last objective is in line with one of the recommendations 
of the Chairman’s Special Study Group: 

Require the Joint Staff to brief, interact with, and prepare 
the Service Chiefs for JCS meetings, and to support the Chiefs 
generally in the resolution of the Joint issues they address. 
(page 68) 

If either Option 1A (Joint Military Advisory Council) or Option 
1B (Chief of the Joint Staff) were implemented, substantially reduc- 
ing the Service staffs who work on joint matters would be an auto- 
matic extension of these options. 
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2. PROBLEM AREA #2—INADEQUATE QUALITY OF THE OJCS STAFF 
The Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1985 made a 

number of changes to title 10, United States Code, which were de- 
signed to help improve the quality of the Joint Staff: 

0 the JCS Chairman is to select officers to be assigned to the 
Joint Staff, 

0 the restrictions on the tenure of the Director of the Joint Staff 
and his reassignment to the Joint Staff in peacetime were re- 
moved; 

0 the Secretary of Defense was required to ensure that military 
promotion, retention, and assignment policies give appropriate 
consideration to the performance of an officer as a member of 
the Joint Staff; 

0 the 3-year limitation on service on the Joint Staff was in- 
creased to 4 years; and 

0 officers may be reassigned to the Joint Staff after 2 years in- 
stead of 3 years, and the Secretary of Defense is authorized to 
approve exceptions to this limitation. 

While these changes do provide the potential to improve the qual- 
ity of the Joint Staff, they are insufficient, by themselves, to pro- 
vide the desired quality of Joint Staff officers. Accordingly, addi- 
tional options to attain this objective are presented in this subsec- 
tion. Moreover, these additional options have been broadened, 
where appropriate, to address the entire OJCS staff in some cases 
and the entire joint duty community in others. 

Options to improve the quality of the OJCS staff and other joint 
duty staffs can be grouped into three categories: (1) change promo- 
tion policies to increase interest in OJCS and other joint assign- 
ments; (2) improve the preparation and experience levels of officers 
serving in joint duty assignments; and (3) provide for improved per- 
sonnel management of all military officers serving in joint duty as- 
signments. Within these categories, a total of ten options have been 
developed. 

a. change promotion policies to increase interest in joint assign- 
ments 

Three options involving promotion policies have been developed. 
The first option is designed to protect officers assigned to OJCS 
duty in future promotions and assignments. The other two options 
are designed to provide promotion incentives for joint assignments 
and, thereby, raise the quality of officers assigned to joint duties. 

0 Option 2A -give the JCS Chairman some influence in the pro- 
motion and assignment of officers who are serving or have 
served in OJCS 

As long as the Services retain absolute control over the promo- 
tions and assignments of those officers who are serving or have 
served in OJCS,  such officers will have strong incentives to comply 
with their parent Services’ positions in their joint work. 

This option proposes that the JCS Chairman have a representa- 
tive on all promotion boards that would review candidates with 
prior or current OJCS service. In addition, the OJCS would estab- 
lish procedures for monitoring assignments of officers with OJCS 
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experience. Should the JCS Chairman find that an officer’s assign- 
ments have been negatively influenced by his joint duty, he should 
seek to have this situation corrected by the Service Chief. Failing 
in such an  effort, the Chairman should be authorized to bring the 
issue to the attention of the Secretary of Defense. 

0 Option 2B -strengthen the requirement for joint duty for pro- 

DoD Directive 1320.5, “Assignment to Duty with Joint, Com- 
bined, Allied and Office of the Secretary of Defense Staffs”, pro- 
vides: 

... a requirement is established that all officers ... will serve a 
normal tour of duty with a Joint, Combined, Allied or OSD 
Staff before being considered qualified for promotion to general 
or flag officer rank. (page 1) 

This directive does provide for a waiver of this requirement, subject 
to approval of the appropriate Service Secretary. 

The current Directive is widely circumvented by liberal waivers 
and by the broadest possible interpretation of what constitutes 
joint service. This loophole could be closed either by legislation or 
by directive of the Secretary of Defense (the latter clearly being 
preferable). 

This option proposes that the JCS Chairman specify the assign- 
ments that will meet the requirement for Joint, Combined, Allied 
or OSD staff duty. Furthermore, this option would grant authority 
only to the Secretary of Defense to waive this requirement upon 
the recommendation of a Service Secretary. 

0 Option 2C -require the JCS Chairman to evaluate all nomi- 
nees for 3-star and 4-star positions on the basis of their per- 
formance in joint duty assignments 

H.R. 3718, the Joint Chiefs of Staff Reorganization Act of 1983, 
included this option as one of its provisions. H.R. 3718 would re- 
quire the JCS Chairman to submit such evaluations to the Presi- 
dent. The rationale for such a requirement is presented in the 
report (H.R. Report No. 98-382) accompanying H.R. 3718: 

Because the demands and complexity of Joint Staff work re- 
quire talented and dedicated officers, the committee is con- 
vinced that performance at the Joint Staff level should be con- 
sidered a mark of distinction deserving special attention by 
promotion boards. (page 8) 

b. improve the preparation and experience levels of officers serv- 
ing in joint duty assignments 

The House Committee on Armed Services Report 98-691 accom- 
panying the Department of Defense Authorization Bill for fiscal 
year 1985 requested a DoD report (with supporting studies by the 
Services and the Joint Chiefs of Staff) on alternatives to improve 
the capabilities of joint duty officers. This reporting requirement 
and the report of the Chairman’s Special Study Group in April 
1982 have increased attention on the issue of the preparation and 
experience levels of officers serving in joint duty assignments. 

motion to flag or general rank 
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In his December 24, 1984 memorandum to the Secretary of De- 
fense forwarding the JCS supporting study to fulfill the congres- 
sional reporting requirement, General John W. Vessey, Jr., USA, 
JCS Chairman, states that considerable progress has been made 
since April 1982 in improving the capabilities of joint-duty officers. 
He cites the following: 

An annual 8-week CAPSTONE course for newly selected 
general/flag officers was implemented in 1983. [The CAP- 
STONE curriculum is designed to enhance understanding of 
key factors and issues influencing the planning for and em- 
ployment of U.S. military forces in joint and combined oper- 
ations.]. A joint policy document on PME [Professional Mili- 
tary Education] recently developed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
focuses on objectives and policies for NDU [National Defense 
University] and the Service schools. The document provides 
guidance and objectives for all officer education programs at 
the primary, intermediate, senior, and general and flag officer 
level. Goals for the use of Armed Forces Staff College (AFSC) 
graduates have been established effective CY [Calendar Year] 
1985. Assignment of AFSC graduates to joint-duty billets has 
increased steadily from 36 percent in 1982 to 63 percent in 
1984. A Joint Staff Officers Training System currently under 
development will provide computer-based instruction in 25 
topic areas for officers assigned to the Joint Staff. This course 
will be exportable to the unified commands and other joint ac- 
tivities. Inter-Service education and exchange programs have 
experienced modest growth in recent years. During the coming 
year, the Services will explore the feasibility of establishing a 
joint skill identifier for officers with jointduty education and 
training or experience, of expanding their inter-Service educa- 
tion programs, and of adding a second general and flag officer 
CAPSTONE course each year. 

These developments will help to improve the preparation 
and experience levels of joint duty officers. By themselves, 
these developments will provide only modest improvements. 
Accordingly, five options for expanding this trend are present- 
ed. The first involves increased cross-Service assignments for 
military officers. The second proposes the development of a 
personnel management system to ensure that the graduates of 
joint colleges actually serve in joint duty assignments. The 
third option would authorize the Secretary of Defense to ap- 
prove the extension of tours on the Joint Staff beyond the cur- 
rent 4-year limitation. The fourth and fifth options involve the 
creation of a joint duty career path. 

0 Option 2D -increase the number of cross-Service assignments 
of military officers 

The Chairman’s Special Study Group recommended this option: 
In another step designed to reflect greater awareness of 

Joint needs, a program should be established for increasing the 
frequency of cross-Service assignments aimed at improving the 
awareness within each Service of the characteristics, tradi- 
tions, capabilities, and problems of the other Services. (page 70) 
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This option would be designed to give military officers a broader 
vision than just that of their own Service. This would clearly be of 
value in preparing officers for joint duty. At the same time, cross- 
Service experience would also be useful in Service assignments. 

The following table shows the current number of cross-Service 
assignments of military officers. 

DISTRIBUTION OF INTER-SERVICE EXCHANGES a 

0 Option 2E -establish a personnel management system to 
ensure that joint college graduates actually serve in joint duty 
assignments 

Currently, there is no personnel management system that en- 
sures that graduates of the three joint colleges of the National De- 
fense University (NDU) -the Armed Forces Staff College (AFSC), 
National War College (NWC), and Industrial College of the Armed 
Forces (ICAF) -actually serve in joint duty assignments. As these 
colleges are to be the source of education for joint duty, their utili- 
ty is diminished if graduates do not enter joint assignments. 

Data on assignments of AFSC graduates show the following per- 
centages of officers initially assigned joint duty positions: 

1982 ......................................................................... 36 percent 
1983 ........................................................................ 40 percent 
1984 ............................................................................. 63 percent 

This substantial increase is attributed to the attention placed on 
this issue by the Chairman’s Special Study Group. On May 11, 
1984, the JCS established a goal of 50 percent of AFSC graduates to 
receive first assignments in joint duty positions. This goal is to be 
applied to graduating classes beginning in 1985. In addition, the 
JCS have encouraged the Services to achieve a goal by 1990 of as- 
signing 75 percent of AFSC graduates to joint duty. 

The increase of AFSC graduates assigned to joint duty is not as 
the above figures indicate. In making these calculations, the defini- 
tion of joint duty includes in-Service positions that have a “joint 
interface.” For example, in 1984, the Navy met the goal of assign- 
ing 50 percent of AFSC graduates to joint duty; however, half of 
these assignments were joint interface billets within the Depart- 
ment of the Navy. (Letter to Senator Goldwater from Secretary 
Weinberger, May 16, 1985, page 14) As the following table shows, 
only 37 percent of AFSC graduates in 1984 received non-Service, 
joint assignments. 
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While progress has been made with respect to AFSC graduates, 
the issue of assignments of graduates of the National War College 
(NWC) and the Industrial College of the Armed Forces (ICAF) have 
not been addressed. For 1984, only 17 percent of NWC and 15 per- 
cent of ICAF graduates were assigned to joint duty immediately 
following completion of their education. The following table shows 
the percentage of NDU graduates in 1984 who received various 
joint and Service assignments. 

Based upon this situation, Secretary Weinberger has directed 
that the following actions be taken: 

1. Strengthen they policy on assignment of NDU graduates; 
2. The basic policy will: 

a. Cover all NDU schools; 
b. Encourage the Services to plan the selection of students 

based on the best estimate of joint requirements; 
c. Include the idea that the first assignment consideration 

for a graduate should be joint duty; 
d. Not count in-Service assignments as equivalent to a 

joint tour for reporting purposes; 
e. Recognize that it is important to assign NDU graduates 

to key billets within their own Military Service; 
f. Eliminate the percentage goal and substitute a goal of 

increasing the number of officers going to joint and inter- 
governmental activities; 

g. Require the Services to emphasize the assignment of 
former NDU graduates to joint activities regardless of 
whether the officers were previously assigned to a joint 
activity ; 

h. Include an adequate system to report information on 
the first assignment of officers graduating from NDU. (Let- 
ter to Senator Goldwater from Secretary Weinberger, May 
16, 1985, page 16) 

This option proposes that the JCS Chairman would establish a 
personnel management system to implement Secretary Weinberg- 
er’s policy decisions which are designed to ensure that the full ben- 
efit of education at all three joint colleges is realized. While this 
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management system would focus on initial assignments, it should 
also provide a formal procedure for monitoring subsequent assign- 
ments of NDU graduates. 

0 Option 2F -authorize the Secretary of Defense to approve the 
extension of tours on the Joint Staff beyond the current 4-year 
limitation 

In the Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1985, the 
length of possible tours of service on the Joint Staff by military of- 
ficers was increased from 3 years to 4 years. This option proposes 
that the Secretary of Defense be authorized to extend the tours of 
Joint Staff officers beyond 4 years. The objectives of this option 
would be to retain military officers who have substantial joint duty 
experience and improve continuity within the Joint Staff. 

0 Option 2G -establish in each Service a joint duty career spe- 

In 1982, the Chairman’s Special Study Group recommended the 
establishment in each Service of a joint duty career specialty open 
to selected officers in the grade of 0-4 (Major or Lieutenant Com- 
mander) and above. Such officers would be nominated by the Serv- 
ice Chiefs and approved by the Chairman, both for selection in the 
specialty and for later assignments to joint duty positions. (page 69) 
This recommendation was endorsed in the CSIS report, Toward a 
More Effective Defense. (page 15) 

Appendix E of the Chairman’s Special Study Group describes 
this option in detail. Appropriate portions of that appendix are pre- 
sented here: 

... Service officers at the 0-4, 0-5, or even higher level, evi- 
dencing a talent and desire for Joint Staff work, would apply 
for assignment to the Joint-duty specialty. Upon acceptance, 
their assignments, education, and career patterns would be 
steered by their Service personnel management systems 
toward Joint duty, though from time to time they would be as- 
signed to field positions in their parent Services to maintain 
currency. 

Not all Joint positions would be filled by such officers. Offi- 
cers not in the career specialty would continue to serve on the 
Joint Staff and in the Unified Command headquarters as they 
do now. The mix would be decided by the Chairman and the 
Chiefs. If 50% of the officer positions in Joint headquarters 
eventually were filled by officers in the new specialty, about 
2,300 positions would be involved at any given time. If, in turn, 
officers in the specialty spent about half of their time in Joint 
assignments, a group of about 5,000 officers in the specialty 
would be needed in a steady-state situation. 

... While this initiative can properly be viewed by the Services 
as incremental in an organization sense since it would be 
phased over a period of years, it would be a fundamental 
change for officers actually selected. The personnel manage- 
ment implications would be far-reaching. Grade structure, 
career patterns, promotion opportunities, and a host of other 
issues would have to be planned with care. A personnel man- 
agement office in the Joint Staff (a true “J-1”) would be 

cialty 
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needed to work with the Services in handling position manage- 
ment and personnel support. The Chairman would need to 
have a role in selecting the officers and in helping to assure 
that officers in the Joint-duty specialty (including those of flag 
rank) received their fair share of promotions and key assign- 
ments. An important step in this regard would be to appoint a 
senior officer from a Joint headquarters to sit on each Service 
promotion board involving the selection of officers to the rank 
of 0-5 or above, and to furnish each such promotion board with 
clear guidance concerning the need for fair treatment of offi- 
cers in the Joint-duty specialty. Officers would have to have 
evidence that if they excelled in the Joint-duty specialty they 
would have at least as good an opportunity to be promoted as 
their contemporaries, and indeed could aspire to four-star 
rank. 

Training for the Joint-duty specialty would begin at the 
Armed Forces Staff College. Its curriculum is designed to pro- 
vide such training for officers at the 0-3 and 0-4 levels. There 
is now no systematic means for assuring that AFSC graduates 
ever get to Joint duty assignments. That would be changed to 
be consistent with the development of the career field. 

Formal training would continue for selected officers at the 
0-5 and Junior 0-6 level at either the National War College or 
the Industrial College of the Armed Forces. As with the AFSC, 
priority would be placed on making sure that NWC and ICAF 
graduates actually serve in Joint duty, and that officers des- 
tined for Joint duty, if selected for senior service college, are 
sent to NWC or ICAF. 

The schools themselves would give greater emphasis to pre- 
paring officers for Joint duty. The NWC would emphasize prep- 
aration for Joint and combined planning and operations. Like- 
wise, the ICAF would emphasize Joint planning and manage- 
ment of mobilization and deployment. Both schools would limit 
their emphasis on generalized studies of the politico-military 
environment and instead concentrate on preparing officers for 
near-term Joint assignments. Because so few officers have pro- 
fessional familiarity with their sister Services, assuring that of- 
ficers on the Joint Staff and in other Joint headquarters have 
a broader comprehension of the nation’s Armed Services would 
be an important objective for NDU. 

A high percentage of the graduates of the Joint schools 
would be assigned to Joint duties, either immediately upon 
graduation or in an early subsequent tour. While the Services 
would find personnel management difficulties in meeting such 
goals, there are two important facts to bear in mind: First, ef- 
fective Joint duty is vital to the nation’s security interests, and 
so the preparation of officers so assigned should be taken as se- 
riously as, say, pilot training; second, because it costs from 
$25,000 to $75,000 or more to send an officer through AFSC (5- 
month course) or NDU (10-month course), these schools should 

Consideration might be given to revision of the AFSC curriculum to aim it a t  slightly more 
senior officers in order to make it possible for an  officer in the Joint-duty specialty to attend 
both the command and general staff college (or equivalent) of his parent Service and the AFSC. 
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not be treated simply as alternatives to their Service “equiva- 
lent” schools. These are Joint schools; they are costly, and they 
have little justification if not so used. This is not to say that 
some graduates should not be assigned to Service staff posi- 
tions, only that a plan should be developed that explicitly re- 
sponds to the needs of the Joint community. (pages E-2 
through E-5) 

0 Option 2H -establish a General Staff in place of the current 
Joint Staff 

Section 143(d) of title 10, United States Code, provides in part: 
The Joint Staff shall not operate or be organized as an over- 

all Armed Forces General Staff and shall have no executive 
authority. 

A longstanding American aversion to the concept of a General 
Staff led to the enactment of the above prohibition as part of the 
Defense Reorganization Act of 1958. While American hostility to 
the General Staff concept pre-dated World War II, it intensified 
considerably during the war and the immediate postwar period. It 
should be noted, however, that the U.S. Army employed a General 
Staff concept beginning in 1903. The Army’s General Staff was au- 
thorized by the Congress in the General Staff Act of 1903. 

Despite this hostility, a number of former DoD officials have re- 
cently spoken out either in favor of a General Staff or in efforts to 

two former Secretaries of Defense, Dr. Harold Brown and Dr. 
James R. Schlesinger. In testimony before the Senate Committee 
on Armed Services, Secretary Schlesinger sought to counter the 
American antipathy to the General Staff concept: 

... At the close of World War II, we sought, above all, to avoid 
the creation of a dominating general staff -reflecting a fear of 
the German General Staff, that revealed both a misreading of 
history and a susceptibility to our own wartime propaganda. 
Whatever the paramount position of Ludendorff in Imperial 
Germany during World War I, the German General Staff in 
World War II had little power to control or influence Hitler’s 
regime. Moreover, the issue was quite separate from that of 
unification, for the German General Staff controlled only Ger- 
many’s ground forces. In any event those concerns, whether 
real or invented, bear little relevance to the conditions of today 
and bear all the earmarks of another era. (Part 5, pages 186 
and 187) 

Colonel Trevor N. Dupuy, USA (Retired) defines a General Staff 

A General Staff is a highly trained, carefully selected group 
of military generalists whose function in peace or war is to 
assist the nation’s military leadership -or a general com- 
manding a field force of combined arms elements -in plan- 
ning, controlling, directing, coordinating, and supervising the 
activities of all military subordinate elements in the most ef- 
fective possible, mutually supporting efforts to achieve an as- 
signed goal or objective, or in maximum readiness to under- 

clarify misconceptions about this staff concept. Among them are 

as follows in his book, A Genius for War: 
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take such efforts. The leader or leadership makes decisions and 
gives commands; the General Staffs responsibility is to provide 
all possible support to assure that the decisions and commands 
are timely, sound, and effective. (page 48) 

This option proposes a General Staff concept with the following 

0 a General Staff would be created in place of the current Joint 
Staff and would perform the same duties; 

0 the General Staff would be drawn from all of the Services with 
selection to be made at the 0-3 (Captain or Navy Lieutenant) 
or 0-4 (Major or Lieutenant Commander) level; 

0 candidates for the General Staff would be nominated by the 
Service Chiefs, but would be selected by the JCS Chairman 
after a rigorous screening process; 

0 once selected, an officer would remain a member of the Gener- 
al Staff for the remainder of his or her career; 

0 the General Staff would be responsible to the JCS Chairman 
alone; 

0 the JCS Chairman, under the authority and direction of the 
Secretary of Defense, would have responsibility for promotions 
of General Staff officers; 

0 General Staff officers would rotate between General Staff posi- 
tions and assignments with field forces of their parent Services 
to maintain currency; 

0 the National Defense University would revise the curricula of 
its three joint colleges to better meet the educational needs of 
the General Staff; and 

0 General Staff officers would be eligible for selection for major 
joint commands such as commander of a unified or specified 
command. 

Individual supporters of a General Staff system would undoubt- 
edly disagree with some of these elements. Some would go further, 
advocating a far-reaching overhaul of the military academies and 
other training programs, as well as earlier selection of General 
Staff officers. Others might not go as far. The common thread of 
unity in all General Staff proposals is that an elite group of officers 
whose career path is divorced from any one Service should be es- 
tablished so that it can execute critical staff functions with greater 
objectivity and independence. 

It would be useful to briefly compare Option 2G (Joint Duty Spe- 
cialty) and Option 2H (General Staff), both of which involve the 
creation of a joint duty career path. There are only two fundamen- 
tal differences: (1) promotion authority over officers in the joint 
duty career path; and (2) the extent to which the Joint Staff or 
General Staff would be comprised of joint duty careerists. Option 
2G would retain promotion authority in the parent Services while 
providing the JCS Chairman with some input on promotions. In 
contrast, Option 2H would place promotion authority in the hands 
of JCS Chairman. 

On the second difference, Option 2G proposes that only 50 per- 
cent of Joint Staff officers would be joint duty careerists. Under 

elements: 
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Option 2H, all officers serving on the General Staff would be dedi- 
cated to joint duty careers. 

c. provide for improved personnel management of all military of- 
ficers serving in joint duty assignments 

Two options have been developed in this category. The first deals 
only with OJCS. It proposes that the distinction between the Joint 
Staff and other military officers serving in OJCS be eliminated in 
order to provide for improved personnel management. The second 
option would authorize the JCS Chairman to develop and adminis- 
ter a personnel management system for all military officers as- 
signed to joint duty. 

0 Option 2I -remove the distinction between the Joint Staff and 
other OJCS military officers and eliminate the statutory limi- 
tation on the size of the Joint Staff 

The distinction between the 400 military officers serving on the 
Joint Staff and the 350 military officers serving elsewhere in OJCS 
inhibits effective personnel management. It would be more useful 
to eliminate this artificial distinction and manage all OJCS mili- 
tary officers under the same policies. 

Section 143(a)(1) of title 10, United States Code, specifies: 
There is under the Joint Chiefs of Staff a Joint Staff consist- 

ing of not more than 400 officers selected by the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The Joint Staff is a part of the larger office, entitled Organization 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (OJCS), that works for the JCS. There is 
no statutory restriction on the size of OJCS which had an author- 
ized strength of 1,444 military and civilian personnel at the end of 
1983. 

The adjustable personnel framework provided by OJCS alleviates 
the management problems caused by the limit of 400 officers on 
the size of the Joint Staff. Nonetheless, removing the artificial con- 
straint on the Joint Staff would provide the JCS greater flexibility 
in organizing and tasking the entire staff which works for them. 

This option proposes that the statutory restrictions on the size of 
the Joint Staff be eliminated. Removing this limit was one of the 
provisions of the legislative proposal submitted by DoD. The for- 
warding letter for this proposal dated April 18, 1983 provides the 
following rationale: 

... In the context of a continuously increasing workload, 
greater demands for sophisticated military planning, and the 
organization of our combatant forces into unified and specified 
commands, arbitrary numerical limitations are no longer ap- 
propriate. In the case of the Joint Staff, as well as other as- 
signments to duty, the goal should be the wisest use of military 
manpower among competing requirements, with due recogni- 
tion to the increasingly joint utilization of personnel in the 
combatant commands. 

Should this option be enacted, there would be no reason to retain 
the distinction between the Joint Staff and OJCS. Accordingly, all 
personnel working for the JCS would comprise the Joint Staff. As 
such, all provisions enacted as part of the DoD Authorization Act, 



206 

1985 referring to the Joint Staff would apply to what has been pre- 
viously termed the OJCS staff. 

0 Option 2J -authorize the JCS Chairman to develop and ad- 
minister a personnel management system for all military offi- 
cers assigned to joint duty 

The problems for military officers caused by joint duty assign- 
ments are similar regardless of the specific joint organization in 
which they serve. Previous discussions of these problems as well as 
proposed solutions have focused on the Joint Staff which is clearly 
the most visible of all joint duty assignments. The Joint Staff, how- 
ever, represents less than 5 percent of all military officers serving 
in joint duty assignments. 

This option proposes that the JCS Chairman be authorized to 
manage all military officers assigned to joint duty. This would 
cover the roughly 9,000 officers who are serving in non-Service po- 
sitions. Most of these assignments are in joint military organiza- 
tions (OJCS, unified command headquarters, NATO commands). 
However, positions in various civilian organizations —OSD and the 
Defense Agencies -would also be involved. In this latter case, the 
JCS Chairman would act as executive agent for the Secretary of 
Defense. 

In administering this personnel management system, the JCS 
Chairman would have the major influence on (1) selection of offi- 
cers; (2) promotions and assignments; (3) education and training; (4) 
tour lengths; and (5) reassignment to joint duty. He would be ex- 
pected to maintain close liaison with the unified commanders to 
ensure that their personnel requirements were being met. In addi- 
tion, it would be logical for the JCS Chairman to play a more force- 
ful role in managing the three joint colleges of the National De- 
fense University. 
3. PROBLEM AREA #3-INSUFFICIENT OJCS REVIEW AND OVERSIGHT 

OF CONTINGENCY PLANS 
Many of the options proposed to solve the first two OJCS prob- 

lem areas may indirectly ameliorate this third problem area. If 
Service dominance of the JCS system were lessened, important 
joint tasks, such as review and oversight of contingency plans, may 
receive more attention. Likewise, improving the quality of the 
OJCS staff would increase the likelihood that officers with strong 
joint planning credentials would be assigned to work on contingen- 
cy plans. 

Two specific options for correcting the problem of insufficient 
OJCS review and oversight of contingency plans have been devel- 
oped. The first option proposes the annual preparation of a Plan- 
ning Guidance for Contingency Planning. The second option sug- 
gests the development of a continuing exercise program to test the 
adequacy of major contingency plans. 

0 Option 3A -require that the Secretary of Defense annually 
promulgate a Planning Guidance for Contingency Planning 

This option proposes that the Secretary of Defense annually pro- 
vide guidance to the JCS and operational commanders to be used 
as the basis for contingency planning. This guidance should in- 
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clude: (1) crisis situations for which plans must be prepared; (2) do- 
mestic and international political constraints; (3) other planning as- 
sumptions; (4) broad policy guidance including a clear statement of 
U.S. interests; and (5) an indication of the range of options that 
should be developed. This document could be modeled on the Plan- 
ning Guidance for Contingency Planning issued by Secretary of De- 
fense Harold Brown in 1980. 

0 Option 3B -develop a continuing exercise program to test the 

In the Fall of 1978, DoD conducted an  exercise of a major war 
plan for a NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict. This exercise, entitled 
Nifty Nugget, was highly beneficial. The National Security Policy 
Integration study discusses the benefits of Nifty Nugget: 

... The exercise brought to light a number of flaws in the 
plans and planning process as well as weaknesses in our capa- 
bility to carry out the plans. The result has been beneficial for 
both planning and program/budgeting. (page 35) 

This option proposes that a continuing series of these major exer- 
cises be conducted. The objectives of this option would be to: (1) 
evaluate the quality of various contingency plans; (2) identify defi- 
ciencies in the plans; and (3) increase the level of interest in the 
contingency planning process. 
F. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

This section evaluates the specific options for reforming the Or- 
ganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that were set forth in Section 
E. No effort will be made here to compare these options with each 
other or to identify the most promising options for legislative 
action. Rather, this section seeks to set forth in the most objective 
way possible the pros and cons of each alternative solution. The op- 
tions will be identified by the same number and letter combination 
used in the preceding section. 

Prior to evaluating specific options, it may be useful to put the 
institution of the JCS into context. The report of the Chairman’s 
Special Study Group begins with the following quote from the in- 
troduction to Common Sense written by Thomas Paine: 

A long habit of not thinking a thing wrong gives it a superfi- 
cial appearance of being right, and raises at first a formidable 
outcry in defense of custom. 

As the Chairman’s Special Study Group implied, this situation 
clearly applies to the JCS. As John Kester has noted: “The JCS are 
a product of history, not of logic.” (“The Future of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff’’, page 23) Despite this fact, there has been great reluctance 
and strong opposition to questioning the logic of the JCS institu- 
tion. 

The performance of the JCS in both war and peace clearly sup- 
port a careful analysis of the institution. For example, in Organiz- 
ing for Defense, Paul Hammond, writing in 1961, concludes: 

... From the vantage point of a decade and a half after the 
end of World War II the question can be a considerably more 
limited one: does its record in that war justify the confidence 

adequacy of major contingency plans 
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placed in the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a principal institution in 
the postwar organization of the military establishment? The 
answer is, quite unmistakably, that it does not. 

During World War II the Joint Chiefs of Staff worked effec- 
tively in handling the larger problems of strategy and oper- 
ations which were its primary raison d’etre only briefly and 
with respect to a limited range of issues. In addition, it kept its 
own counsel to a degree that caused considerable difficulties 
within the service departments and for civilian agencies whose 
functions were related to military strategy and operations. 
While its closed mode of operation was usually justified on 
grounds of military security, another reason was evidently the 
necessity which arose from its structure and situation. Its lim- 
ited success, diminished by the costs which success incurred, 
does not justify the conclusion that World War II was a test of 
the JCS which established its value beyond substantial doubt. 
(page 185) 

Dr. Lawrence J. Korb in The Joint Chiefs of Staff makes the 

Because the United States won such an overwhelming victo- 
ry in World War II, much credit was heaped upon the JCS 
system.... 

However, the wartime success of the JCS was more apparent 
than real. During the war the chiefs reached agreement only 
by numerous compromises and after long delays. Moreover, co- 
ordination in material and administrative matters was incom- 
plete and was largely forced upon the Joint Chiefs by circum- 
stances arising from the war. The JCS functioned effectively as 
a strategic planning and direction agency only in the European 
theater from mid-1943 until May 1944. Before that time the 
chiefs were unable to agree on basic strategy in the light of the 
President’s wishes. After May 1944, the JCS took a back seat 
to General Eisenhower’s Supreme Headquarters of the Allied 
Expeditionary Force. Finally, the Joint Chiefs actually had 
very little to do with the Pacific war. For all intents and pur- 
poses, the Navy directed the Pacific campaigns. Nevertheless, 
in spite of these World War II difficulties, all the postwar uni- 
fication plans took the JCS as a fait accompli. No one appar- 
ently wanted to quarrel with success, and the only question 
that arose was the exact delineation of the powers of the JCS 
within the military establishment. (page 15) 

same point: 

Dr. Korb summarizes these events as follows: 
The JCS evolved accidentally in the early stages of World 

War II. The success of the allied war machine obscured the 
weaknesses of the Joint Chiefs and created false expectations 
for their future performance. Contrary to the intentions of 
some of its framers, the National Security Act and its amend- 
ments did not create a unified military establishment, and the 
JCS is not the cause but the reflection of that diversity. (page 
179) 
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These historical analyses are cited not to argue that the JCS 
should be reformed. Their purpose is to present the case for rigor- 
ous evaluations of the JCS and alternative organizational arrange- 
ments. Such evaluations have been precluded in the past by “a for- 
midable outcry in defense of custom.” 
1. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF INADEQUATE UNI- 

All options that can be envisioned for an  institution to provide 
joint military advice involve some degree of conflict of interest. 
Such institutions will be comprised of military officers whose ca- 
reers have largely been duty in one Service. Loyalties and, in some 
options, formal responsibilities to their Services pose a dilemma for 
officers whose principal duty is to provide advice from a joint per- 
spective. While this conflict of interest cannot be eliminated, the 
first two options in this subsection would considerably lessen its in- 
tensity. The conflict of interest in the current JCS arrangement is 
so sharp that it greatly limits the utility of the institution. 

FIED MILITARY ADVICE 

0 Option 1A -establish a Joint Military Advisory Council 
The establishment of a Joint Military Advisory Council (JMAC) 

would substantially reduce the conflict of interest of officers serv- 
ing on this senior advisory body. This council of military advisors 
would have the responsibility to provide the best possible joint mili- 
tary advice, uninhibited by Service responsibilities and pressures. 
Moreover, these senior advisors would be able to dedicate their full 
time and attention to these important duties. 

Each member of the JMAC would have substantial expertise on 
the capabilities of his parent Service. While he would not be as 
knowledgeable as the Service Chief, his understanding of Service 
capabilities and programs would be nearly as good, particularly if 
the Service Chief ensured that he were fully informed on develop- 
ments. Moreover, JMAC members would have a significant advan- 
tage over many Service Chiefs: they would have had substantial 
joint experience. 

Another advantage of separating joint advisory and Service ad- 
ministration functions is that it would result in two positions that 
require very different abilities. This would facilitate the assign- 
ment of senior military officers who have the specific talents re- 
quired by each position. The current “dual-hatted” position re- 
quires a combination of administrator, leader, strategist, and oper- 
ational planner. Officers who are well-qualified in all of these areas 
are rare. 

The ability of the Service Chiefs to devote their full time to Serv- 
ice administration and of JMAC members to devote their full time 
to the joint advisory role is an important feature of this option. 
Both of these roles require full attention; as a result, both suffer 
under the current arrangement. Because a Service Chief gives his 
greatest attention to the Service leader role, the joint advisory role 
is particularly shortchanged. 

There are many JCS duties that are now poorly performed as 
discussed in detail in Section D. The ability of JMAC members to 
spend full time on these neglected duties could be a substantial 
benefit of this arrangement. In particular, JMAC members could 
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establish close and continuous contact with the operational com- 
manders and carefully monitor their requirements. 

In sum, establishment of a JMAC would provide a powerful joint 
perspective to serve as a counterweight to the Service perspectives 
that currently dominate the joint arena. 

There are numerous arguments against this option. Principal 
among these is the view that removing the Service Chiefs from the 
institution that provides joint military advice would separate re- 
sponsibility and authority. Those that hold this view argue that be- 
cause the Service Chiefs are responsible for organizing, equipping, 
manning, and training Services forces, they must be involved in 
the authority for the employment of those forces. As Admiral 
James L. Holloway, III, USN (Retired) has argued on this issue: 

The Congress has long recognized that to separate responsi- 
bility and authority leads to an impossible system of account- 
ability. It would result in a military establishment totally out 
of control. (SASC Hearing, December 16, 1982, page 37) 

This argument appears to have little merit. The terms “responsi- 
bility” and “authority” are used in an imprecise and confusing 
manner. The Service Chiefs do have responsibility and authority 
for organizing, equipping, manning, and training their Service 
forces. They are to be held fully accountable for executing these lo- 
gistics responsibilities efficiently and effectively. However, the 
Service Chiefs, even when wearing their JCS hats, have no respon- 
sibility or authority for the employment of U.S. military forces. 
That responsibility and authority are assigned to the Secretary of 
Defense and the operational commanders. Accountability for force 
employment is also clearly placed with the Secretary and the com- 
batant commanders. 

In his paper, “The U.S. Military Chain of Command, Present and 
Future”, General W. Y. Smith, USAF (Retired) presents another di- 
mension of the argument that it is unwise to separate responsibil- 
ity and authority. In recommending that the Service Chiefs remain 
JCS members, General Smith argues: 

... But many of the positions taken by the Joint Chiefs are 
matters of judgment involving decisions the Services must in 
part or in full carry out, and here broad military agreement 
can be most beneficial. Successful implementation is more 
likely if the recipients of the instructions [the Service Chiefs] 
have been a part of the decision process (even though their 
views have not completely prevailed) and are fully aware of 
what they are told to do. (page 14) 

In essence, General Smith believes that the Service Chiefs may not 
understand what needs to be done or appreciate the need for fully 
complying with the decisions of higher authority if they are not 
part of the joint decision-making process. 

This argument has merit to the extent that it reflects a natural 
bureaucratic desire to be involved in decisions by higher authority 
and a tendency to resist decisions in which an organization believes 
that it was not a full participant. By itself, this argument does not 
appear to have sufficient merit to justify the retention of an inef- 
fective joint advisory body. Furthermore, it should be noted that 
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the Service Chiefs would continue to be active participants in the 
Defense Resources Board where the primary issues of interest to 
the Services -programs and budgets -are decided. 

There is great concern about one particular separation of respon- 
sibility and authority and about the lack of involvement of certain 
recipients of instructions. It arises, however, in connection with the 
unified commanders. As Chapter 5 notes, the unified commanders 
will be held responsible and accountable for force employment, but 
they have extremely limited authority to shape the capabilities of 
the forces under their command or ability to be heard in senior de- 
cision councils. Given that the current JCS arrangement has exac- 
erbated these problems, the option of creating a Joint Military Ad- 
visory Council may help alleviate a critical imbalance in responsi- 
bility and authority and provide a greater level of involvement by 
the operational commanders. 

The second major argument in opposition to this option is that a 
body of senior military advisors divorced from executive authority 
would become a “council of eunuchs” with little impact on actual 
decisions. General W. Y. Smith, USAF (Retired) presents this argu- 
ment as follows: 

... Experience has shown, however, an advisory council within 
the joint system that does not do more than advise sees its in- 
fluence diminish over time. In the early years of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff the Chiefs created a Joint Strategic Survey 
Committee, charged with advising the Chiefs on broad strategy 
matters, to be manned by the best and the brightest young flag 
and general rank officers. The Committee, with no control over 
resources, had substantial influence for a time; then its impact 
eroded and it was disbanded. There is no reason to believe that 
the fate of a modern-day similar advisory board would fare any 
better. (“The U.S. Military Chain of Command, Present and 
Future”, page 39) 

While General Smith’s description of the fate of the Joint Strategic 
Survey Committee (JSSC) is accurate, it is not clear that it is an 

appropriate analogy for the JMAC. The JCS may not have wanted 

fear that it would have limited Service independence. The advice of 
the JMAC may, however, be highly desired by the Secretary of De- 
fense and others. The validity of this criticism of a JMAC centers 
on the influence that this advisory body would have with the Presi- 
dent, National Security Council, and Secretary of Defense. If its 
advice were valued by these officials, it would play a powerful role. 
If not, the JMAC would play only a minor role in important issues. 
The ultimate determinant is likely to be the quality of the advice 
offered. 

The third negative argument is that JMAC members would 
quickly lose their currency on Service and other operational issues. 
An extension of this argument is that the separation of JMAC 
members from day-to-day Service activities might produce an 
“ivory tower” mentality. A troubling possibility is that Service offi- 
cials, both military and civilian, might attempt to isolate a JMAC 
member from his parent Service. Obvious1y, JMAC members would 
have to devote sufficient attention to Service developments to 

the J SSC to provide crisp advice on matters of broad strategy for 
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ensure an accurate knowledge of their current status. This clearly 
appears to be possible. However, the Secretary of Defense would 
also have to play a forceful role in ensuring that JMAC members 
have unrestricted access to necessary Service information. 

It is recognized that Service-unique inputs are required in many 
areas of joint planning, strategy formulation, and other advisory 
tasks. The vast majority of these efforts are undertaken in a delib- 
erate manner which permits adequate time for the Joint Staff to 
obtain the necessary Service inputs and for the JMAC members to 
consult, as necessary, with the Service Chiefs. 

A fourth negative argument is that the establishment of the 
JMAC would diffuse military influence by creating two sources of 
military advice: the JMAC and the Service Chiefs. According to 
this argument, neither source would be as powerful as the present 
“dual-hatted” Service Chiefs. Less powerful military advisors would 
have diminished influence with the President, National Security 
Council, Secretary of Defense, and the Congress. As a result, the 
military point of view will not be adequately represented before de- 
cision-making bodies. Speaking with one voice on joint issues has 
always been an objective of U. S military officials although its utili- 
ty to civilian decision-makers is questionable. 

There is a powerful counter-argument to this view. At present, 
the military voice in DoD decision-making plays a limited role be- 
cause of the poor quality of advice that results from the institution- 
al deficiencies of the present JCS system. The JMAC -capable of 
objective analyses of issues -could provide better advice and 
present a better articulation of professional military views. Such 
inputs are likely to carry much more weight with the Secretary of 
Defense and other decision-makers. 

Moreover, with the current organizational arrangements, civilian 
decision-makers normally receive from the JCS only one recom- 
mendation for consideration. It would appear useful to have more 
than one recommendation offered by several sources of senior mili- 
tary advice. 

Clearly, establishing the JMAC would create additional power 
centers and make some aspects of internal DoD organization more 
difficult. External presentation of DoD positions may also be less 
consistent. However, these would appear to be acceptable costs for 
the benefits that would result from having an objective body of 
senior military advisors capable of approaching issues from a na- 

tional perspective. 
Another negative argument is that the separation of the Service 

Chiefs from the joint advisory body could intensify interservice 
competition. The Service Chiefs would remain powerful officials 
even if a JMAC were created. When freed of responsibility for joint 
cooperation and capabilities, the Service Chiefs may pursue narrow 
Service interests with greater vigor. The present degree of Service 
cooperation might be lost. This is clearly a possibility. On the other 
hand, the degree of Service cooperation is currently limited by the 
careful protection of Service interests in the JCS system. The 
advice offered by the JCS is the lowest common level of assent 
among the four Services. The JMAC may be able to highlight o p  
portunities for vastly improved interservice cooperation and coordi- 
nation. To the extent that these opportunities affect Service inter- 
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ests, they will be strongly resisted. It would be the responsibility of 
the Secretary of Defense to decide these issues and to ensure that 
his decisions are fully implemented. 

A sixth negative argument -not related to disestablishment of 
the JCS but to other options for a joint advisory institution -is 
that the JMAC would continue to perpetuate a committee system. 
Those who raise this argument believe that a committee system — 
whatever its composition -would lead to extensive negotiations 
and compromises that would lessen the likelihood of crisp, clear 
advice for civilian decision-makers. The alternative is to place the 
responsibility for joint military advice in the hands of one or two 
officers, such as the JCS Chairman and a Deputy. This alternative 
would lead to a narrower set of inputs and experiences in the for- 
mulation of joint military advice. This may not be desirable. 

The last major argument against this option is the dramatic 
nature of the changes that it proposes. Many of the effects of this 
option will be difficult to foresee. Opponents of this concept may 
argue that a more incremental approach should be pursued. 

0 Option 1B -establish a Chief of the Joint Staff 
Under this option, the JCS would be disestablished and the Chief 

of the Joint Staff, assisted by a Deputy, would become the principal 
military advisor to the President, National Security Council, and 
Secretary of Defense. This option would have many of the same ad- 
vantages as Option 1A (Joint Military Advisory Council): (1) would 
reduce the conflict of interest for those responsible for joint mili- 
tary advice; (2) would provide the opportunity for better joint mili- 
tary advice, uninhibited by Service responsibilities and pressures; 
(3) would enable Service Chiefs to devote their full time to Service 
administration; and (4) would provide an  opportunity for a greater 
role for joint military advice in decision-making through a better 
articulation of professional military views. 

Similarly, this option has many of the disadvantages of Option 
1A: (1) the Chief of the Joint Staff and his Deputy would not be as 
knowledgeable as the Service Chiefs on Service capabilities and 
programs; (2) these two officials could be isolated from the Services; 
(3) some aspects of DoD internal management would be more diffi- 
cult; (4) external presentation of DoD positions would be less con- 
sistent; (5) interservice competition might be intensified; and (6) the 
full effect of this dramatic change would be difficult to foresee. 

Aside from these pros and cons, the principal advantage of this 
option is that it would end the committee system in the formula- 
tion of joint military advice. By creating a single Chief of the Joint 
Staff, the principle of unity of command would be applied at the 
level of the senior military advisory institution. The most senior 
U.S. military officer would be able to make clear recommendations 
to civilian authorities after gathering and considering all relevant 
information and inputs. 

On the other hand, assigning responsibility for joint advice to 
only two military officers -the Chief and Deputy Chief of the 
Joint Staff -would limit the range of senior Service expertise and 
experience that would be brought to bear in the formulation of 
joint advice. There may be some tasks -primarily advice on oper- 
ational matters during crises -in which the committee system 
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should be avoided. However, for other tasks in which a more delib- 
erate process is possible, it would appear useful to have a wide 
range of inputs. 

As an additional consideration, only two of four Services would 
be represented by the Chief and Deputy Chief of the Joint Staff. 
The two Services not represented may believe that their Service- 
unique inputs have not been adequately addressed. As a conse- 
quence, their resistance to proposed alternatives may be formida- 
ble. 

0 Option 1C -designate the JCS Chairman as a statutory 

This option has two objectives: (1) to enhance the stature of the 
JCS Chairman; and (2) to ensure that military advice is directly 
provided to the NSC. The first objective is likely to be obtained if 
this option were implemented. As a statutory member of the NSC, 
the JCS Chairman would be viewed as a more powerful and influ- 
ential official. He may be able to use this enhanced stature to take 
positions and provide advice independent from the views of the cor- 
porate JCS. Alternatively, if he continues to be constrained by the 
requirement to speak only for the corporate JCS, the advice that 
he offers is likely to continue to be ineffective. If there is a clear 
desire to have a more independent JCS Chairman capable of force- 
ful articulation and representation of the joint perspective, it ap- 
pears that more powerful actions will be necessary. 

This option is likely to fail to meet its second objective: ensuring 
that military advice is directly provided to the NSC. The Congress 
cannot through legislation instruct the President from whom he 
must receive advice. If the President believes that the professional 
military should have a voice at particular NSC meetings, he will 
invite appropriate officers, including the JCS Chairman. If the 
President does not want advice from the professional military, for 
whatever reason, it cannot be forced upon him by law. 

Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski and Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, USAF 
(Retired), former Assistants to the President for National Security 
Affairs, support these views. In testimony before the Senate Com- 
mittee on Armed Services, Dr. Brzezinski stated: 

Insofar as the deliberations of the NSC itself are concerned, 
it is immaterial whether the Chairman of the JCS is made a 
statutory member.... In practice, attendance at the formal NSC 
meetings is at the President’s discretion, and discussion is 
equally open to the statutory and nonstatutory members. The 
President calls upon those whose views he wants to hear. 

There is no vote and no de facto distinction between partici- 
pants. Thus the views of the Chairman of the JCS are heard as 
much as the President wishes to hear them. (Part 11, page 488) 

During the same hearing, General Scowcroft presented a similar 
view: 

I think the present system where the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff is an adviser to the NSC is perfectly adequate. 
He does and should attend most of the meetings and he will 
respond in whatever manner the President wishes to use him. 
(Part 11, page 495) 

member of the National Security Council 
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While there are convincing arguments that professional military 
advice should be directly presented to the NSC when national de- 
fense or security issues are being addressed, there is no way of en- 
suring this through legislation. The National Security Council is an 
advisory body to the President. He is and should be free to use and 
organize it as he sees fit. Congressional efforts to instruct him on 
the appropriate use and composition of this body are likely to be 
futile in addition to being undesirable. 

In addition to these considerations, this option has a major disad- 
vantage in that it would make the Secretary of Defense and one of 
his subordinates, the JCS Chairman, equals on the NSC. This 
would be highly undesirable. It would undermine the Secretary’s 
authority and lead to confusion in the formulation of defense policy 
and the management of the Department of Defense. Dr. Brzezinski 
shares this concern: 

The issue [statutory membership on the NSC for the JCS 
Chairman], therefore, should be judged not in terms of the JCS 
contribution to the NSC deliberations as such, but rather in 
terms of the relationship between the Chairman of the JCS 
and the Secretary of Defense. 

While I strongly favor the reforms proposed by Gen. David 
Jones for the enhancement of the role and status of the Chair- 
man of the JCS, I would be concerned over changes which 
dilute the authority of the Secretary of Defense as the Presi- 
dent’s principal officer on defense matters. (SASC Hearings, 
Part 11, page 489) 

General W. Y. Smith, USAF (Retired) sees another disadvantage 
in making the JCS Chairman a statutory member of the NSC: the 
senior military position could become politicized. In his paper, “The 
U.S. Military Chain of Command, Present and Future,’ General 
Smith argues: 

... As a member of the NSC the Chairman would tend to be 
perceived as a member of the Administration’s political team 
because he would be sitting with the other statutory members: 
the Vice President and the presidentially appointed Secretaries 
of State and Defense. It is inadvisable for him to be so per- 
ceived either at home or abroad. Furthermore, it is not incon- 
ceivable that the selection of a Chairman under these condi- 
tions could become politicized as each Administration would 
want to make certain it had a Chairman compatible with its 
outlook and objectives. This would gravely endanger our apo- 
litical military tradition. (page 44) 

0 Option 1D -authorize the JCS Chairman to provide the Presi- 
dent, National Security Council, and Secretary of Defense with 
military advice in his own right 

As the only member of the JCS without responsibility to repre- 
sent Service interests, the JCS Chairman is uniquely qualified to 
champion joint military interests. However, his ability to effective- 
ly do so is tremendously limited by his lack of authority to present 
his own views. 

It is absolute1 clear that the joint perspective is now under-rep- 
resented in the Department of Defense. In the absence of more dra- 
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matic reforms of the JCS, the only possible way to provide more 
effective representation of this critical point of view is to authorize 
the JCS Chairman to forcefully present his own views independent 
of the corporate JCS position or that of individual Service Chiefs. 
While there are other options to enhance the independent author- 
ity of the JCS Chairman, this is obviously the most important. The 
other options would serve to complement this one. By themselves, 
the other options would have a limited effect. 

Critics of this option question whether a JCS Chairman -whose 
background, experiences, and biases are derived largely from duty 
in one Service -should be considered as being any more objective 
or expert than other JCS members. In this context, the argument 
is put forward that the overriding advantage of the current JCS 
system (with all its faults) is that it ensures that the collective ex- 
periences and professional judgments of JCS members are included 
in the process through which advice is formulated. While the cor- 
porate JCS and individual Service Chiefs would still have the op- 
portunity to present their views, they could be overshadowed by a 
powerful JCS Chairman whose influence would be out of propor- 
tion to his expertise and experience. 

There is some validity to this argument. However, so long as the 
members of the JCS, with the exception of the Chairman, retain 
their Service leadership roles and thus function as a committee of 
the lowest common denominator, there would seem to be only one 
way to strengthen the representation of joint interests: enable the 
JCS Chairman to present his own independent views. 

0 Option 1E -authorize the JCS Chairman to independently 

At present, the JCS Chairman has only a small, immediate staff 
that reports to him. The Joint Staff works for the corporate JCS 
body. If the JCS Chairman is to be able to forcefully represent the 
joint perspective, he must be able to direct the Joint Staff to con- 
duct its work in support of this unified outlook. 

The principle advantage of this option is that it may substantial- 
ly alleviate the tendency of the Joint Staff to propose consensus 
recommendations representing the lowest common denominator of 
possible Service agreement. The JCS Chairman could ensure a 
more objective approach to issues by the Joint Staff. He could also 
ensure that critical issues receive the attention that they deserve 
regardless of their level of controversy from the Service perspec- 
tive. The JCS Chairman could ensure that the Secretary of Defense 
would receive a greater diversity of viewpoints, more rapidly gener- 
ated, and more sharply defined than at present. The JCS Chairman 
could also be authorized, as is proposed by Option 1K in this sec- 
tion, to alter the cumbersome staffing procedures of the Joint Staff 
which are primarily designed to achieve consensus. 

Under this option, work on the Joint Staff would probably 
become more interesting and offer a greater opportunity for mean- 
ingful contributions on important issues. These possibilities might 
attract higher caliber officers to Joint Staff assignments. It should 
be noted, however, that this option would not fully ensure the inde- 
pendence of the Joint Staff since each officer would still be depend- 
ent on his Service for future promotions and assignments. 

manage the Joint Staff 
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Critics of this proposal argue that the JCS Chairman would 
become too powerful if he solely managed the Joint Staff. He would 
have full authority to set the work agenda of the Joint Staff. His 
biases would be forced on the Joint Staff which would be required 
to accommodate and support his views. With this substantial staff 
support, the JCS Chairman would be able to completely dominate 
the other JCS members. There is a possibility that the Service 
Chiefs might seek to increase the size and quality of their Service 
staffs to more effectively argue their disparate views. 

On the other hand, it can be convincingly argued that the re- 
verse is now the case. By requiring that the Joint Staff work for 
the corporate JCS, the Service Chiefs have denied the JCS Chair- 
man access to sufficient staff support. At the same time, the Serv- 
ice Chiefs have large Service staffs to support them in their joint 
work. The Chairman’s Special Study Group noted the reliance of 
the Chiefs on the Service staffs and their limited interaction with 
the Joint Staff: 

... by tradition, the Chiefs prefer to depend on their Service 
staffs rather than on the Joint Staff to analyze Joint issues 
and to assist them in preparing for JCS meetings. For this 
reason, there are collectively about as many officers in the 
Service staffs generally dedicated to Joint activities as there 
are on the Joint Staff. More important, the Service Chief is not 
given the benefit of regular Joint Staff advice to balance 
against the Service views he receives from his own Service 
staff. The Chief obviously has access to Joint Staff papers, but 
he does not normally interact with the Joint Staff on a regular 
basis, nor is he routinely briefed by the Joint Staff. (page 10) 

In essence, authorizing the JCS Chairman to independently 
manage the Joint Staff would correct a current imbalance in staff 
support and would not, as some have claimed, create an  imbalance. 
As John Kester has concluded: 

... Unless the [JCS] chairman can call on the joint staff for 
meaningful help, his position resembles that of the first secre- 
tary of defense, who was limited by law to no more than four 
civilian assistants. (“The Future of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’, 
page 14) 

0 Option 1F -establish the position of Deputy JCS Chairman 
A Deputy JCS Chairman would be authorized to assume the au- 

thority of the Chairman whenever he was traveling away from 
Washington, D.C. (which is quite often). This would provide for im- 
proved continuity and control in the exercise of the Chairman’s re- 
sponsibilities. In a position as critical as JCS Chairman, continuity 
and control are important and desirable. In supporting the propos- 
al to create a Deputy JCS Chairman, General Bernard W. Rogers, 
USA, the Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. European Command 
(USCINCEUR), stressed the need to ensure the presence in Wash- 
ington of a cross-service spokesman at all times: 

... The Chairman is a cross-service spokesman, not the service 
chief. When the Chairman is not there, we need, I think, a 
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Deputy to the Chairman who is a cross-service spokesman. 
(SASC Hearings, Part 7, page 279) 

An additional advantage of a Deputy Chairman is that it would 
give the JCS Chairman an ally within the JCS who was independ- 
ent of any Service and capable of objective consideration of the 
joint perspective. General W. Y. Smith questions, however, whether 
a Deputy or Vice Chairman would be an ally of the JCS Chairman: 

... it has been stipulated that the Vice Chairman would come 
from a Service other than that of the Chairman. The Chair- 
man presumably would have a say in his selection, but the 
extent to which the Vice Chairman would have any personal 
loyalty to the Chairman or necessarily share his point of view 
is at least questionable. (“The U.S. Military Chain of Com- 
mand, Present and Future,” page 39) 

Moreover, critics of this option have suggested that the Deputy 
Chairman would have little to do whenever the Chairman was in 
town. If the Chairman were given greater authority, however, he 
would probably have more than enough work to delegate. It might 
be desirable to task the Deputy Chairman to focus on resource 
issues in the same manner that the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
serves the Secretary. It would also be possible to specify that the 
Deputy Chairman would also serve as the Director of the Joint 
Staff, thus making him the Chairman’s key ally in managing the 
staff. This would only make sense if the preceding option of author- 
izing the Chairman to manage the Joint Staff were implemented. 
Alternatively, the Deputy Chairman could assume the responsibil- 
ities currently performed by the Assistant to the Chairman (i.e., co- 
ordinating JCS relations with outside agencies like the Department 
of State and the National Security Council). If the Deputy Chair- 
man took up duties now performed by another flag or general offi- 
cer, an additional flag or general officer billet would not have to be 
created. 

Critics of this option believe that a Deputy JCS Chairman is not 
needed. General Vessey has stated: 

... a four-star deputy chairman is not required and one would, 
in fact, not improve the operation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
(Answers to Authorization Report Questions) 

Moreover, critics argue that the creation of a Deputy Chairman 
would end the system of rotating the position of Acting Chairman 
among the Service Chiefs. Many observers believe that this rotat- 
ing system has had the positive benefit of broadening the perspec- 
tive of individual Service Chiefs. General Vessey has commented 
that giving the Deputy Chairman the Chairman’s duties in his ab- 
sence. 

... takes away an important integrating tool that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have been using for the past three years; that is, 
we have rotated the duties of Acting Chairman in the absence 
of the Chairman for periods of three months. We have found 
that this procedure makes all of us better members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and from time to time brings each of the 
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff into direct contact with 
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the Secretary of Defense and the President. Modern day com- 
munications permit the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
to be in contact with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secre- 
tary of Defense and the Joint Staff and, through the National 
Military Command System, all of the commanders in chief of 
the unified and specified commands no matter where he is in 
the world. We have found over the past few years that the 
combination of modern communications and using Service 
Chiefs for long and planned tours as Acting Chairman in 
Washington has worked well for consistency of advice and in 
unifying the Joint Chiefs of Staff. (Answers to Authorization 
Report Questions) 

General Paul F. Gorman, USA, then the Commander-in-Chief of 
the U.S. Southern Command and former Assistant to the JCS 
Chairman, presented similar arguments in testimony before the 
Senate Committee on Armed Services: 

I believe that that system which General Vessey and his col- 
leagues adopted has had the great benefit of educating mem- 
bers of the JCS in the intricacies of the operations of the Na- 
tional Command Authority in the way that they would not oth- 
erwise have gotten, had they been left out of the net as it were 
in the former fashion. 

It has made a very serious proposition of their getting them- 
selves briefed and remaining briefed on world events day by 
day. They have to curtail their travel as members of the serv- 
ice chiefs. In brief, they have to really put their minds to the 
kinds of consideration that the Chairman has to bring on 
issues day to day. 

I think that has made for a better set of chiefs. (Part 7, page 
303) 

The new procedure of a 3-month rotation among the Service 
Chiefs of the responsibility for serving as Acting Chairman is clear- 
ly preferable to the previous approach. Prior to institution of the 
current system, the most senior Service Chief or, if necessary, Vice 
Chief available became Acting Chairman when the JCS Chairman 
was absent. As might be expected, the position of Acting Chairman 
changed hands much more frequently and continuity was dimin- 
ished. As the Chairman’s Special Study Group noted about this ear- 
lier period: 

... During one recent three-day period when the Chairman 
was out of town the responsibility for Acting Chairman 
changed hands seven times. (page 38) 

Despite the improvements offered by the new procedure, there 
are a number of disadvantages to the system of rotating Acting 
Chairmen. First, the Service Chiefs cannot keep themselves in- 
formed on the Chairman’s work. When they begin their tour as 
Acting Chairman, they make an effort to become as knowledgeable 
as possible on this work. This becomes an  additional burden on 
Service Chiefs who already lack sufficient time to cover their 
normal responsibilities. Moreover, this system of rapid education 
poses risks, particularly at the beginning of a tour of an Acting 
Chairman. The Chairman’s Special Study Group highlighted these 
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risks in discussing the need for continuity in the Chairman’s posi- 
tion: 

... This is important in many areas, but surely the most criti- 
cal involves the role of the Chairman as an advisor to the Sec- 
retary and the President in the emergency use of strategic nu- 
clear forces, now a highly technical subject. (page 22) 

Second, an  Acting Chairman may not be able to divorce himself 
from his Service interests. There have been instances where Acting 
Chairmen have sought to promote the interests of their Services. 
This would clearly be a misuse of this position. In testimony before 
the Senate Committee on Armed Services, General Bernard W. 
Rogers, USA, USCINCEUR, noted one instance in which this oc- 
curred: 

I well remember an NSC meeting in which a Chief was rep- 
resenting the Chairman and it was directed that he, the Chief, 
never again attend an  NSC meeting because he used that op- 
portunity to inject into the system some matters which should 
not have been raised. (Part 7, page 306) 

Third, an Acting Chairman may continue to rely primarily on 
his Service staff during his tour. Again, Service perspectives would 
play an undesirable role in the conduct of the duties of the joint 
spokesman. Former Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger 
noted this problem in testimony before the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services: 

... If the Chairman happens to be out of town during a crisis, 
as was the case in the Mayaguez incident, the acting Chair- 
man, quite naturally, tends to lean on his own service staff. 
That causes a fair amount of turmoil in the system. (Part 5, 
page 188) 

0 Option 1G -authorize a 5-star grade for the position of JCS 

General Omar N. Bradley, USA, is the only JCS Chairman to 
have held a 5-star rank. General Bradley, the first JCS Chairman, 
was promoted to the rank of General of the Army after serving in 
this position for more than 1 year. 

The objective of this option would be to enhance the stature of 
the JCS Chairman and, thereby, increase his power and influence. 
While these goals are laudable, this option by itself is likely to 
have little impact. By statute and by practice, the JCS Chairman is 
seen as the most senior U.S. military officer. Promoting the JCS 
Chairman to 5-star rank would not, therefore, change his relative 
stature. 

0 Option 1H -lessen the pressures for unanimity in JCS advice 
Clearly, the JCS would better serve the interests of senior civil- 

ian decision-makers if it developed, evaluated, and presented the 
full range of valid alternative courses of action. When the JCS 
offers only one recommendation for consideration by higher au- 
thority, it ceases to be an  advisory body and essentially becomes a 
decision-making body. When presented with only one proposal — 
without an appreciation of other possible courses of action -civil- 
ian officials can either endorse this alternative or develop addition- 

Chairman 
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a1 options using other staff, usually civilian, resources. This is not a 
preferable system for receiving joint advice. The Chairman’s Spe- 
cial Study Group comments as follows on this situation: 

... there are few defense issues with only one possible resolu- 
tion, and any Secretary of Defense will be quite aware that al- 
ternatives do exist. If he does not find them in JCS papers, he 
will turn to his civilian staff to find them and to determine 
whether they are preferable to the one recommended by the 
JCS. But, no matter how useful this civilian advice, it cannot 
substitute for a competent military evaluation of the alterna- 
tives. (page 47) 

Another advantage of this option is that it would help curtail col- 
lusion by the JCS. This collusion has been described by various ob- 
servers as negotiated treaties, truces, log-rolling, back-scratching, 
and marriage agreements. All of these terms characterize a process 
in which the needs of the Secretary of Defense and others for clear, 
usable advice are given low priority and the protection of Service 
interests is emphasized. It can be convincingly argued that collu- 
sion by the JCS members to protect Service interests does not serve 
the overall interests of national defense. 

On the other hand, the professional military has long held the 
view that its influence is maximized if it speaks with one voice in 
favor of one course of action. If the senior military advisors openly 
showed divided views on an issue, the influence of the professional 
military on the eventual decision would be diminished. In Organiz- 
ing for Defense, Paul Hammond articulates this point of view: 

... Were the comity of JCS relations to be abandoned, far 
more would be lost than gained. To be sure, comity has not 
meant an unwillingness to disagree. It has meant, nonetheless, 
delay, equivocation, and compromise in order to minimize the 
costs of open disagreement to the status of the Chiefs and their 
services, together and individually. For open division would 
likely mean the end of the professional status which the mili- 
tary enjoy through the JCS in the making of national policy. 
Its professional character would be tainted by the arguments 
and assumptions which open discussion would reveal. What 
might be worse for American military interests, and quite 
likely for the nation, would be reduced influence of badly divid- 
ed military councils in the making of national policy. The JCS, 
that is to say, represents an interest, and quite a legitimate 
one, which can only be maintained by its cohesion ... (page 350) 

This argument is based, however, upon misplaced emphasis: the 
degree of military influence has become the focus rather than the 
quality of advice offered. Again, the tendency of the JCS to serve 
their interests rather than those of the Secretary of Defense ap- 
pears to be the case. 

The success of this approach is also open to question. While a 
united front of JCS members poses a formidable force with which 
to reckon, there is substantial evidence that JCS advice has played 
a limited role in many important decisions. Secretaries of Defense 
have often recognized “watered down” and ineffective advice and 
have sought counsel elsewhere. 
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0 Option 1I -remove barriers to effective interactions with the 
JCS system, especially for the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense 

Related to its desire for unanimity, the JCS have created effec- 
tive barriers that limited interactions with non-Service organiza- 
tions, especially OSD. A more open system would reveal the exist- 
ence of disagreements within the JCS system. In line with the 
quote in the discussion of the preceding option, Hammond argues 
that JCS cohesion “is achieved by its closed military staff charac- 
teristics.” (Organizing for Defense, page 350) 

While arguing that the Joint Staff “does deal openly” with OSD 
and others, General John W. Vessey, Jr., USA, the current JCS 
Chairman, offers another reason for carefully controlling such 
interactions: 

... it is the Joint Chiefs of Staff who are charged with being 
advisors to the Secretary of Defense, the President, and the 
National Security Council. Because of the importance of the 
issues with which the Joint Chiefs of Staff deal, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff guard that duty very carefully. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff want JCS advice to be just exactly that and not to be 
Joint Staff advice. The Joint Staff duty is to advise the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and assist them in carrying out their duties. 
(Answers to Authorization Report Questions) 

While DoD directives clearly call for substantial cooperation be- 
tween OJCS and OSD, this has not been the result. If both OSD 
and OJCS, including the JCS themselves, are to provide advice to 
the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary cannot be well served by 
either organization if their advice arrives from two separate chan- 
nels with limited interaction and coordination. Dr. Lawrence J. 
Korb does not believe that effective OJCS —OSD interactions are 
possible. In his book, The Joint Chiefs of Staff, he writes: 

... directing the Joint Staff to cooperate with the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense to act as one staff for the secretary is to- 
tally unrealistic. The members of the Joint Staff from one serv- 
ice do not even cooperate fully with joint staffers from the 
other services. While on the Joint Staff, they are responsive 
primarily to the interests of their own service. To expect them 
to operate in unison with a civilian staff is asking too much. 
(page 19) 

While numerous alternatives for improving OJCS —OSD interac- 
tions were presented in Section E, the vast majority of these should 
not be considered for congressional action. Only two proposals are 
worthy of consideration in the context of this study: (1) specifying 
in statute the desired relationship between the Secretary of De- 
fense and the JCS and between OJCS and OSD; and (2) making 
OJCS part of OSD. 

Sections 141, 142, and 143 of title 10, United States Code, are 
silent on relationships between the Secretary of Defense and his ci- 
vilian assistants and the JCS, the JCS Chairman, and the OJCS 
staff. DoD Directive 5100.1 does specify the relationship between 
the Secretary of Defense and the JCS/OJCS. The relationship be- 
tween OSD and OJCS is specified in DoD Directive 5158.1. Given 
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the conflict in the specified and actual relationships, it might be 
useful to include statutory language that presents the desired rela- 
tionships. By itself, such additions to title 10 are not likely to have 
a substantial impact. Despite this realization, no disadvantages of 
more clearly establishing in statute these important relationships 
have been identified. 

Incorporating OJCS into OSD also has appeal. The existence of 
OJCS as a wholly separate institution has fostered efforts by the 
JCS to secure greater autonomy and independence from the Secre- 
tary of Defense. The success of these efforts has undermined the 
authority of and the support for the Secretary. Making OJCS part 
of OSD would clarify this issue. The JCS is not to be independent 
of the Secretary of Defense; it is to serve him and be responsive to 
his needs. 

On the other hand, reduced independence for the JCS could 
create an environment in which it would be easier to “muzzle” the 
military voice in national security decision-making. While this pos- 
sibility cannot be absolutely discounted, the system of checks and 
balances in the Federal Government offer many opportunities to 
frustrate such an undesirable effort. 

0 Option 1J -strengthen the requirement for joint experience 

Given the relatively limited joint experience that Service Chiefs 
bring to their JCS duties, it would clearly be desirable to set some 
joint duty standard for promotion to such an  important position. 

On the other hand, the screening process for Service Chief is ex- 
tensive. Some observers do not believe that there is a need to estab- 
lish another yardstick for evaluating the qualifications of candi- 
dates for Service Chief positions. 

0 Option 1K -authorize the JCS Chairman to specify the staff- 

If the JCS Chairman were authorized to independently manage 
the Joint Staff, as is proposed by Option lE, it would be logical to 
also authorize the Chairman to establish the staffing procedures. If, 
however, the Joint Staff continued to work for the corporate JCS, 
the arguments are more divided. 

It is clear that the current staffing procedures undermine the 
quality of joint papers. The process magnifies Service interests and 
obscures joint considerations. The JCS Chairman would be the 
most logical person to establish procedures that would strike an ap- 
propriate balance between Service and joint perspectives. 

On the other hand, if the Joint Staff is to serve the corporate 
JCS, giving the JCS Chairman the authority to specify staffing pro- 
cedures might permit him to effectively control the Joint Staff. He 
might establish a process that would serve his needs and neglect 
the requirements of the Service Chiefs. This might be of particular 
concern if the following option, which would substantially reduce 
the Service staffs which work on joint matters, were implemented. 

0 Option 1L -substantially reduce the Service staffs which work 

Many observers of the DoD organization have criticized the 
overly large bureaucracies, excessive layers, and unnecessary dupli- 

for promotion to Service Chief of Staff 

ing procedures of the Joint Staff 

on joint matters 
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cation of effort. The large number of military officers on Service 
staffs who are dedicated to joint matters appears to fit into this cat- 
egory of criticism. Moreover, the existence of these Service staff 
elements has shifted the focus to Service interests and away from 
the joint perspective. The Service Chiefs have also come to rely on 
their Service staffs for inputs that they should be receiving from 
the OJCS staff. 

Substantially reducing the Service staffs which work on joint 
matters could have numerous benefits: (1) the OJCS staff may be 
able to address joint issues from a more independent and objective 
position; (2) the Service Chiefs would be forced to rely on the OJCS 
staff on joint matters; and (3) the duplication of effort between the 
OJCS and Service staffs could be substantially lessened. 

On the other hand, the Services have important inputs to make 
on joint issues. It may be necessary to have large Service staffs 
dedicated to joint matters to consistently ensure that such inputs 
are made on a timely basis. The absence of effective Service inputs 
may preclude careful and comprehensive evaluations of joint issues 
within the JCS system. 

This option needs to be addressed in the context of other pro- 
posed solutions to OJCS problem areas. If Option 1A (Joint Mili- 
tary Advisory Council) or Option 1B (Chief of the Joint Staff) were 
implemented, substantially reducing the Service staffs which work 
on joint matters would clearly be possible and desirable. The loss of 
responsibility for providing joint advice would greatly lessen the 
needs of the Service Chiefs for Service staff support on joint mat- 
ters. The 25-man staff that would remain available to the Service 
Chief under this option could serve to keep the Chief informed on 
joint issues and provide necessary information to the OJCS. 

If the JCS Chairman were authorized to independently manage 
the Joint Staff (Option 1E) and/or to specify the staffing proce- 
dures of the Joint Staff (Option lK), there may be a requirement to 
ensure that the Service Chiefs retained sufficient staff support on 
joint matters. Such a requirement would arise only if there were 
concerns that the JCS Chairman would use these new authorities 
so aggressively that the position of the Service Chiefs would be se- 
verely weakened. 
2. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE INADEQUATE 

QUALITY OF THE OJCS STAFF 

0 Option 2A -give the JCS Chairman some influence in the pro- 
motion and assignment of officers who are serving or have 
served in OJCS 

The power that the Services retain over OJCS staff officers (and 
other joint duty officers) through their control of promotions and 
assignments is enormous. The current system results in incentives 
to protect Service interests rather than to think in joint terms. 
Joint thinkers are likely to be punished, and Service promoters are 
likely to be rewarded. This system of punishments and rewards 
must be changed if the quality of the OJCS staff is to be improved 
and if the objectivity of its work is to be increased. 

Giving the JCS Chairman some influence in the promotions and 
assignments of past and current OJCS officers appears to be the 
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best possible method of changing the currently unfavorable incen- 
tives. As the senior military officer representing the joint perspec- 
tive, the JCS Chairman is best qualified and positioned to ensure 
that OJCS officers receive fair treatment. 

On the other hand, this option may be viewed as an outright 
challenge to an important Service prerogative: unrestricted man- 
agement of its professional corps of officers. It would put Service 
officers under the effective control or potential influence of a mili- 
tary officer outside of their Service. 

Despite strong Service objections, it will be impossible to obtain 
quality work from the OJCS staff unless those officers can be pro- 
tected from Service retribution for objectively performing their 
joint duty assignments. 

0 Option 2B -strengthen the requirement for joint duty for pro- 

The current requirement for joint duty prior to promotion to flag 
or general rank has been circumvented to the extent that it is 
meaningless. Obviously, a strengthened requirement for joint duty 
would greatly increase the interest in OJCS assignments. This 
should improve the quality of the OJCS staff. 

On the other hand, this option could be viewed as an undesirable 
pressure tactic. As the Chairman’s Special Study Group noted: 

... To increase interest in Joint duty, one could return to a 
strict interpretation of that prerequisite [joint duty prior to 
promotion to flag or general rank] or, indeed, institute other 
forms of pressure on officers to seek Joint assignments. Howev- 
er, such coercive policies are not the best approach, nor are 
they likely to be effective in the long run. (Appendix E, page 

In addition, the Services claim that there are insufficient joint 
duty assignments (under a strict interpretation) to permit the qual- 
ification of sufficient candidates for flag or general rank. If this 
were the case, this option would produce difficulties in personnel 
management and lead to an undesirable practice of quick, ticket- 
punching rotations of officers through joint duty assignments. 

0 Option 2C -require the JCS Chairman to evaluate all nomi- 
nees for 3-star and 4-star positions on the basis of their per- 
formance in joint duty assignments 

This option has two objectives: (1) to ensure that nominees for 3- 
star and 4-star positions have strong joint duty backgrounds; and 
(2) to provide an additional incentive for highly qualified officers to 
seek joint assignments and to perform their duties in these posi- 
tions with objectivity. 

As to the first objective, this option appears to be too broad. 
Many nominees for 3-star or 4-star positions will be serving only in 
Service assignments. Authorizing the JCS Chairman to evaluate 
their qualifications for a Service position does not appear appropri- 
ate. However, the JCS Chairman should be forcefully involved in 
evaluating nominees for 3-star and 4-star positions that are joint 
duty assignments. 
As to the second objective, this option might provide an addition- 

al incentive for joint duty. However, it has, in the view of some o b  

motion to flag or general rank 
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servers, the same coercive nature as Option 2B. On the other hand, 
this option can be viewed as providing a desirable and appropriate 
incentive. For example, in recommending that the JCS Chairman 
evaluate all 3-star and 4-star “operational” promotions as well as 
selected key assignments below those grades, General W. Y. Smith 
states: 

... This would formalize the informal voice the Chairman now 
has in senior promotions, and it is an important change. It 
would send the proper signal concerning the importance of 
joint duty. (“The U.S. Military Chain of Command, Present 
and Future”, page 43) 

0 Option 2D -increase the number of cross-Service assignments 
of military officers 

In addition to joint duty, cross-Service assignments provide an 
improved understanding for a military officer of the capabilities, 
doctrine, and tactics of a sister Service. The individual Services are 
the only ones, however, that can judge to what extent such assign- 
ments can be made without undue disruption of the Service experi- 
ence and training of an  individual officer and without creating 
shortfalls in officers available for Service duty. 

This does not appear to be an area where congressional action 
can or should be taken. At most; the Congress could merely encour- 
age the Services to expand as appropriate their cross-Service as- 
signments of military officers. 

0 Option 2E -establish a personnel management system to 
ensure that joint college graduates actually serve in joint duty 
assignments 

This option appears to be highly desirable. A substantial portion 
of the graduates of the three colleges of the National Defense Uni- 
versity (NDU) should receive joint duty assignments. This is not to 
say that NDU graduates do not make better contributions to their 
work if assigned to a position within their Service. However, only a 
small percentage of NDU graduates actually are now being as- 
signed to joint duty. 

No disadvantages of this option have been identified as long as 
the Services are given some flexibility in assignments of NDU 
graduates. 

0 Option 2F -authorize the Secretary of Defense to approve the 
extension of tours on the Joint Staff beyond the current 4-year 
limitation 

The Joint Staff currently suffers from a lack of experience, conti- 
nuity, and corporate memory. This option would seek to lessen 
these deficiencies. By authorizing the Secretary of Defense to 
extend Joint Staff tours for military officers, it would be possible to 
retain key personnel to provide the JCS with quality staff work. 

Opponents of this option may see extended tours on the Joint 
Staff as the first step to the creation of a General Staff. The argu- 
ment may be made that officers who serve for more than 4 years 
on the Joint Staff would lose currency on Service doctrine, oper- 
ations, and capabilities and, thereby, be susceptible to an “ivory 
tower” approach. 
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There may be some merit to these negative arguments. However, 
careful control of such extensions by the Secretary of Defense could 
lessen these possibilities while providing the necessary experience 
and continuity in key Joint Staff positions. 

0 Option 2G -establish in each Service a joint duty career spe- 

The Chairman’s Special Study Group made the following obser- 

... All professional military assignments have special require- 
ments for prior training and experience. Submarine skippers, 
F-15 pilots, and infantry battalion commanders all require-and 

The same should be true for officers serving in Joint assign- 
ments, such as the Joint Staff or the Unified Command head- 
quarters. Aside from understanding how such staffs function, 
they face the immense problem of learning how the DoD and 
their sister Services function. Few officers are expert in the 
several branches of their own Service, let alone the other Serv- 
ices. But officers serving on Joint staffs should at least have a 
broad working knowledge of all the Armed Forces. Few do. 
Most assigned to Joint duties have little formal preparation, 
and few stay long enough to acquire expertise on the job... 
(page 41) 

Given the demanding nature of joint duty assignments, it would 
appear appropriate to establish a joint duty career specialty. This 
would provide an opportunity to develop a small cadre of military 
officers who have demonstrated abilities for and an interest in joint 
duty. This cadre would provide for better continuity, more objectiv- 
ity, and greater experience in the handling of joint matters. 

To ensure that joint staffs served by joint duty career specialists 
would not become isolated, this option has two important features. 
First, joint duty specialists would return periodically to their 
parent Services for field assignments to maintain currency. Second, 
only half of the positions on joint staffs would be filled by joint 
duty specialists, thereby retaining a mix of varied backgrounds and 
ensuring that joint staffs would not become isolated. 

The Services have opposed the creation of a joint duty career spe- 
cialty for two basic reasons. First, the Services believe that imple- 
mentation of a joint duty specialty would require the establishment 
of a joint-duty subspecialty in each functional area. This increase 
in the number of subspecialties, according to the Services, would 
disrupt current Service personnel systems and detailed officer dis- 
tribution plans. 

Second, the Services argue that a succession of joint duty assign- 
ments may result in a loss of currency with respect to Service doc- 
trine, operations, and capabilities. Accordingly, an officer’s ability 
to contribute to the work of a joint staff would be diminished. 

In a memorandum for Secretary Weinberger dated December 24, 
1984, General John W. Vessey, Jr., USA, JCS Chairman, presented 
the following conclusion on a joint duty career specialty: 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the commanders of the unified 
commands consider Service functional expertise the most im- 

cialty 

vations about the preparation and tenure of joint duty officers: 

are given—careful preparation. 
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portant prerequisite in selecting officers to fill jointduty posi- 
tions, and they consider a separate career specialty unneces- 
sary to ensure that qualified, experienced personnel are select- 
ed for jointduty assignments. 

0 Option 2H -establish a General Staff in place of the current 
Joint Staff 

Before evaluating this proposal to establish a General Staff, it 
should be noted that the U.S. military establishment has not rigor- 
ously analyzed the General Staff concept. As Colonel T. N. Dupuy, 
USA (Retired) notes: 

... the United States has generally ignored (rather than re- 
jected) the example of the German General Staff... (A Genius 
for War, page 312) 

While there was some interest in a U.S. General Staff by those who 
were studying alternative organizational arrangements during 
World War II and the immediate post-war period, there has been 
little attention on the subject since then. This is particularly trou- 
blesome because objective evaluations of the concept would only 
seem possible after the strong emotions associated with World War 
II began to subside. It may be that the General Staff is an out- 

moded organizational concept and does not fit the American ap- 
proach to providing for national defense. Unfortunately, the U.S. 
military establishment is unable to say whether this is the case or 
not. 

The establishment of a General Staff is a far-reaching option 
that might substantially contribute toward resolving the existing 
inadequacies of the Joint Staff. The fundamental characteristic of a 
General Staff is that its officers, once selected, remain General 
Staff officers throughout the remainder of their careers, regardless 
of their assignments. Their promotions are determined by their su- 
periors on the General Staff, not by their original Service. 

On the plus side, the very nature of a General Staff would give 
topquality officers an incentive for entering this career path, 
knowing that it offered a promotion track wholly separate from 
any Service. The type of officer attracted would probably be par- 
ticularly interested in and suited for staff work. The independence 
and objectivity of a General Staff, as well as the highquality offi- 
cers that it would likely attract, would make it a powerful instru- 
ment in planning for war, developing military strategy, and pro- 
moting inter-Service cooperation and coordination. In particular, a 
General Staff would be able to cut across the biases of the individ- 
ual Services in determining innovative and effective ways for em- 
ploying their combined combat capabilities. 

Former Secretary of Defense Harold Brown presents the follow- 
ing arguments in favor of a General Staff in his book, Thinking 
A bout National Security: 

Such an approach would be an attempt to introduce a clear- 
er and less parochial military view on issues of military strate- 
gy and capabilities, and the relationship between the two. It 
would provide a means to clarify roles and missions and to im- 
prove the procedure for establishing the requirements for oper- 
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ational capabilities. A General Staff would be able to review, 
compare, and suggest changes in the plans of commanders 
with different geographical or functional responsibilities and to 
decide among their competing demands for limited combat re- 
sources. Decisions would be less likely to be influenced by (or 
go unmade because of) questions of whether individual unified 
and specified commanders are from one service or another, 
whether the functions are oriented toward one service or an- 
other, or how the decisions would affect service roles, missions, 
opportunities, futures, and personalities. The President, the 
Secretary of Defense, and Congress would be able to get much 
clearer and more accountable military advice than they get 
now -if they want it. U.S. military planning and strategy 
would become more responsive to the changed needs of mili- 
tary operations and to complex political-military situations. 
(page 210) 

Numerous arguments have been raised against the General Staff 
concept. These criticisms have focused upon the Prussian-German 
General Staffs of the period of 1807-1945. Missing from this debate 
is the recognition that a number of other nations, including the 
United States, France, and Soviet Union have employed the Gener- 
al Staff concept. Another critical point relating to the German 
General Staff of World War II was that it was not an Armed 
Forces General Staff, but only served as the central staff for the 
German Army. This is an important distinction, as subsequent dis- 
cussion will reveal. Despite these critical omissions, this evaluation 
will focus on the criticisms of the German General Staff. As a 
starting point, the concerns expressed by the Congress are present- 
ed and are followed by other criticisms. 

Congressional hostility to a General Staff is a principal reason 
why this concept has not been seriously considered for application 
in the U.S. military establishment. Given the central role of con- 
gressional opposition, Appendix A of this chapter presents a paper 
(specifically prepared for this study) on “The Evolution of Congres- 
sional Attitudes Toward a General Staff in the 20th Century by 
Robert L. Goldich, Specialist in National Defense, Congressional 
Research Service. Goldich determined that World War II and Serv- 
ice unification were watershed events influencing congressional at- 
titudes toward the General Staff concept. Prior to World War II, 
congressional discussions of a General Staff “reflected more posi- 
tive than negative views of the institution.” 

In the immediate postwar period, the experiences of the war 
against Germany and its famous Army General Staff and the dis- 
putes over Service unification proposals combined to radically alter 
congressional attitudes. Goldich summarizes this finding: 

After World War II, congressional discussion of general 
staffs arose in the context of proposals to provide stronger or- 
ganizational coordination and management of the four military 
services through creation of a central Department of Defense 
and a Joint Chiefs of Staff organization. Opponents of unifica- 
tion of the Armed Forces under a central Department of De- 
fense, or equivalent organization, argued that a joint, or inter- 
service staff structure in a more unified military establishment 
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would represent an undesirable step toward the German Gen- 
eral Staff system. These opponents of service unification were 
principally partisans of the Navy and Marine Corps, who felt 
that naval and amphibious interests and identities would be 
dominated by the Army and Air Force in a unified Department 
of Defense. 

Great confusion about the nature of the German General 
Staff was generated by the resulting debate. There was vehe- 
ment discussion and uncertainty about the extent to which the 
German General Staff created, as opposed to reflected, milita- 
rism and authoritarianism in pre-1945 Germany. Modern 
scholarship inclines to the latter view. There was also a blur- 
ring in the minds of many congressional commentators be- 
tween a general staff as (1) an organization charged with as- 
sisting a nation’s military high command in the planning and 
execution of military operations (which is found in the military 
services of all nations) and (2) an elite branch of the career of- 
ficer corps whose members monopolized high-level positions in 
the national military headquarters and in field commands 
(which was unique to pre-1945 Germany). 

Those Members of Congress, and others who were opposed to 
service unification thus may have reflected a distaste for 
German military institutions, opposition to service unification, 
and/or unclear comprehension of the varying ways in which a 
general staff could be defined. The result was an  equation of 
increased centralized control of the separate military services 
with German General Staff methods and organization, hence 
with pre-1945 German militarism, and an extension of opposi- 
tion to the German General Staff to opposition to any General 
Staff. The wars and upheavals which led to the crystallization 
of these beliefs in the minds of Members of Congress 40 years 
ago were cataclysmic in nature. Given the evidence of the per- 
sistence of these attitudes until well after the end of World 
War II, it is likely that they linger yet. 

Congress’ deep concern over the nature of a General Staff was 
reflected in the 1958 Defense Reorganization Act which expressly 
prohibited the Joint Staff from operating or being organized “as an 
overall Armed Forces General Staff...” In its report accompanying 
the 1958 Act, the House Committee on Armed Services emphasized 
its reasons for finding a General Staff “dangerous”: 

Such an organization [a General Staff] is clearly desirable in 
battle, where time is everything. At the top levels of govern- 
ment, where planning precedes, or should precede, action by a 
considerable period of time, a deliberate decision is infinitely 
preferable to a bad decision. Likewise, the weighing of legiti- 
mately opposed alternative courses of action is one of the main 
processes of free government. Thus a general staff organization 
-which is unswervingly oriented to quick decision and obliter- 
ation of alternative courses -is a fundamentally fallible, and 
thus dangerous, instrument for determination of national 
policy. 

As a corollary, it is the nature of a general staff at national 
level to plan along rigid lines for the future. This creates rigid- 
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ity of military operations and organization and historically has 
led general staffs to attempt to control all national policies in- 
volved in war -notably foreign and economic policy, both of 
which lie far beyond the proper sphere of military planners. 

Moreover, when structurally placed over all the armed serv- 
ices and military departments, an overall Armed Forces gener- 
al staff serves to isolate the politically responsible civilian offi- 
cial from all points of view but its own, so that, while he, in 
theory at least, retains all power, this power becomes increas- 
ingly captive to the recommendations of the general staff. 

It has, parenthetically, been a concern of the committee, in 
considering the proposed legislation, lest a defense organiza- 
tion be ultimately created in which power is totally concentrat- 
ed in the Secretary of Defense only so that it may be wielded 
and controlled more effectively by a military tier (Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Joint Staff) immediately below 
him. 

For these and for other reasons, Congress has historically re- 
jected an Armed Forces general staff and single Chief of Staff. 
This rejection was exhaustively debated in 1947 when Congress 
shaped the top organization of the services along representa- 
tive lines (Joint Chiefs of Staff supported by service commit- 
tees) and rejected the authoritarian concept advanced in the 
so-called Collins plan for a single Chief of Staff and a national 
general staff. 

The opposition to the General Staff concept articulated by the 
House Committee on Armed Services in 1958 can be summarized as 
follows. It found that the General Staff concept had the following 
deficiencies: (1) a failure to systematically consider the full range of 
alternatives; (2) rigidity of thought; (3) an attempt to control na- 
tional policies that are beyond military affairs; (4) isolation of civil- 
ian officials from other points of view; and (5) erosion of civilian 
control of the military by concentrating too much power in the 
hands of the military officers immediately below the senior civilian 
official. 

These congressional criticisms are highly inaccurate and cannot 
be supported by historical analysis of the work of General Staffs, 
particularly those of Prussia and Germany. In fact, these criticisms 
more accurately reflect the actual deficiencies of the current Joint 
Staff than they do the imagined shortcomings of the General Staff 
concept. Each of these criticisms is evaluated below. 

a. Failure to consider alternatives 
First, General Staffs have traditionally provided objective consid- 

eration of all valid alternatives, to a much greater extent than is 
now done by the Joint Staff. In A Genius for War, Colonel T. N. 
Dupuy, USA (Retired) discusses the objectivity of German General 
Staff work: 

Anyone who has reviewed German staff documents cannot 
fail to marvel at the objectivity of their staff analyses and esti- 
mates. This was true not only when they attempted to analyze 
the causes of defeat or failure, but also in their evaluation of 
technical or tactical performance of other nationalities, in 
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peace and war. There was no NIH —“not invented here” — 
syndrome in the German General Staff. (pages 304 and 305) 

b. Rigidity of thought 
Second, rigidity of thought or inflexibility have never been iden- 

tified as deficiencies of General Staffs. Such staffs have been highly 
innovative and have quickly and objectively recognized previous 
failures. Dupuy discusses the encouragement of initiative and 
imagination in German General Staffs: 

There is no direct evidence that German military emphasis 
on imagination and initiative has been due to a conscious 
effort to offset any traditional German cultural trait of regi- 
mentation. If not conscious, however, this may well have been 
an  unconscious motivation of German General Staff theorists. 
That these efforts to encourage initiative and imagination were 
successful is evident from the fact that it was in this area, 
probably more than any other, that the German, at all levels, 
excelled in both world wars. (page 304) 

Dupuy also comments favorably on the German General Staffs at- 
titude toward intellectual individuality: 

In most armies, intellectual individuality is viewed with 
some suspicion and even hostility; it is an automatic challenge 
to authority and the Party Line. In the German Army this nat-  
ural human reaction also existed -but was offset by the Gen- 
eral Staff s deliberate efforts to encourage and reward intellec- 
tual individualists. (page 306) 

Max Hastings also discounts the argument of rigidity of thought: 
... One of the more absurd propaganda cliches of the war was 

the image of the Nazi soldier as an inflexible squarehead. In 
reality, the German soldier almost invariably showed far great- 
er  flexibility on the battlefield than his Allied counterpart. 
(“Their Wehrmacht Was Better Than Our Army”, The Wash- 
ington Post, May 5, 1985, page C4) 

c. Attempt to control national policies 
As to attempts to control national policies, there appears to be 

some evidence to support this assertion in the actions of Field Mar- 
shal Paul von Hindenburg and General Erich Ludendorff of the 
German General Staff during World War I. Dupuy comments as 
follows: 

... By this time [July 1917] the real leaders of Germany, with 
power unchallenged, were Hindenburg and Ludendorff. The 
Field Marshall and the General had not seized power; Germa- 
ny’s political leaders, pale imitations of Bismarck, had abdicat- 
ed power to them. (page 167) 

However, these events occurred in a government where the Army 
was under the effective control of only the monarch -Kaiser Wil- 
liam II —and not the parliament— the Reichstag. Despite this oc- 
currence, it has little to do with the system of government in the 
United States in which civilian control of the military by the Presi- 
dent and the Congress is well established. 
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In World War II, the German General Staff did not attempt to 
control national policies. The General Staff was absolutely con- 
trolled by Adolf Hitler and its influence even over military matters 
began to decline in 1938 and continued to erode during the war. As 
Colonel Dupuy notes: 

The decline of the General Staff as the key military institu- 
tion in Germany had begun when Hitler assumed the position 
of Defense Minister and Commander in Chief of the Armed 
Forces in early 1938. (page 276) 

d. Isolation of civilian officials and erosion of civilian control 
As to its relations with civilian officials, there is nothing inher- 

ent in the General Staff concept that would either isolate civilian 
officials from other sources of advice and influence or dominate 
them and, thereby, erode civilian control of the military. In an edi- 
torial page article in The Washington Post on June 9, 1984, Colonel 
Dupuy emphasizes this point: 

... there is absolutely no evidence that general staffs have in 
any way eroded civilian control of the armed forces in any 
nation. They have been subservient to autocrats when they 
have been created in autocratic societies; they have ably de- 
fended liberty when they have been implanted in democracies. 
The general staff most noted of all, that of Germany, twice at- 
tempted to substitute democracy for autocracy in an autocratic 
society, but failed on bath occasions because the autocracy was 
too entrenched. (“Military Reform: The Case for a Centralized 
Command”, page 19) 

Similarly, Captain John M. Nolen, USA, in his article, “JCS 
Reform and the Lessons of German History,” writes: 

Those who claim that JCS reform might threaten civilian 
control cannot make their case using Hitler’s Germany as an 
example. Granted, the German generals are not guiltless fig- 
ures in the rise of Hitler and subsequent Nazi aggression. But 
one of the clear lessons of the Hitler era is that civilian control 
was never jeopardized. Hitler, the Nazi politician, insured his 
lasting control over the generals. (Parameters, Volume XIV, 
No. 3, page 19) 

In addition to these weak and inaccurate congressional criti- 
cisms, there are other arguments in opposition to the General Staff 
concept which merit consideration. These include: (1) the loss of 
World Wars I and II is itself an indictment against the General 
Staff concept; (2) a General Staff would become a dangerous elite; 
(3) a General Staff would promote militarism; (4) a General Staff is 
alien to democratic societies; (5) the very nature of General Staff 
would result in officers too far removed from the field to be realis- 
tic planners; and (6) the German General Staff was incompetent in 
formulating strategy. 

e. Loss of World Wars I and II 
In A Genius for War, Colonel Dupuy summarizes (but does not 

endorse) the first negative argument as follows: 
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The Germans lost World War I, and they also lost World 
War II. These simple truths would seem to provide prima-facie 
evidence that German military “genius” -whether personal- 
ized or institutionalized —was not performing very well during 
those wars. (page 290) 

The historical record does not support this argument. In both 
World Wars, the German Army under direction of the General 
Staff outperformed its opponents. Even Gary W. Anderson, a 
strong critic of the General Staff concept, admits this fact: 

... The German army consistently performed better than any 
of its single opponents from 1866 until 1945. (“The Military Re- 
formers’ Prussian Model”, The Washington Post, May 21, 1984, 
page 19) 

Max Hastings reaches a similar conclusion about German military 
forces during World War 11: 

The inescapable truth is that Hitler’s Wehrmacht was the 
outstanding fighting force of World War II, one of the greatest 
in history. For many years after 1945, this seemed painful to 
concede publicly, partly for nationalistic reasons, partly also 
because the Nazi legions were fighting for one of the most ob- 
noxious regimes of all time. (“Their Wehrmacht Was Better 
Than Our Army,” The Washington Post, May 5,  1985, page C4) 

... Germany’s involvement in, and loss of, the World Wars 
was in no way connected with the professional organization, in- 
doctrination, or performance of the German General Staff. (A 
Genius for War, page 302) 

Colonel Dupuy agrees: 

f. Elitism 
The second negative argument is the dangers associated with cre- 

ating an elite military organization such as a General Staff. If the 
General Staff effectively performed the important role envisioned 
for it, it will almost certainly become an elite organization and at- 
tract many of the best military officers. This is not a reason, how- 
ever, for precluding the search for a more effective central staff or- 
ganization. In his paper, “Designing a U.S. Defense General Staff’, 
John Kester counters the argument of elitism: 

... The armed forces are supposed to reflect merit and 
achievement, not to be egalitarian. They do not exist to make 
people happy; they exist to do a job. It is not self-evident that 
feelings of jealousy or awe that might develop among some offi- 
cers [if a General Staff were created] would be so debilitating 
as to offset the gains in influence and efficiency that could be 
expected to flow from a better staff organization. (Strategic 
Review, Summer 1981, page 43) 

Kester adds to this: 
Moreover, the services already have elites. The question is 

simply where the chosen shall serve. (page 43) 
g. Militarism 
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Some of the past aversion to the creation of a General Staff has 
arisen from the concept’s historical roots in Prussia and hence, its 
identification with “German militarism”. While the association of 
the General Staff concept with militarism persists, there is no his- 
torical evidence to support it. The adoption of the General Staff 
concept by numerous democratic nations with no sign of militaris- 
tic tendencies may serve to place this argument in its proper con- 
text. 

h. Alien to democratic societies 
The fourth criticism of the General Staff is that it is alien to 

democratic societies. In 1956, Hubert Humphrey presented this 
view. In defending the JCS system, he criticized 

... the form of highly centralized supreme general staff 
system which is anathema to every concept of democracy. 

Gary W. Anderson presents this argument as follows: 
Strong general staffs, as they evolved in Russia and Germa- 

ny, are manifestations of autocratic political systems that are 
essentially alien to the way we do things in our democratic re- 
public. The American military machine is a servant of the 
state, not a partner in dictating political policy. 

General staffs... have traditionally extracted a price for their 
services... an erosion of civilian control of the armed forces... 

(“The Military Reformers’ Prussian Model”, The Washington 
Post, May 21, 1984, page 19) 

Dupuy counters the assertions in Anderson’s article as follows: 
Nothing that Anderson writes, nothing in the historical 

record, will support any one of those three sentences. France 
had a strong General Staff in 1914, and this is why fiercely 
democratic France was able to survive the Marne Campaign 
and— eventually, with its allies— win World War I. The U.S. 
Army has had two strong general staffs in its history: 1917- 
1918, and 1942-1945. The performance of the U.S. Army during 
those two periods was up to the finest military traditions of 
our nation. Civilian control was exercised firmly and wisely by 
Woodrow Wilson, through Newton D. Baker, and by Franklin 
Roosevelt, through Henry L. Stimson. 

There is no reason for the American military machine to 
change from being a servant of the state to being its master 
just because it achieves the efficiency that has been eluding it 
for centuries (with the brief exceptions for the Army noted 
above). In fact, the servant will be a useful one, instead of one 
(as it is now) of dubious utility. (“Military Reform: The Case 
for a Centralized Command”, The Washington Post, June 9, 
1984, page 19) 

i. Removed from reality 
One of the reasons for the rejection of a General Staff in the past 

has been that its officers might be too far removed from the field to 
be realistic planners. This argument is presented along the follow- 
ing lines. Although regular field assignments would alleviate the 
problem of unrealistic planning to a degree, the natural bent of 
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General Staff officers would be toward the theoretical. This inclina- 
tion could lead to less than the most desirable staff advice, particu- 
larly in wartime. No matter how careful the selection process or 
how thorough the education system, the General Staff could 
become one step removed from reality and, hence, subject to seri- 
ous blunders in both operational and resource allocation matters. 

The performance of the German General Staff does not support 
this point of view. The General Staff quickly analyzed technical de- 
velopments in military equipment and prepared appropriate 
changes in doctrine and battle plans. The most prominent example 
of this capability was the development of the “blitzkrieg” doctrine. 
Dupuy describes the General Staff process that produced these re- 
sults: 

... Like qualified observers and critics of the Allies, the Ger- 
mans observed the obvious “lessons” of World War I. Unlike 
the others, however, they had an institution [the General Staff] 
available to make the much more difficult analyses of these ob- 
servations, to include assessments of the characteristics, limita- 
tions, and capabilities of weapons, and the implications of 
trends in weapons and technology. Following analytical con- 
cepts initiated by Scharnhorst and continued by his successors, 
that institution almost automatically made the even more diffi- 
cult translation of the analytical results into doctrine, organi- 
zation, the establishment of requirements for new or modified 
weapons and equipment, and development of new and revised 
operational and administrative techniques. (A Genius for War, 
page 255) 

This process does not appear to fit an organizational concept that is 
criticized as removing itself from reality. Moreover, the German 
General Staff ensured that its officers continued to receive regular 
field assignments to maintain currency. 
j. Incompetent in formulating strategy 
The last argument against the German General Staff-that it 

failed to formulate grand strategy-appears to have more merit 
than any other. Captain Nolen comments: 

...Hitler’s emasculation of the German General Staff system 
prevented any systematic assessment of Germany’s strategic 
options. For all of its tactical brilliance, the German officer 
corps was strategically barren. Strategic decisions were made 
without the benefit of interservice consultation and coordina- 
tion, and without considering the relations among the several 
decisions. (Parameters, Volume XIV, No. 3, page 18) 

Dupuy reaches a similar conclusion: 
Thus, in essence, Prusso-German military successes were 

based upon a transitory technical. mastery of war. The ulti- 
mate failure in both conflicts came because the German mili- 
tary system-unlike those of the Allies-was too narrowly spe- 
cialized. 

While the inability of the German General Staff to formulate strat- 
egy was a critical deficiency, the criticism for the World War II 
period must be tempered by the fact that the German General 

Genius for War, page 292) 
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Staff was only an  Army organization and was, therefore, unable to 
formulate grand strategy involving all three Services. As Nolen 
notes: “No headquarters was in charge of overall strategy.” (page 
17) 

During World War II, Germany’s military effort suffered from 
four interrelated, organizational shortcomings: (1) the inability to 
create an effective Armed Forces General Staff and to bring the 
three Services under unified command; (2) the Services’ desire to 
remain independent of centralized planning and control; (3) the in- 
ability to effectively coordinate the operations of the three Serv- 
ices; and (4) a failure to formulate military grand strategy. Nolen 
discusses these shortcomings as follows: 

Those who see the German General Staff as a model of mili- 
tary efficiency should reconsider the evidence. The German 
General Staff never solved the problem of centralized com- 
mand; it remained an army organization. Though amazingly 
efficient at managing army affairs, it never achieved the status 
of an armed forces staff with the more complex mission of 
managing all three armed services. The OKW [Oberkommando 
der Wehrmacht], which might have performed such a role, was 
denied by Hitler the size, leadership, or authority to do so. 
However, Germany’s failure to organize a strong armed forces 
staff was not the fault of Adolf Hitler alone. The armed forces 
must also bear part of the responsibility. The three services 
never willingly accepted subordination to a higher headquar- 
ters -either to Blomberg’s Wehrmachtamt or, after 1938, to 
Keitel’s OKW. The services certainly had grounds to question 
the competence of these higher organizations. Yet one wonders 
how much of their resistance was for professional reasons and 
how much was due to organizational rivalries. (page 17) 

To this, he adds: 
... Clearly the absence of an armed forces staff compounded 

Germany’s military deficiencies. Only such an organization 
could have provided a balanced view of military strategy and 
properly divided resources among the three services. (page 18) 

While the lessons of ’history concerning the General Staff concept 
remain debatable, the broader deficiencies in German military or- 
ganization during World War II have been well and unambiguously 
documented. These lessons are relevant to the United States be- 
cause the U.S. military establishment suffers at present from the 
four organizational deficiencies that plagued Germany during 
World War II. 

0 Option 2I -remove the distinction between the Joint Staff and 
other OJCS military officers and eliminate the statutory limi- 
tation on the size of the Joint Staff 

The distinction between the Joint Staff and other military offi- 
cers in OJCS serves no useful purpose. In addition, the 400 officer 
limitation on the size of the Joint Staff has been circumvented by 
the flexibility offered to assign officers to OJCS rather than the 
Joint Staff. 
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It would be much more useful to manage all military officers in 
OJCS under one system. Not only would this provide for improved 
personnel management practices, but it would also highlight the 
total number of personnel in the JCS system. 

The argument raised against this option is that it would permit 
unconstrained growth in the size of the Joint Staff. To the con- 
trary, this option would provide an opportunity to measure the 
growth in OJCS personnel resources without the artificial and con- 
fusing distinction between the Joint Staff and other OJCS staff. 

0 Option 2J— authorize the JCS Chairman to develop and admin- 
ister a personnel management system for all military officers 
assigned to joint duty 

Given that problems in joint duty assignments are broader than 
just those in the Joint Staff or even the OJCS staff, it would be ap- 
propriate to implement management arrangements that would 
solve the larger concerns. Many of the options proposed in this sub- 
section envision a more forceful role for the JCS Chairman in cor- 

' recting joint duty problems. Some of these options address only the 
OJCS staff; others involve all joint duty assignments, but only ad- 
dress narrow solutions to one of many problem areas. 

This option would authorize the JCS Chairman to address all 
personnel problem areas encountered in the joint duty community. 
The JCS Chairman would be responsible for ensuring that (1) 
highly qualified officers were selected; (2) they had the appropriate 
promotion and assignment incentives; (3) they had relevant educa- 
tion and experience; (4) they served sufficiently long tours to be ef- 
fective; and (5) they could be reassigned to joint duty as necessary. 

This option could be implemented in conjunction with Option 2G 
(Joint Duty Career Specialty) or Option 2H (General Staff). Even if 
options to establish a joint duty career path were not implemented, 
the JCS Chairman could —with the authority proposed in this 
option— have a major impact on the quality and effectiveness of 
joint staffs. 

Objections to this proposal are likely to center on the view that it 
would infringe upon Service prerogatives for management of their 
professional corps of officers. The JCS Chairman would have per- 
sonnel management responsibility for 5 percent of military officers 
in grades of 0-3 (Captain or Navy Lieutenant) and higher. The 
Services may be especially troubled by the fact that the JCS Chair- 
man would manage nearly 20 percent of all flag and general offi- 
cers. 

Despite possible Service objections, it does not appear possible to 
obtain the necessary performance in joint duty assignments with- 
out substantial revision of current personnel management prac- 
tices. Only the JCS Chairman can ensure that joint duty has the 
stature that it deserves, broaden the preparation of officers for 
joint duty, and reward them for effective work. 
3. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF INSUFFICIENT OJCS 

0 Option 3A -require that the Secretary of Defense annually 
REVIEW AND OVERSIGHT OF CONTINGENCY PLANS 

promulgate a Planning Guidance for Contingency Planning 
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This option would clearly be desirable. The absence of civilian 
guidance for contingency planning has been a major shortcoming. 
While it might be possible to provide such guidance without a 
formal document, it would appear to be more useful to transmit 
this important information in writing. Moreover, many of the users 
of this guidance would be located in operational command head- 
quarters which are far removed from Washington. 

In concluding that policy guidance for military crisis planning is 
needed, the National Security Policy Integration study states: 

Effective military crisis planning requires higher govern- 
ment levels to select situations to be planned for, to provide 
the planners with realistic assumptions and objectives, and to 
conduct a critical review of the resulting plans. (page 36) 

The Chairman’s Special Study Group also supports this concept: 
... The important iterative process by which the civilian and 

military leadership settle on military objectives and on the po- 
litical assumptions important to contingency planning should 
be enhanced. The JCS must be furnished clearly defined objec- 
tives by the civilian leadership. (page 61) 

Besides providing a framework for contingency planning, pro- 
mulgation of a Planning Guidance for Contingency Planning would 
have numerous benefits: (1) result in increased attention to contin- 
gency planning; (2) lead to a useful questioning of assumptions; (3) 
help sharpen perceptions of U.S. interests and objectives; (4) ensure 
that political assumptions are consistent with national security 
policy; (5) highlight planning guidance issues that need attention; 
and (6) help connect the PPB S process and contingency planning. 

There are two possible problems with this option. First, the guid- 
ance may be overly specific and unnecessarily constrain or compli- 
cate the work of contingency planners. Second, this guidance docu- 
ment would contain extremely sensitive information which, if 
leaked, might cause serious political problems or embarrassment. 
These concerns relate to implementation of this option and not to 
the concept itself. Clearly, a Planning Guidance for Contingency 
Planning would have to be carefully prepared and protected. 

0 Option 3B -develop a continuing exercise program to test the 

While increased attention by civilians and the JCS system to the 
review of contingency plans would be beneficial, it cannot substi- 
tute for the actual exercising of plans. Only through such tests can 
the quality of the plans be assessed and important lessons learned. 
The National Security Policy Integration study supports this view: 

... military plans should be exercised periodically. Nifty 
Nugget underscored the need for such exercises, with high- 
level government participation, both to discover shortcomings 
in planning and to test the capabilities and resources needed to 
execute existing plans. (pages 36 and 37) 

The disadvantage of this option is the cost of these exercises and 
the commitment of substantial time by senior civilian and military 
officials that is required to make the exercises effective. These I- 
nancial and manpower costs are modest when compared to the sub- 

adequacy of major contingency plans 

fi- 
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stantial benefits of such tests. While planning and preparing for 
the future are important, senior officials must not neglect prepara- 
tion for today’s and tomorrow’s crises. As the Chairman’s Special 
Study Group has stated: 

. . . One cannot overdramatize the fact that while the peace- 
time management of military activities is an important matter, 
preparedness for war management is the overriding imperative. 
That type of preparedness is the best possible deterrent to actual 
conflict, and provides the best assurance of success if deterrence 
fails. (page 65) 

G. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This section presents the conclusions and recommendations of 

this chapter concerning the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff (OJCS). The conclusions result from the analyses presented in 
Section D (Problem Areas and Causes). The recommendations are 
based upon Section F (Evaluation of Alternative Solutions). 

Conclusions 

1. The JCS is unable to ade- 
quately fulfill its responsi- 
bility to provide useful and 
timely unified military ad- 
vice to the President, Na- 
tional Security Council, 
and Secretary of Defense. 

2. Deficiencies in JCS advice 
have encouraged senior ci- 
vilian officials to rely on ci- 
vilian staffs for counsel that 
should be provided by pro- 
fessional military officers. 

3. The conflict of interest in- 
herent in the dual responsi- 
bilities of the Service Chiefs 
is the primary cause of defi- 
ciencies in JCS perform- 
ance; furthermore, Service 
Chiefs do not have suffi- 
cient time to perform both 
roles. 

Recommendations 

3A. Disestablish the JCS and, 
thereby, permit the Service 
Chiefs to dedicate all their time 
to Service duties. 

3B. Establish a Joint Military Advi- 
sory Council consisting of a 
Chairman and a 4-star military 
officer from each Service on his 
last tour of duty. 

3C. Reduce the Service staffs that 
work on joint matters to no more 
than 25 military officers for each 
Service. 
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Conclusions 

4. Removing the Service 
Chiefs from the institution 
that provides unified mili- 
tary advice increases the 
importance of the Defense 
Resources Board as a forum 
for the formal presentation 
of Service views. 

5. The JCS Chairman’s poten- 
tial effectiveness as the 
principal spokesman for the 
joint perspective is cur- 
tailed by his limited inde- 
pendent authority. 

6. There is an important need 
for continuity in the posi- 
tion of the senior spokes- 
man on joint matters. 

7. The desire for unanimity 
has not only forced JCS 
advice to the lowest 
common level of assent, but 
also has greatly limited the 
range of alternatives of- 
fered to the Secretary of 
Defense. 

8. The closed staff characteris- 
tics of the OJCS have inhib- 
ited important interactions 
between the OJCS and 
OSD. 

9. JCS members have tradi- 
tionally not had a strong 
background of joint service. 

Recommendations 

4A. Establish the Defense Re- 
sources Board in statute with ap- 
propriate Service representation. 

5A. Authorize the Chairman of the 
Joint Military Advisory Council 
to provide military advice in his 
own right. 

5B. Authorize the Chairman of the 
Joint Military Advisory Council 
to independently manage the 
Joint Staff. 

6A. Designate one of the members 
of the Joint Military Advisory 
Council, from a different Service 
pair than the Chairman, as 
Deputy Chairman. 

7A. Specify that one of the respon- 
sibilities of the Joint Military 
Advisory Council is to inform 
higher authority of all legitimate 
alternatives. 

8A. Specify in statute the relation- 
ship between the Secretary of 
Defense and the Joint Military 
Advisor Council and between the 
Joint Staff and OSD. 

8B. Make the Joint Military Advi- 
sory Council and the Joint Staff 
part of OSD. 

9A. Require that members of the 
Joint Military Advisory Council 
have substantial joint experi- 
ence. 
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10. The cumbersome staffing 
procedures of the OJCS 
have greatly reduced the 
quality of JCS advice. 
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Recommendations 

11. The quality of the OJCS 
staff and other joint staffs 
is inadequate. 

12. For the most part, mili- 
tary officers do not want to 
be assigned to joint duty; 
are pressured or monitored 
for loyalty by their Services 
while serving on joint as- 
signments; are not prepared 
by either education or expe- 
rience to perform their 
joint duties; and serve for 
only a relatively short 
period once they have 
learned their jobs. 

13. DoD has not rigorously 
evaluated the General Staff 
concept. 

10A. Authorize the Chairman of 
the Joint Military Advisory 
Council to specify the staffing 
procedures of the Joint Staff. 

12A.  Authorize the Chairman of 
the Joint Military Advisory 
Council to develop and adminis- 
ter a personnel management 
system for all military officers 
assigned to joint duty. Establish 
procedures, as part of this sys- 
tem, to ensure that joint college 
graduates actually serve in joint 
duty assignments. 

12B. Establish in each Service a 
joint duty career specialty. 

12C. Strengthen the requirement 
for joint duty for promotion to 
flag or general rank. 

12D. Authorize the Secretary of De- 
fense to approve the extension of 
tours on the Joint Staff beyond 
the current 4-year limitation. 

12E. Remove the distinction 
beween the Joint Staff and other 
OJCS military officers, eliminate 
the statutory limitation on the 
size of the Joint Staff, and redes- 
ignate the OJCS staff as the 
Joint Staff. 

13A. Require the Secretary of De- 
fense to undertake a comprehen- 
sive study of the General Staff 
concept. 

14. The OJCS does not suffi- 
ciently review and oversee 
contingency plans. 
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Conclusions Recommendations 

15. There is no civilian guid- 
ance being used in develop- 
ing contingency plans. 

15A. Recommend to the Secretary 
of Defense that a Planning Guid- 
ance for Contingency Planning 
be annually promulgated, and a 
continuing exercise program to 
test the adequacy of major con- 
tingency plans be developed. 



APPENDIX A 

THE EVOLUTION OF CONGRESSIONAL ATTITUDES TOWARD 
A GENERAL STAFF IN THE 20TH CENTURY 

PREPARED BY ROBERT L. GOLDICH, SPECIALIST IN NATIONAL DEFENSE, 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND NATIONAL DEFENSE DIVISION, CONGRESSIONAL 
RESEARCH SERVICE, THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, AUGUST 30, 1985 

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL FINDINGS 
PURPOSE, BACKGROUND, AND SCOPE 

The purpose of this report is to describe and analyze the evolu- 
tion of congressional attitudes toward the concepts of military gen- 
eral staffs during the 20th Century, and assess them in the light of 
current leadership on the subject of general staffs. The nature of 
German military institutions and the German General Staff, Amer- 
ican civil-military relations, and the roles and missions of the four 
U.S. military services, are involved in, reflect, and are crucial to an 
understanding of congressional attitudes toward a general staff. 
The report identifies trends and themes in these attitudes, and de- 
lineates factors which appear to have influenced the Congress and 
its members in arriving at the attitudes they have held. 

This report was prepared at the request of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee to supplement the Committee’s ongoing staff 
study of the organization and management of the Department of 
Defense (DoD). The Committee staff was interested in the develop- 
ment of and rationales for what it believed had been continuing 
congressional antipathy toward the term “general staff’ and the 
concepts and structures it connotes. 

The report begins with this brief statement of its purpose, back- 
ground, and scope; a description of research methodology; and a 
summary of the major analytical findings of the report, centering 
on the crucial distinction between pre- and post-World War II con- 
gressional attitudes toward a general staff. The study then traces 
the historical development of the general staff concept, with par- 
ticular attention to modern definitions and the German example. It 
then identifies and analyzes major themes in the evolution of con- 
gressional attitudes toward a general staff during the 20th Centu- 
ry, using the legislative histories— hearings, reports, and floor de- 
bates-of the six major legislative acts of the 20th Century related 
to Army and defense organization as primary sources. Emphasis is 
placed on issues of bureaucratic politics, executive-legislative rela- 
tions, structural change in the military establishment, and reaction 
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to external developments such as the Nazi era and World War II. 
Brief concluding observations end the study. 

MAJOR ANALYTICAL FINDINGS: WORLD WAR II A N D  SERVICE 
UNIFICATION AS WATERSHED EVENTS 

World War II saw a fundamental change in the depth and inten- 
sity of congressional attitudes toward a general staff. Before World 
War II, discussions were in the context of the need to provide co- 
herent staff support to overall national and senior field command- 
ers in the conduct of military operations, and revolved around 
issues of bureaucratic politics and executive-legislative relations. 
On balance, these reflected more positive than negative views of 
the institution. 

After World War II, congressional discussion of general staffs 
arose in the context of proposals to provide stronger organizational 
coordination and management of the four military services through 
creation of a central Department of Defense and a Joint Chiefs of 
Staff organization. Opponents of unification of the Armed Forces 
under a central Department of Defense, or equivalent organization, 
argued that a joint, or interservice staff structure in a more unified 
military establishment would represent an  undesirable step toward 
the German General Staff system. These opponents of service unifi- 
cation were principally partisans of the Navy and Marine Corps, 
who felt that naval and amphibious interests and identities would 
be dominated by the Army and Air Force in a unified Department 
of Defense. 

Great confusion about the nature of the German General Staff 
was generated by the resulting debate. There was vehement discus- 
sion and uncertainty about the extent to which the German Gener- 
al Staff created, as opposed to reflected, militarism and authoritar- 
ianism in pre-1945 Germany. Modern scholarship inclines to the 
latter view. There was also a blurring in the minds of many con- 
gressional commentators between a general staff as (1) an organiza- 
tion charged with assisting a nation’s military high command in 
the planning and execution of military operations (which is found 
in the military services of all nations) and (2) an elite branch of the 
career officer corps. whose members monopolized high-level posi- 
tions in the national military headquarters and in field commands 
(which was unique to pre-1945 Germany). 

Those Members of Congress, and others who were opposed to 
service unification thus may have reflected a distaste for German 
military institutions, opposition to service unification, and/or un- 
clear comprehension of the varying ways in which a general staff 
could be defined. The result was an equation of increased central- 
ized control of the separate military services with German General 
Staff methods and organization, hence with pre-1945 German mili- 
tarism, and an extension of opposition to the German General Staff 
to opposition to any General Staff. The wars and upheavals which 
led to the crystallization of these beliefs in the minds of Members 
of Congress 40 years ago were cataclysmic in nature. Given the evi- 
dence of the persistence of these attitudes until well after the end 
of World War II, it is likely that they linger yet. 
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II. THE CHANGING NATURE OF GENERAL STAFFS 
The term “general staff’ has been applied to numerous different 

features of military organization since the term first appeared in 
military literature in the 18th Century. By the last third of the 
19th Century, the type of structure that had obtained before no 
longer applied anywhere in the industrialized world. It was re- 
placed by two new and different types of organizational structures, 
which have been the subject of much analytical and polemical con- 
fusion-down to the present. 

It is important to understand how general staff structures 
evolved, and what the nature of the pre-1945 German General Staff 
system was in order to understand why the Congress became inter- 
ested in general staffs at different times. The first part of this 
chapter describes the difference between preindustrial and modern 
general staffs. This distinction is important to an understanding of 
why Congress was interested in and concerned about the creation 
of a modern U.S. Army General Staff in 1903 and in subsequent 
reforms of that structure. The second part describes the character- 
istics of the pre-1945 German General Staff and its relation to 
German militarism of the mid-19th through the mid-20th Centur- 
ies. This is essential for comprehension of how congressional atti- 
tudes toward the general staff were shaped by understanding-or 
lack of it-of the German General Staff. 

FROM THE PRE-INDUSTRIAL TO THE MODERN GENERAL STAFF 

Originally, the term “general staff’ was applied, beginning in 
the middle of the 18th Century, to the collected central administra- 
tive officials, and commanders of specialized combat troops, of an 
army at its national headquarters or of the headquarters of an 
army in the field. These groups of individuals were almost exclu- 
sively concerned with maintaining and supporting forces in the 
field, rather than actually employing and operating them. Well 
into the 19th Century, not all of them were professional soldiers; 
those with logistical and medical responsibilities were often civil- 
ians under contract. 

The “general staff’ of a field army, for instance, might consist of 
those persons responsible for supply, transport, finance (both 
paying the soldiers and disbursing money for provisions and equip- 
ment purchased on the march), military justice, and military disci- 
pline (policing the army, preventing desertion, and insuring that 
any pillaging or foraging was done on orders, or did not unduly 
interfere with the army’s march). Also part of the general staff 
were commanders of what, in the preindustrial era, were the 
arcane, specialized, and “high-tech” artillery and engineer 
branches (even these leaders could be contract civilians). “Such 

This section is based largely on van Creveld, Martin. Command in War. Cambridge, MA, 
Harvard University Press, 1985: 27-40, which is in turn the most recent and comprehensive syn- 
thesis of scattered older works. Of the latter, see especially Irvine, Dallas D. “The Origins of 
Capital Staffs.” Journal of Modern History, June 1938: 161-179. 

This distinction is appropriated from Barrett, Archie D. Reappraising Defense Organization. 
Washington, National Defense University Press, 1983. 
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lesser figures as surgeons, soothsayers, and executioners completed 
the colorful picture.’’ 3 

The term “general staff” was first used to describe this type of 
staff in American military history during the War of 1812. One his- 
torian described the U.S. Army General Staff of that era in the fol- 
lowing terms: 4 

It was not a general staff in the present sense. Rather, 
Congress established the War Department administrative 
offices which in modern terminology would become the 
special staff. . . . The Secretary [of War] could henceforth 
call upon an adjutant and inspector general with two as- 
sistants, the inspector general and the assistant adjutant 
general; a quartermaster general; a commissary general of 
ordnance together with two deputies and an assistant; a 
paymaster; and an assistant topographical engineer. These 
officials, unlike previous holders of some of the same titles, 
were expected to settle in Washington an act as the per- 
manent management staff of the War Department. 

The “Army General Staff’ came to denote this collection of War 
Department administrative and logistical bureau chiefs until the 
establishment of the modern U.S. Army General Staff in 1903. 

What this traditional “general staff’ did not do was provide a 
staff to assist the commander-whether of a national army or an 
army in the field-in planning and conducting actual military o p  
erations. To the extent that he had any such support, he obtained 
it from a very few individuals whose duties varied according to the 
situation-the quartermaster general, whose duties encompassed 
logistical and supply supervision; a personal secretary; and the 
senior commanders of military units. Frequently, however, “An 
aggressive, fast-acting command . . . might well try to concentrate 
everything-intelligence, planning, operations, staff work-in his 
own hands, relying on his secretariat simply as a technical organ 
responsible for taking down his orders and allowing nobody to 
share his thoughts.” 6 

The general staff of pre-industrial war was concerned with ad- 
ministration and logistics rather than operations because of the 
nature of pre-industrial war and the tasks and demands placed on 
field commanders in pre-industrial battles. Winston Churchill de- 
scribed the wholly personal nature of a general’s actual command 
responsibilities in a pre-industrial battle in his biography of the 
Duke of Marlborough (1650-1722). The Churchillian language is no 
less accurate for being flamboyant: 

The task of the commander in Marlborough’s wars was 
direct. There were no higher formations like divisions and 

van Creveld, Command in War: 35. See also David G. Chandler, “Armies and Navies: 1. The 
Art of War on Land.” in J.S. Bromley, Editor. The New Cambridge Modern History. Vol. VI., 
The Rise of Great Britain and Russia, I688-1715/25. Cambridge, United Kingdom, Cambridge 
University Press, 1970. p 761-762. 

Weigley, Russell F. History of the United States Army. New York, Macmillan Co., 1967. p. 

van Creveld, Command in War. pp. 37-38; Chandler, “Armies and Navies.” p. 761. 
van Creveld, Command in War. p. 38. 
Churchill, Winston S. Marlborough: His Life and Times. Abridged and with a n  introduction 
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by Henry Steele Commager. New York, Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1968, pp. 281-283. 
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corps . . . The control of the battle was maintained on 
each side by eight or ten superior officers who had no per- 
manent commands of their own, and were virtually the 
general staff officers of modern times, working in a faith- 
ful subordination. 

* * * * * * * 
In the midst of the scene of carnage, with its drifting 

smoke-clouds, scurrying fugitives, and brightly coloured 
lines, squares, and oblongs of men, [the commander] sat on 
his horse, often in the hottest fire, holding in his mind the 
positions and fortunes of every unit in his army from 
minute to minute and giving his orders aloud. We must 
picture him in those days when the Signal Corps was non- 
existent, attended not only by three or four generals of 
high rank, but by at least twenty young officers specially 
trained and specially mounted, men who were capable of 
following the event with intelligent eyes, who watched the 
field incessantly, and who knew where to find the subordi- 
nate commanders, their brigades and regiments. 

* * * * * * * 
In the times of which we tell the great commander 

proved in the day of battle that he possessed a combina- 
tion of mental, moral, and physical qualities adapted to 
action which were so lifted above the common run as to 
seem almost godlike. His appearance, his serenity, his 
piercing eye, his gestures, the tones of his voice— nay, the 
beat of his heart— diffused a harmony upon all around 
him. Every word he spoke was decisive. Victory often de- 
pended on whether he rode half a mile this way or that. 
At any moment a cannon-shot or a cavalry inrush might 
lay him with thousands of his soldiers a mangled bundle 
on the sod. That age has vanished forever . . . 

This language, written of the War of the Spanish Succession in 
1702-1713, was almost as applicable to the Napoleonic Wars a cen- 
tury later, and almost all other wars waged until the middle of the 
19th Century. Administration was considered to be susceptible to 
systematic control; combat operations were not. Furthermore, bat- 
tlefield command, while perhaps requiring men with an  extraordi- 
nary high degree of both moral strength and intellectual ability, 
was not yet exercised over forces and areas so large and/or com- 
plex as to be beyond the ability of any one man to control, regard- 
less of his innate abilities. 

Martin van Creveld has summarized why the duties of pre-indus- 
trial military staffs —including those, after the mid-18th Century, 
called “general staffs”-remained confined to administration: 

. . . the much greater uncertainty associated with oper- 
ations, and the difficulty of reducing it to a set of rules, 
help explain why the modern general staff was so slow to 
develop; as late as the middle of the eighteenth century it 

van Creveld, Command in War. p. 90. 
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was an open question as to whether its functions should be 
carried out by the traditional council of war, by the com- 
mander’s secretary, by the quartermaster general, or 
simply in the commander’s head . . . The growing use of 
written letters of instruction between courts and their 
commanders in the field enabled governments to impose 
strict controls on strategy, but only at the price of reduc- 
ing it essentially to trivia. On the tactical level, moreover, 
communications had not improved a bit since Roman 
times. As a result, the main action was still almost invari- 
ably confined to the commander’s own place . . . 

The pre-industrial general staff, therefore, was a small adminis- 
trative staff with only a rare and tangential, and never systematic, 
responsibility to support a commander in the planning and conduct 
of actual combat operations. One of its major features was that it 
was geared for administration and logistics, tasks that must be per- 
formed in peacetime as well as during a war. As a result, it tended 
to develop distinctive and semi-autonomous units that had little to 
do with actual combat operations. In the United States, these 
units —the administrative bureaus of the War Department— were 
closely overseen by, and linked to, the Congress. 

Warfare became much more complex during the 19th Century. 
One major aspect of this increased complexity was armies of a 
much greater size than had ever been fielded, requiring more and 
more machine-based logistical and administrative support, and rep- 
resenting a much greater proportion of total national resources— 
both human and material.9 

Armies such as these could no longer be commanded, either in 
the field or from a national capital, by mostly idiosyncratic and im- 
provisational methods of a single commander, no matter what his 
intrinsic capabilities. High-level commanders needed staffs that 
could assist them in the planning and conduct of actual combat op- 
erations, as well as in providing administrative, clerical, and logis- 
tical support for their forces.10 By the last third of the 19th Centu- 
ry, the amount of intelligence to be assimilated, the range of poten- 
tial alternative actions, and the plethora of detailed instructions re- 
quired to implement general high-level orders had all become too 
large to be managed on the almost purely intuitive basis that had 
characterized pre-industrial armies. 

A dramatic transformation of general staffs took place during 
the second half of the 19th Century. By 1900, virtually all armies of 
industrialized nations had institutionalized a general staff organi- 
zation designed to assist military commanders in the conduct of 
actual military operations. Such institutions remain standard fea- 
tures of modern armed forces. General staffs are charged with col- 
lecting intelligence, preparing and analyzing alternative operation- 
al plans, translating the general directives of senior line command- 

The literature on these developments is exhaustive. A recent survey is Hew Strachan. Euro- 
pean Armies and the Conduct of War. London, George Allen and Unwin; 1983. See also Larry H. 
Addington. The Patterns of War Since the Eighteenth Century. Bloomington, Indiana, Indiana 
University Press, 1984. A standard older work is Theodore Ropp. War in the Modern World. 
Durham, N.C., Duke University Press, 1962. 

10 Irvine, “The Origins of Capital Staffs,” p. 162, has the most concise delineation of the dis- 
tinction. 
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ers into the specific and detailed instructions required by subordi- 
nates, and monitoring and insuring the implementation of com- 
mand decisions after they are made. 

Modern general staffs of this type are organized by broad oper- 
ational function rather than by the specific commodity or service 
provided by their members. For instance, modern American gener- 
al staff organization, basically unchanged since World War I and 
applicable to any command with a general officer in charge, has 
had four main divisions: personnel, intelligence, operations, and 
supply. Another category-civil affairs (dealings with local civil- 
ian populations and institutions, including, but not limited to, mili- 
tary government of formally occupied territories)-has been added 
when appropriate. 

The modern general staff is as concerned with support and logis- 
tics issues as the preindustrial “general staff,” but the modern 
functional general staff system makes clear that the ultimate pur- 
pose of armies is preparation for and the conduct of war, and that 
its support and logistical activities are directed to those ends rather 
than to maintenance of peacetime routine. 

A national army’s general staff, defined in these functional 
terms, performs for a country’s highest politico-military leadership 
the same function that the general staff of a separate military unit 
performs for that unit’s commander. This highest level of national 
leadership, with ultimate command of the armed forces, can be ci- 
vilian or military (if military, it could conceivably derive from the 
national general staff itself, but need not automatically do so), 
democratic or authoritarian. Regardless of the nature of the “na- 
tional command authority”-to use a modern term-whose deci- 
sion-making processes a national, functionally-organized general 
staff supports, it is still a general staff-the term applies because of 
the technical military responsibilities it has, and is not related to 
the philosophical or ideological orientation of the political leader- 
ship it serves. 

THE GERMAN GENERAL STAFF 13 

The German General Staff was not a functional general staff as 
described above, but a separate branch of the German Army career 
officer corps. It was the military-intellectual elite of the German 
Army from the mid-19th Century through 1945. Its members con- 
stituted a cadre of specially selected and trained officers deemed 
capable of meeting the demanding management and leadership 
tasks of modern warfare. Its members were recruited and retained 
through extremely selective and rigorous recruiting and retention 

See Weigley, History of the United States Army. 314-320, 322-323, 379-80, 405, and Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. Department of Defense Dictionary o f  Mili tary and Associated Terms. JCS Pub. 
l., Washington, April 1, 1984. p. 158. 

12 Ibid.  
13 The Prussian and German General Staff has generated much leas historical literature than 

might be expected, and much of what exists is either polemical or hagiographical. Also, there is 
a tendency for histories of the German General Staff become heavily involved in German 
civil-military relations, which is understandable but not helpful to the analyst t ing to find out 
just how the institutions themselves worked. A brief historical survey is in John M. Collins. U.S. 
Defense Planning: A Critique. Boulder, Colorado, Westview Press, 1982. p. 54-56. See also 
Walter Goerlitz. History of  the German General Staff, 1607-1945. Translated by Brian Batter- 
shaw. New York, Praeger, 1953; and Trevor N. Dupuy. A Genius for War: The German Army 
and General Staff, 1807-1945. Englewood Cliffs, N.J., Prentice-Hall, 1977. 
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First, the German army enjoyed unique prestige for, as 
Ritter concisely put it, “in western Europe the military 
were considered a necessary evil, whereas in Germany 
they were the nation’s pride.” He also stresses that this 
was a new strain not derived from the aristocratic Prussia 
of Frederick the Great; rather it was the bourgeoisie who 
were not perverted by patriotic pride and free citizens who 
were captivated by a sense of power. In other domestic 
issues they might be quite critical of government policy. 
Indeed, it was the educated middle classes, considerably in- 
fluenced by academics, who were particularly prone to 
swing full circle from antimilitarism to idolatry after 1870 
because they were most keenly aware of Prussia’s histori- 
cal achievement. For a generation after 1870, German pa- 
triotism was strongly nostalgic. Middle-class society . . . 
generally continued to show tremendous respect for the of- 
ficer’s uniform . . . The reserve officers, who excluded a 
wide range of “undesirables” such as socialists, peasants, 
artisans, shopkeepers, and Jews, became more militaristic 
than the regulars, aping and exaggerating their manners 
and vices such as gambling, drinking, and brawling. Hence 
a sort of “pecking order” arose even in civil life and the 
very status of civilian came to be widely despised by these 
prigs in uniform. 

In such an atmosphere, it was not surprising that German mili- 
tary institutions generally, and the German General Staff in par- 
ticular as the dominant agency within the German Army, came to 
possess great prestige. The German General Staff, therefore, rarely 
had to truly threaten civilian control of the military to get what it 
wanted-the civilians were in general only too glad to give it to 
them, often through what observers from nations with a stronger 
liberal-democratic tradition would call the voluntary abrogation of 
civilian responsibilities. In Imperial Germany, it is true that “be- 
tween the 1860’s and 1900 the Reichstag [the national legislature] 
lost the right even to discuss the military budget for as long as five 
or seven years; that the war minister became a figurehead with no 
real authority over the army; and that actual authority steadily ac- 
crued to the kaiser [emperor] who looked for advice mainly to his 
own military cabinet and to a lesser extent to the general staff.” 
These things could not have happened, however, without the assent 
of the civilian institutions involved, including the ultimate civilian, 
the kaiser. 

The same pattern of deference to the Army, which by definition 
entailed deference to the Army’s controlling organ, the General 
Staff, took place during the Weimar Republic (1918-1933). Even lib- 
eral or socialist governmental leaders may have disliked the Army 

17There is a plethora of literature on German civil-military relations, and the role of the 
German Armed Forces in German society, from 1871 to 1945. These include Goerlitz, History of 
the German General Staff; Gordon A. Craig. The Politics of the Prussian Army, 1640-1945, 
Oxford, United Kingdom, Oxford University Press, 1955, and Karl Demeter. The German Officer 
Corps in Society and State,  1650-1945. New York, Praeger, 1965. See also John Gooch. Armies in 

Boston Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1980. pp. 114-117, 136-138, 147, 154-155, 162-163, 
165-166, 170-172, 177-178, 195-200, 205-210. 

18Bond, War and Society in Europe, 1870-1970. p. 58. 
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and the General Staff, but it appears that in practice they did little 
to control what the Army actually did, to the extent that was 
normal for parliamentary bodies in countries such as France, Great 
Britain, or the United States. German Army evasions of Treaty of 
Versailles disarmament provisions, secret military cooperation 
with the Soviet Union, and mobilization planning took place with 
either the tacit or explicit acquiescence of the Weimar Republic ci- 
vilian leadership, or else civilian oversight of the Army was so in- 
tentionally superficial as not to reveal their existence. 

Finally, under the Nazi regime (1933-1945), Adolf Hitler may 
indeed have had an intense “populist” disdain for the old-line aris- 
tocratic members and characteristics of the traditional German 
General Staff, but he shared its generally authoritarian outlook, 
belief in the efficacy of force in international relations, social-Dar- 
winist concepts about war determining the “survival of the fittest” 
among nations, and character-building aspects of compulsory mili- 
tary service. Hitler —a civilian, a former wartime corporal in the 
Imperial German Army during World War I— reduced the General 
Staff as an institution to absolute impotence in terms of major stra- 
tegic decisions. These he reserved for himself, as absolute dicta- 
tor.20 But although the power for ultimate military decisions re- 
mained in civilian, if authoritarian, hands under the Third Reich, 
the attitudes and beliefs of both the popular civilian dictator and 
the professional General Staff toward “the military virtues” of dis- 
cipline, authority, and obedience were quite similar, and both were 
only reflecting underlying values of German society of the time: 

The majority of senior officers readily accepted [Hitler’s] 
policies-though some failed to grasp their dangerous im- 
plications-and many of those who did protest or drag 
their feet were only really alarmed at the tempo of the 
build-up for war, not at the prospect of war itself. 

SINGLE-SERVICE A N D  JOINT GENERAL STAFFS 

Neither type of general staff-the functional type found in all 
modern armed forces or the military-elite type unique to pre-1945 
Germany-has been anything but a single-service institution at the 
national level. Because the army is the dominant military service 
in most countries, a national army general staff has frequently 
dominated national strategy as a whole, but there has never been a 
truly joint, fully-integrated interservice national general staff. In 

19 As well as the general discussions cited above in note 17, for civil-military relations in Ger- 
many during the Weimar era see John W. Wheeler-Bennett. The Nemesis of Power: The German 
Army in Politics, 1918-1945. London, Macmillan Co., Ltd., 1954, and F. L. Carsten. The Reichs- 
wehr and Politics, 1918-1933. Oxford, United Kingdom, Oxford University Press, 1966. 

20See the sources cited in notes 17 and 19, as well as R. J. O’Neill. The German Army and the 
Nazi Party, 1933-1939. London, Cassell, 1966; and Albert Seaton, The German Army, 1933-1945. 
London, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1982. 

2 1  Bond, War and Society in Europe, 1870-1970. p. 158. For a discussion of German Army-as 
distinct from Gestapo or SS- involvement in Nazi wartime atrocities, see Daniel Goldhagen. “A 
Bitburg Footnote: The German Army and the Holocaust.” The New Republic, May 13, 1985. pp. 

2 2  The Soviet General Staff may be the closest approximation. See William Scott and Harriet 
Fast Scott. The Armed Forces of the USSR. Boulder, Colorado, Westview Press, 1979. pp. 108- 
113. 

16-17. 
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the German case, because Germany had been overwhelmingly a 
land power, the Army had always been the dominant service, and 
therefore the German Army’s General Staff, which provided that 
Army’s elite leadership, ended up dominating German military in- 
stitutions. Germany, however, never institutionalized a joint gener- 
al staff, and therefore by definition never had a single chief of staff 
for all three services (Army, Navy, and Air Force). 

Some major subordinate military commands of the only two 
powers-the United States and Great Britain-in which the army, 
for geostrategic reasons, is not the overwhelmingly dominant serv- 
ice, have had truly joint general staffs. Examples include the major 
Allied theater commands in World War II (European, Mediterrane- 
an, Central Pacific, and Southwest Pacific theaters), the United 
Nations Command/U.S. Far Eastern Command during the Korean 
War, and the U.S. Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV) 
during the Vietnam War. Current United States geographically- 
based unified commands (European, Atlantic, Southern, Pacific, 
and Central Commands) have interservice joint general staffs along 
functional lines described above. 

III. THEMES IN CONGRESSIONAL ATTITUDES TOWARD A GENERAL 
STAFF, 1903-198523 

The legislative histories of the six most important Army and de- 
fense organization-related statutes of the 20th Century were re- 
viewed to determine congressional attitudes toward a general staff. 
These statutes are: 

-Act of February 14, 1903 (39 Stat. 830, ch. 553; Public Law 88, 
57th Congress). This Act established the modern U.S. Army 
General Staff. 

-National Defense Act of 1916 (39 Stat. 166; Act of June 3, 1916; 
Public Law 85, 64th Congress). The National Defense Act of 
1916 created the basic tripartite structure of the Army that 
still exists in 1985-the active Army, the National Guard with 
a continuing State role but trained and equipped to Federal 
standards and with Federal service obligations; and a purely 
Federal Army Reserve. 

-National Defense Act of 1920 (41 Stat. 759, Act of June 4, 1920; 
Public Law 242, 66th Congress). The National Defense Act of 
1920 strengthened and reaffirmed the basic structure provi- 
sions of the 1916 Act in the context of World War I experience. 

-National Security Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 495, Act of July 26, 
1947; Public Law 253, 80th Congress). This Act establishes a 
separate U.S. Air Force; unified the Armed Forces under a Na- 
tional Military Establishment headed by a Secretary of De- 
fense; and provided a statutory basis for the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 

-National Security Act Amendments of 1949 (63 Stat. 578; Act of 
August 10, 1949; Public Law 216, 81st Congress). The 1949 

23 For a listing of all congressional documents consulted in which relevant material was 
found, see the Appendix. Footnotes in this chapter cite direct quotations from congressional pri- 
mary sources only. 



255 

Amendments to the National Security Act of 1947 changed the 
name of the National Military Establishment to the Depart- 
ment of Defense; strengthened authority of the DoD over the 
individual military services; and established the office of Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

-Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 514; 
Act of August 6, 1958; Public Law 85-599). The 1958 DoD Reor- 
ganization Act strengthened the authority of the Secretary of 
Defense; clarified the role of the unified and specified com- 
mands in the national military chain of command, and clari- 
fied the duties and organization of the Joint Staff. 

In addition, legislative activity which led up to the comparatively 
minor Joint Chiefs of Staff reorganization enacted in 1984 was re- 
vised (98 Stat. 2611; Sec. 1301, P.L. 98-525; Act of October 19, 1984; 
Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1985), as well as some 
floor debates running into 1985. (The legislative history of the Act 
of October 21, 1977; P.L. 95-140; Stat. 1172, which changed the 
number of Deputy and Under Secretaries of Defense and made 
some other modifications in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
contained no references to the general staff concept.) 

All available hearings, reports, and floor debates on the above 
statutes were surveyed for any references to the term “general 
staff.” Such references were scattered, frequently made only in 
passing, and often made in a context other than actual legislative 
consideration of matters affecting the U.S. Army General Staff. 
Taken as a whole, however, they enable an analyst to acquire a 
reasonable understanding of how congressional attitudes toward a 
general staff have evolved since the U.S. Army General Staff was 
established in 1903. 

The survey which follows is thematic and topical within broad 
chronological lines. Sections on pre- and post-World War II congres- 
sional attitudes toward the general staff concept are followed by 
sections on the reasons for the change in these attitudes after 
World War II. 

PRE-WORLD WAR II CONGRESSIONAL ATTITUDES 

Congressional attitudes toward a general staff before World War 
I, as exemplified in action on the Acts of 1903, 1916, and 1920, re- 
volved around two basic themes. First, it  was acknowledged by 
almost all members of Congress that the United States Army 
should have a general staff, but a functional one only-not an elite 
branch of officer corps along German lines. Second, there was ongo- 
ing debate over the nature of the relationship between the tradi- 
tional adminstrative and support bureaus of the Army and the 
modern Army General Staff established by the Act of 1903. 

The Army General Staff was, for example, subjected to explicit 
congressional revilement during debate over the National Defense 
Act of 1920 for allegedly trampling over traditional Army adminis- 
trative practices during World War I. In a comment echoed by 
many other members of Congress during debate over the National 
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Defense act of 1920, Representative Dent stated on the floor of the 
House that: 24 

. . . the General Staff in Washington is too large and the 
powers of the General Staff should be curbed and restored 
to the duties of its original creation. The original General 
Staff was provided for the purpose of studying plans of the 
Army, studying ideas as to how the Army should be orga- 
nized and equipped. But the General Staff has gone beyond 
its function and has reached out into the various bureaus 
and different departments of the Army and taken charge 
of the administrative functions of the Army which hereto- 
fore have been operated by the different bureaus charged 
specifically with that purpose. 

Indeed, after World War I there was so much congressional con- 
cern that the Army General Staff had, during the war, trespassed 
on the prerogatives of the Army’s administrative bureaus —Adju- 
tant General’s, Medical, Supply, Ordnance, and similar depart- 
ments-that the National Defense Act of 1920 specifically stated 
that after the Act’s enactment Army General Staff officers: 2 5  

. . . shall not be permitted to assume or engage in work of 
an administrative nature that pertains to established bu- 
reaus of offices of the War Department, or that, being as- 
sumed or engaged in by members of the General Staff 
Corps, would involve impairment of the responsibility or 
initiative of such bureaus or offices, or would cause injuri- 
ous or unnecessary duplication of or delay in the work 
thereof. 

Ironically, modern scholarship agrees that the Army General 
Staff did indeed involve itself in detailed administrative work 
during World War I, rather than confine itself to broad planning 
and operational supervision. It did so, however, because the tradi- 
tional administrative bureaus charged with support and logistics 
functions had, over the course of the preceding century, become so 
ossified and bogged down in petty peacetime routine that they 
could not function adequately in a modern industrial war. 

The Army General Staff was also implicitly criticized by some 
Members of Congress for “interfering” with hitherto sacrosanct 
congressional prerogatives in what today would be termed Army 
tactical organization and force structure. Representative Dent fur- 
ther asserted on the floor of the House that under the National De- 
fense Act of 1920: 2 7  

. . . Congress surrenders the right that it has always re- 
tained heretofore of fixing the size of the Army and the 
units of its organization. This principle is surrendered in 
this bill, and if the very first section of this bill is adopted, 
then the Congress of the United States leaves it to the 

2 4  Army Reorganization. Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, v. 59, March 9, 1920: 

2 5  Sec. 5, Act of June 4, 1920; 41 Stat. 764. 
26  See Weigley, History of the United States Army. pp. 364-370, 377-380. 
2 7  Army Reorganization. Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, v. 59, March 9, 1920. p. 

4072. 

4071. 
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General Staff to say how many regiments of Infantry you 
shall have, how many regiments of Cavalry, and how 
many regiments of Field Artillery. 

* * * * * * * 
Whenever you give the General Staff the power to orga- 

nize the Army into units of organization as it sees fit, it 
inevitably follows that you must give to the War Depart- 
ment lump-sum appropriations. 

Although not, for obvious reasons, alluded to directly on the floor 
of either the House or Senate, it appears that Members of Congress 
opposed to the Army General Staff were concerned that by its very 
competence, even in the fields of planning and coordination (rather 
than detailed administration) it was supposed to be confined to, it 
would interfere with direct, informal ties between influential Mem- 
bers of Congress and Army administrative bureaus. Such ties had 
developed throughout the 19th and early 20th centuries, and had 
often frustrated the Army commanding general and the Secretary 
of War in exerting centralized control over Army policies and pro- 
cedures. 2 8  

The Army General Staff was not, however regarded by the Con- 
gress as contributing to militarism of fundamentally erroneous con- 
cepts of defense strategy and organization. General staffs were usu- 
ally regarded as necessary organizational components of a nation’s 
military command structure, required by any modern armed force 
for overall planning and coordination of military policy. During the 
1903 debates on the bill which established the modern U.S. Army 
General Staff, Representative Parker expressed this view: 

Thus there are these two great duties of the General Staff. 
First, to acquire the information and arrange it so that an 
order can be intelligently made; and, second, when it has 
been made, not to command, but to exercise supervision, 
inform and advise all the different persons in command 
and all the members of the various departments, so that 
they shall work together in doing that work, reporting 
meanwhile to headquarters, so that the Government can 
find what has been done. 

* * * * * * * 
The whole civilized world has found out that a general 

staff is an absolute necessity. 

. . . the only civilized armies of the world which are not 
provided with general staffs are those of England and the 
United States. England’s need for a general staff was em- 
phasized in the South African War [the Boer War, 1899- 
1902]. 

In a similar vein, Representative McClellan asserted that: 

28  Weigley, History of the United States Army. pp. 284-290, 326-333, has some examples of this 
tendency. Robert M. Utley. Frontier Regulars: The United States Army and the Indian, 1866- 
1891. New York, MacMillan, 1973. pp. 57-65, has some oblique mention of the issue. 

29  To Increase the Efficiency of the Army. Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, v. 36, 
January 6, 1903. p. 537. 

30 Ibid., p. 536. 



In floor debate over the National Defense Act of 1916, Senator 
Cummins was highly supportive of the Army General Staff: 31 

Neither the [General Staff] nor any of its members as such 
staff officers have any authority whatsoever. It is a board 
created in order to exchange views, to discuss military af- 
fairs, to look into the future, to apprehend military needs, 
to provide in a broad way for the national defense. It is, I 
think, an invaluable arm of the service. I think its exist- 
ence has vindicated the wisdom of the men who not long 
ago organized it, and I have no criticism upon it or quarrel 
with what it is appointed to do. 

Although the Army General Staff was criticized vehemently for 
intrusion into routine administrative work during World War I, 
after that war there remained a great deal of support for an Army 
General Staff confined to broad policy-related planning and coordi- 
nating duties. Representative Miller, endorsing the General Staff 
concept in 1920: 32 

The bill provides for an  effective General Staff Corps. I 
am a strong believer in a strong, effective, vigorous Gener- 
al Staff. Without it no Army, however well organized and 
equipped, can effectively operate. The staff is the planning 
section of the Army, as well as the coordinating. To give it 
administrative authority only as a “lastditch expedient 
would tend to throw every other administrative branch to 
the wind. Our experience in the late war has demonstrated 
beyond all possible doubt the advantages of the staff prin- 
ciple. When we look about to locate the force, the organiza- 
tion that brought about the expansion of our establish- 
ment to meet the emergency of war, the eye, as well as the 
hand, rests upon the General Staff Corps. It must be re- 
tained to have an effective Army. 

. . . I appreciate the prejudice in the mind of the average 
man against what is known as the General Staff of the 
Army. It is a regrettable fact, and perhaps much of that 
prejudice is due to mistakes made by officers heretofore 
appointed to the General Staff. I say, and I speak to you in 
all sincerity, do not make a mistake. A general staff, and a 
general staff with troops, is the very foundation and bul- 
wark of our Military Establishment. Do not fall into the 
error of believing that the functions of a general staff are 
not necessary. It was due to the fact that we did not have 
a large, able, efficient general staff when we got into this 
war that many mistakes were made, and another reason 
was due to the fact that civilians, dollar-a-day men, came 
i n t o  the city of Washington and pushed the General Staff 

of the Army off the map to a great extent. 

Representative McKenzie expressed similar views: 

31 To Increase the Efficiency of the Military Establishment of the United States. Remarks in 

32 Army Reorganization. Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, v. 59, March 8, 1920. p. 

33 Ibid., March 11, 1920. p. 4184. 

the Senate. Congressional Record, v. 53, March 31, 1916. p. 5219. 

4040. 
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Before World War II, the Prussian-German General Staff was 
cited as an example of technical military excellence. In debate over 
the 1903 Act, for instance, Representative Slayden suggested 
that: 34 

. . . the advantages of having a military staff, such as is 
proposed by this bill, were exemplified in the Franco-Prus- 
sian War of 1870. One of the countries engaged in that war 
went into the conduct of a campaign upon a specially de- 
vised plan made by a general staff which sat in the city of 
Berlin; the other went into that war without the prepara- 
tion which it might have had had it had the privilege of 
enjoying the benefit of a similar staff sitting in the city of 
Paris. 

Representative Kahn, Chairman of the House Military Affairs 
Committee, had similar words of praise for the German General 
Staff system during debate over the 1920 Act: 35 

The Germans . . . detailed men permanently in the gen- 
eral staff. The planning for the German Army became the 
life work of men who were found adaptable for general 
staff duties. In this country, we have had practically no 
law which enabled men to be prepared for general staff 
work. One of the important features of this legislation now 
under consideration is a general staff school, so that men 
may be trained for general staff work. 

This is an entirely new feature of our military law, and 
in any opinion it is an excellent feature. 

Later that day, Representative McKenzie added that: 
Old Frederick the Great, of Germany . . . was the first 

man to lay the foundation for a general staff. No man will 
say that Germany did not have a powerful military ma- 
chine; but Germany laid the foundation first for a real 
general staff. . . 

The German General Staff was also occasionally mentioned, in a 
value-free fashion, as one model of organizing a national general 
staff. Even in 1903, the fundamental distinction between a general 
staff as a functional organization on the one hand, and as an elite 
career branch of the officer corps on the other —the latter peculiar 
to Germany— was apparent to some congressional analysts of the 
issue such as Representative McClellan: 

There are two general staff systems in existence: First, 
the Prussian, by which an officer once a member of the 
general staff always remains so; second, the French, by 
which the staff is made up of graduates of the Superior 

34 To Increase the Efficiency of the Army. Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, v. 36, 

3r, Army Reorganization. Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, v. 59, March 11, 1920. 

36 Ibid., p. 4184. 
37 To Increase the Efficiency of the Army. Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, v. 36, 

January 6, 1903. p. 534. 

p. 4182. 

January 6, 1903. p. 533. 
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War School, detailed for a term of years, by competitive 
examination. 

The German General Staff was never criticized for either leading to 
or representing militarism, dictatorship, or faulty strategic plan- 
ning. No antipathy to German military institutions per se was 
found in detailed reading of the debates and hearings on the 1903, 
1916, and 1920 Acts. There was an occasional use of the term 
“Prussian” in a derogatory context, denoting authoritarian tenden- 
cies, but never in relation to the German General Staff —or indeed 
any other general staff, including that of the United States. 

POST-WORLD WAR II CONGRESSIONAL ATTITUDES 

After World War II, congressional discussion of the general staff 
concept revolved around fundamental issues of civil-military rela- 
tions and service roles and missions. The extent and vehemence of 
negative attitudes toward a general staff increased immeasurably 
over pre-1945 levels. Members of Congress were no longer con- 
cerned with the issues of organizational “turf’ and executive-legis- 
lative relations which had dominated pre-World War II debates 
over the general staff concept and the Army General Staff. 

Congressional opponents of a general staff, for example, regarded 
one of its consequence as militarism and subordination of civil au- 
thority to the military. During floor debate on the National Securi- 
ty Act of 1947, Representative Hoffman states this opinion when 
discussing the Joint Staff that the proposed Act would establish in 
support of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 38 

The argument may come up that this Joint Staff is not a 
National General Staff. The fact is that it can be a Nation- 
al General Staff in all but name, and the Director can 
become a National Chief of Staff. 

* * * * * * * 
It is the imperceptible, gradual, and constant accumula- 

tion of authority in carrying out the policy of their so- 
called superior authorities that national general staffs 
became a dominant force in their government. 

Senator Robertson, 12 days before, had voiced a similar view: 39 
It is almost axiomatic that militarism in any country in- 
creases proportionately to the power of the Nation’s gener- 
al staff. 

Representative Ford was just as vehement in his equation of a gen- 
eral staff with militarism during debate on the National Security 
Act Amendments of 1949, arguing that there was: 4 0  

. . . a deep-seated conflict between those, both in the mili- 
tary and in civilian life, who favor a republican form of 
government and those who apparently believe an extreme 

3B Unification of the Armed Services. Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, v. 93, July 

39 Ibid., Remarks in the Senate. Congressional Record, v. 93, July 7 ,  1947. p. 8316. 
40 National Security Act Amendments of 1949. Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, v. 

19, 1947. pp. 9436-9437. 

95, August 2, 1949. pp. 1949-1950. 
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concentration of authority and power of decision is a very 
small and carefully selected cadre of officers known as the 
general staff. 

* * * * * * * 
The General Staff of the United States Army [was] nei- 

ther American nor democratic in its scope or intent . . . 
However, with the perfection attained by years of oper- 
ation and by the distortion and perversion of opportunists 
it now assumes a role approaching that of military autoc- 
racy. 

During debate on the DoD Reorganization Act of 1958, supporters 
of strengthening the authority of the Secretary of Defense and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff were at pains to disassociate themselves from 
the “general staff concept,” which they implied constituted a 
threat to civilian control of the military. Senator Saltonstall: 4 1  

I should like to emphasize that this bill in no sense de- 
stroys the identity of our separate military services nor 
does it, propose the creation of a Supreme General Staff. 
Rather, it emphasizes civilian control of our Military Es- 
tablishment. 

Senator Thurmond: 
In recommending these changes to the Senate, the com- 

mittee has wisely preserved in full force and effect the ci- 
vilian control of the military which is essential in a demo- 
cratic form of government, especially this of ours. Some 
persons have been greatly alarmed for fear that the reor- 
ganization bill would bring into existence a so-called gener- 
al staff setup. Certainly, under this bill there is no room 
for justifiable alarm. 

A general staff was also regarded by Members of Congress op- 
posed to service unification as both the cause and result of the 
“autocratic” subordination of the individual military services, each 
rigidly structured so as to control all national military assets on 
the ground, at sea, and in the air (i.e., the Army controlling all 
land forces, including the Marine Corps; and the Air Force control- 
ling all aircraft, including naval aviation), to an overall joint com- 
mand authority. During the 1947 debate, for instance, Senator Rob- 
ertson contrasted the ‘ authoritarian” military “philosophy” exem- 
plified by Nazi Germany (and, by implication, by its General Staff), 
Napoleonic France, Fascist Italy, and the Soviet Union with the 
“democratic [military] philosophy” of “the democratic nations of 
the world,” in which each service is provided with all forces re- 
quired to accomplish its broad mission (i.e., in which the Navy is 
provided with a Marine Corps to accomplish land-warfare missions, 
and naval aviation to accomplish air-warfare missions, incidental 
to prosecution of naval campaigns). 4 3  

41 Department of Defense Reorganization Act. Remarks in the Senate. Congressional Record, v. 
104, July 18, 1958. p. 14254. 

42 Ibid., p. 14267. 
43 Unification of the Armed Services. Remarks in the Senate. Congressional Record, v. 93, July 

9, 1947. pp. 8490-8491, For a recent analysis by a naval officer which asserts the same point of 
Continued 
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Finally, after World War II Congress always viewed the overall 
concept of a general staff in the context of the German General 
Staff. The German General Staff was regarded as an autocratic in- 
stitution, responsible in large part for German militarism and ag- 
gression in both World Wars. Representative Martin, in debate 
over the 1947 Act: 4 4  

Between 1857 and 1906, the period in which Germany 
forged the iron spells which ripped our world apart, there 
were but three directors of the Prussian general staff: Gen- 
erals von Moltke, von Waldersee, and von Schlieffen. Of 
these three, von Waldersee was unimportant, holding 
office but 3 years. Two ruthless, brilliant, and aggressive 
military intellectuals, Moltke and Schlieffen, actually af- 
fected the transition of Prussia into the aggressive, war- 
mongering state which we have unhappily learned to 
know well, and it was their descendants in office who 
made World War II a reality. 

Critics of the U.S. Joint Staff asserted that it would constitute a 
general staff that resembled the German General Staff. Senators 
Mike Mansfield and Paul H. Douglas, in a letter to Senator Stuart 
Symington written in 1958, regarding the proposed DoD Reorgani- 
zation Act of that year, expressed fears along these lines:45 

While ostensibly rejecting a single Chief of Staff and a 
General Staff setup, [the proposed legislation] in effect ac- 
complishes that purpose. The language refers to the Chair- 
man of the Joint Staff and the Joint Chiefs of Staff as sep- 
arate entities, gives the Chairman-not the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff-control over the management of the Joint Staff as 
well as authority to select its members. This in effect cre- 
ates the factual single Chief of Staff system which the bill 
and its report endeavor to deny and which the unhappy ex- 
perience of other nations warns us not to adopt. [CRS] 

Supporters of the DoD reorganization measures argued that any- 
thing resembling the German General Staff should and would be 
avoided in the United States-even if these supporters did not 
always agree with all of the criticisms leveled at the German Gen- 
eral Staff. Representative Charles Gubser, during hearings on the 
DoD Reorganization Act of 1958, represented this point of view, 
asking rhetorically: 4 6  

Where in a Prussian general staff system . . . was there 
any individual who exercised within the framework of a 
democracy the degree of power or control that would be 

view, albeit in nonpejorative language, see Commander T. R. Fedyszyn, U.S. Navy. JCS Reorga- 
nization: A Maritime Perspective. U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, July 1985. pp. 80-87. 

44 Unification of the Armed Services. Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, v. 93, July 
1947 9454. 

Congress. Senate. Committee on Armed Services. Department of Defense Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1958. Hearings, 85th Congress, 2nd session. June 17-July 8, 1958. Washington, U.S. 
Govt. Print. Off., 1958. p. 209. 

46U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Armed Services. Reorganization of the Department of 
Defense. Hearings, 85th Congress, 2nd session. April 22-May 21, 1958. H.A.S.C. No. 83. Washing- 
ton, U.S. God.  Print. Off., 1958. p. 6268. 
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Mr. 

exercised under this administration proposal by a civilian 
Secretary of Defense or the President? 
Gubser went on: 

. . . it seems to me that when we compare this legisla- 
tion with the Prussian general staff system, we are just 
comparing horses with cabbages or something equally as 
ridiculous. 

In the first place, the Prussian general staff system . . . 
evolved out of a dictatorship. We have a democracy. Now 
some people will say, “Well, the Weimar Republic was 
not,” because of the fact that it operated under the dic- 
tates of the allies of World War I and the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles. 

Another thing: The Prussian general staff was in exist- 
ence before the Weimar Republic and it never surrendered 
all of its power to civilians under that Republic. 

Now, it seems to me that this, again, is a red herring 
that is being dragged around here and I, for one, am will- 
ing to be convinced, but need to be convinced, that this leg- 
islation will ever or could ever result in bringing about a 
Prussian general staff system. 

In 1985, speaking on his proposals for Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Many of these same critics express the fear that propos- 
als such as the one I am advocating today would lead to 
the creation of an elite, German-style general staff. This 
fear deserves to be addressed. The larger answer to their 
concerns is that the United States has no tradition of mili- 
tary dominance and is not remotely in danger of any such 
development today. France, Britain, Canada, and the Fed- 
eral Republic of Germany have unified service staffs. No 
one has argued that those democracies have been under- 
mined by such efforts. 

Clearly, Representatives Gubser and Skelton, and others who held 
the same point of view, apparently rejected the German General 
Staff concept just as much as those persons opposed to further uni- 
fication of the Armed Forces. Where they seemingly differed was 
on the relationship between unification on the one hand and both 
(1) a German General Staff system and (2) military superiority over 
civil authority on the other. 

A very few Members of Congress drew the distinction between 
the general staff concept and the German General Staff branch. In 
1958, Senator Stuart Symington spoke on the distinction between a 
general staff as a functional organization and as an elite branch of 
the officer corps: 49 

reform, Representative Ike Skelton stated that: 48  

4 7  Ibid., p. 6269. 
48 Reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In Extensions of Remarks. Congressional Record 

[daily ed.], June 13, 1985. p. E2770. 
49  Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958. Remarks in the Senate. Congressional 

Record, v. 104, July 18, 1958. p. 14259. Senator Symington’s lengthy address, covering pp. 14256- 
14260, is probably the most analytically complete congressional discussion of the general staff 
concept and the German General Staff discovered in the course of researching this study. 



264 

. . . I think I am right in saying that no proposal for a 
more unified Military Establishment has ever been made 
in this century, from Elihu Root’s general staff bill [the 
Act of 1903] down to the present, without dire predictions 
that a man on a white horse would take over; and that we 
would find ourselves saddled with a military dictatorship 
on the German, Japanese, or Latin American model . . . 

The Prussian general staff is designated as the threat to 
our liberties, apparently without realization that both our 
Army and our Navy adopted a general staff organization 
based on the Prussian model in the early years of this cen- 
tury-the Army in 1903, the Navy in 1915. 

I emphasize the word “organization” in that last sen- 
tence. 

The thing we did not adopt from the Prussian system 
was the practice of building up a continuing military 
elite —called in Germany the general staff corps and dis- 
tinguished by a red stripe on the uniform trousers. This 
corps held a special status, permitting them to entrench 
themselves on a permanent basis in the highest staff and 
command positions; and thus to acquire great practical 
power through influential contacts in political and finan- 
cial circles. 

Another was Senator Barry Goldwater, who in 1958 felt that a gen- 
eral staff could be accompanied by constitutional safeguards in the 
context of American democracy: 50 

I state again, as I have stated before in discussions on 
this subject, that I believe the ultimate organization of the 
armed services must be one military, one uniform, a Gen- 
eral Staff, and a Chief of Staff, surrounded by proper civil- 
ian protection and surrounded by Congress and the Presi- 
dent, so as to eliminate any chances that there might 
occur what some people seem to think could possibly occur 
under such a system. 

Senators Symington and Goldwater, however, were virtually the 
only Members of either House of Congress in the post-World War II 
era who precisely delineated the nature of general staffs in general 
or the German general staff in particular, or were willing to sug- 
gest that the general staff as a term and concept might be applica- 
ble to American military institutions. 

Nothing better demonstrates the degree of congressional opposi- 
tion to a general staff than the identically-worded provision found 
in both the National Security Act Amendments of 1949 and the 
DoD Reorganization Act of 1958 that the intent of the legislation 
was “not to establish a single Chief of Staff over the armed forces 
nor an armed forces general staff,” 5 1  and the provision of the 1958 
Act which stated that “The Joint Staff shall not operate or be orga- 
nized as an overall Armed Forces general staff and shall have no 
executive authority.” 

50  Ibid., p. 14266. 

5 2  Subsection 5(a) of the 1958 Act. 
Sec. 2 of both Acts. 
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REASONS FOR CHANGED CONGRESSIONAL ATTITUDES AFTER WORLD WAR 
II: THE GERMAN QUESTION 

Two major factors seem to have combined in the post-World War 
II era to bring about this fundamental change in congressional atti- 

tudes toward a general staff. The first involved Germany and the 
distinctive character of its general staff. 

The defeat of Nazi Germany was viewed as the culmination of 
roughly a century of German history in which the German General 
Staff had played a unique role in shaping German military institu- 
tions. The German General Staff, unlike all other national general 
staffs, constituted an elite career branch of the officer corps, select- 
ed, promoted, and trained accordingly to rigorous and highly selec- 
tive criteria. It furnished both the leadership of the national high 
command and the commanders and senior staff officers of major 
commands in the field. It thus wielded correspondingly more influ- 
ence than other national general staffs which were functional orga- 
nizations, and whose members returned to their regular branch 
upon completion of a tour of general staff duty. 

By the time congressional debate on the National Security Act of 
1947 began, therefore, the German model of a general staff was in- 
extricably linked with the larger course of German history from 
the 1860s through 1945-the rise of an authoritarian and military- 
oriented culture and society; disastrous defeat in two world wars, 
for which the first Germany was substantially and the second Ger- 
many almost completely responsible; and the commission of mass 
murders and atrocities then regarded as unparalleled in human 
history. 

Given the temper of the times, it is therefore not surprising that 
a more analytical interpretation of the role of the German General 
Staff in shaping German history did not dominate congressional 
opinion in the post-World War II era. As noted previously in this 
study, the German General Staff existed and became powerful in 
the militaristic environment of Prussia and Germany from the mid- 
19th Century through 1945, but rarely threatened civilian author- 
ity per se, precisely because “civilian authority”-whether that of 
Imperial Germany (1871-1918), the Weimar Republic (1918-1933), 
or Adolf Hitler’s Third Reich (1933-1945) —was itself so military- 
oriented and authoritarian, as was German society and culture. 
There was thus substantial congruence between German military 
institutions and ideals-including the prestige of the general 
staff-and German society as a whole. 

REASONS FOR CHANGED CONGRESSIONAL ATTITUDES AFTER WORLD WAR 
II: SERVICE UNIFICATION 

The second major reason for the change in congressional atti- 
tudes toward a general staff after World War II involved the coinci- 
dental unification of the Armed Forces that was taking place at 
the time, and the concurrent creation of an independent Air Force 
out of the Army Air Forces. Prospective service unification created 
a great deal of uncertainty and fear among traditional senior offi- 
cers of the Armed Forces and their congressional supporters. In 
particular, Members of Congress who were strong partisans of the 
Navy and Marine Corps were concerned that in a unified national 
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defense organization, the allegedly continental viewpoints of the 
Army and newly-created Air Force would dominate the naval and 
amphibious concerns, concepts, and forces of the two sea services. 
Even more specifically, they were concerned that a dominant Army 
would attempt to drastically constrain the size, roles, and missions 
of the Marine Corps, and that a dominant land-based Air Force 
would attempt to curtail both carrier-based and shore-based naval 
aviation. The Members of Congress holding these views, of course, 
reflected similar views on the part of many senior Navy and 
Marine officers. 

Accordingly, Members of Congress opposed to the principle, or 
the anticipated degree, of service unification searched for argu- 
ments with which to oppose it. One was that unification would 
result in a “general staff’ system similar to that of the Germans- 
in particular, that unification would inevitably require a joint gen- 
eral staff to administer and control the central national defense or- 
ganization or depatment. Senator Robertson, in arguing against 
service unification in 1947, expounded on this point:53 

Nominally, the Joint Staff is to provide assistance to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff-a function performed satisfactorily 
heretofore by a secretariat . . . By virtue of its perma- 
nence, its availability, and its invitation to the Secretary 
of National Security to bypass the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
place reliance upon it for the administration of the mili- 
tary services, the Joint Staff will inevitably expand, accu- 
mulate executive authority, and become the fountainhead 
of policy and direction for the Military Establishment. Its 
members will become a permanent national general staff 
corps, an inner circle of professional military men of the 
Nation, just as the Army General Staff Corps did within 
the War Department. It will be a short step indeed from 
such a position of actual power to a position of titular 
power and a position of dominance in the affairs of the 
Nation. 

This joint staff was held to be analogous to the pre-1945 German 
General Staff. The German General Staff, both congressional and 
executive branch opponents of unification argued, had been a nu- 
merically large joint staff with command over all German services 
(Army, Navy, and Air Force), with a single military Chief of Staff 
for all three services, and with responsibilities for manning both 
major field command and staff positions and those in the central 
headquarters of the German Army. Representative Hoffman, 
speaking in debate on the 1949 National Security Act Amend- 
ments: 5 4  

The Congress of the United States has gone on record re- 
peatedly ever since 1903 against the Prussian-type nation- 
al general staff and against an all-powerful Chief of Staff 

53 Unification of the Armed Services. Remarks in the Senate. Congressional Record, v. 93, 

54  National Security Act Amendments of 1949. Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, 
July 7, 1947. p. 8318. 

v. 95, August 2, 1949. p. 10604. 
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of our armed forces, and the Congress went on record in 
1947 against absolute “merger” of our armed forces. 

* * * * * * * 
As much as we respect the purely “military” ability of 

men like General Bradley and General Vandenberg, I am 
shocked to hear them say before a congressional commit- 
tee that they believe in a single Chief of Staff of all the 
armed forces. General Gruenther, director of the Joint 
Staff, has given his opinion before the House Armed Serv- 
ices Committee that we would have a single Chief of Staff 
in 5 years. 

Forewarned should be forearmed. 
What good are pious sentiments if the opening wedges 

for a Nazi-Prussian consolidation of military power are al- 
ready hidden in the law? 

Senator Robertson, in 1947, was even more explicit:55 
The development of the German General Staff has been 

characterized by continued efforts to bring all elements of 
the armed forces under control of a single agency con- 
trolled directly or indirectly by the general staff. Without 
going into the separate problem of what form the so-called 
merger of our armed forces should take, we should remem- 
ber that any plan that would place all armed forces direct- 
ly or indirectly under the War Department General Staff 
or any agency indirectly controlled by it would conform to 
a method by which the German General Staff militarized 
Germany. 

The arguments voiced by our War Department for its 
plan for unification of the armed forces and creation of a 
high command seems inspired by the philosophy of those 
who militarized Germany. 

Congressional critics of unification —which they identified with 
the German General Staff— further noted not only the supposed 
moral deficiencies of the pre-1945 German General Staff, but also 
noted that despite that staffs alleged technical excellence, Germany 
had been defeated in both world wars. Unification, therefore, would 
lead to a German-type general staff, which would lead to military 
defeat, rather than the traditional American system of compara- 
tively independent services, which had twice in the 20th century 
led to military victory. 

Congressional supporters of unification challenged —and modern 
historiography on the subject supports them— the assertions that 
the German General Staff was a joint staff with direct command 
over all services. Representative St. George noted in 1958 that: 5 7  

65Unification of the Armed Services. Remarks in the Senate. Congressional Record, v. 93, 
July 7, 1947. p. 8317. 

5 6  For example, see Ibid., July 9, 1947. p. 8490. 
5 7  U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Armed Services. Reorganization of the Department of 

Defense Hearings, 85th Congress, 2nd session. April 22-May 21, 1958, H.A.S.C. No. 83, Washing- 
ton, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1958. p. 6263. 
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. . . the German General Staff was strictly under the 
Army . . . the Luftwaffe was never included, nor was the 
Navy. 

Members of Congress seeking to refute those critics of unification 
who were attacking it through attacks on the general staff also 
noted that while powerful, it had usually been subordinated to civil 
authority —even if the latter was itself authoritarian, as was the 
case in Germany, and asserted that the entire panoply of American 
democratic institutions, concepts, and attitudes —not specific struc- 
tural characteristics of the military— were what guaranteed that 
unified U.S. Armed Forces, with or without a joint general staff, 
would not challenge civilian control of the military. Senator Sy- 
mington, in debate over the 1958 Act, observed that: 5 8  

Hitler’s Germany was a party dictatorship, not a mili- 
tary dictatorship. 

Beginning in 1938, Hitler had a high command of the 
armed forces, called the OKW; but this was an instrument 
for Hitler to impose his will on the army, not the reverse. 

We deplore Hitler as a civilian authority, but that’s 
what he was. 

* * * * * * * 
These latter [military] dictatorships do not stem from 

any particular form of military organization, but from the 
political immaturity and the habit of authoritarian govern- 
ment, which are the outgrowth of a low level of education 
of the people. 

* * * * * * * 
The liberties of this country hang on no such slender 

thread as what this Congress may legislate as to the 
powers of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
the structure of the Joint Staff. 

Under our proposal civilian control is still assured by 
three levels of civilians in the executive establishment— 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Defense, 
and the President— in addition to the concurrent authority 
exercised by the two Houses of Congress. 

Congressional critics of unification and, inter alia, the general 
staff concept were correct in describing the German General Staff 
as a German Army elite whose members occupied both national 
headquarters command and staff positions and senior field com- 
mands. In asserting that service unification in the United States 
would inevitably lead to creation of a joint general staff elite with 
a similar “lock’ on both headquarters and field commands, howev- 
er, these critics were confusing the functional and organizational 
characteristics of whatever joint staff organization might exist in 
the unified Armed Forces with the military elite characteristics of 
the German General Staff. The actual Joint Staff which was estab- 
lished to provide staff support to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, for ex- 

58  Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958. Remarks in the Senate. Congressional 
Record, v. 104, July 18, 1958. p. 14258. 
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ample, had and has none of the highly selective and meritocratic 
assignment, educational, and separate career branch characteris- 
tics of the pre-1945 German General Staff.59Q 

IV. CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS 
At first glance, congressional attitudes toward a general staff 

during the 20th Century appear to vary greatly, depending on 
whether they were stated before or after World War II. Yet a 
common thread can be discerned throughout the 80-odd years of in- 
tellectual history examined in this study— one entirely consistent 
with basic strains of American thought and belief. A persistent sus- 
picion of hierarchy and authority, however meritocratically chosen 
or subordinate to democratic institutions, and an equally persistent 
egalitarianism, however administratively untidy or counter to “ef- 
fective” government, pervaded congressional discussion of the gen- 
eral staff concept during 1903-1985. 

Thus, before World War II, Members of Congress opposed the 
U.S. Army General Staff-a small, unelected body of professional 
soldiers-becoming involved in detailed aspects of Army adminis- 
tration, because to do so would decrease the direct influence of the 
national legislature on the Army. The Army General Staff could 
plan strategy all it wanted—the Congress was little interested in 
strategy anyway. Let the general staff influence resource alloca- 
tion, however, or personnel decisions, and it constituted the injec- 
tion of technocratic specialists into areas where democratic gener- 
alists—i.e., Members of Congress—should have the final say. 

After World War II the distinction became even greater. Support 
for egalitarian institutions was extended by many into the area of 
interservice relations, where equality of bureaucratic and political 
power among the three major military services was held to be the 
logical outcome of democracy, and the subordination of the services 
to a central authority, however constitutional, was equated with 
autocracy. Even supporters of service unification who rejected this 
latter point of view were at pains to declare their opposition to a 
general staff which was an elite branch of the officer crops, on the 
German model, although in their next breath they would carefully 
delineate why .American conditions would prevent the rise of mili- 
tarism like that of Germany regardless of the type of general staff 
we had—if any. 

In retrospect, the vehemence of objections to an elite general 
staff based on the assumption that such an organization would 
threaten American political democracy seems misplaced. Modern 
scholarship suggests that the power and prestige of the German 
General Staff was more a product of Prussian or German milita- 
rism than a creator of it. Yet the congressional opponents of “the 
general staff’ may very well have been correct in sensing some- 
thing “Un-American” about it—even the restricted U.S. Army Gen- 
eral Staff. The missions of a general staff—to prepare for war, 
based on the assumption that there will be a “next war’: to conduct 
systematic long-range planning; to do all this in an atmosphere of 
at least relative secrecy—all fly in the face of the traditional Amer- 

5 8  Collins, U.S. Defense Planning: A Critique. p. 58-60. 



ican qualities of optimism (there need not be a next war), ad hoc 
pragmatism (long-range planning is an undemocratic narrowing of 
options by technocrats), and openness (the public’s “right to 
know”). 

Congressional attitudes toward a general staff in the 20th Centu- 
ry, therefore, many indicate the persistence of American social. 
myths (a “myth,” in this sense, need not be false—or even suscepti- 
ble to evaluation as to its truth or falsehood), and the truly repre- 
sentative nature of the Congress in reflecting popular attitudes and 
beliefs, however, inchoate, formless, or subliminal. If the Congress 
changes its attitudes about a general staff (either the term itself or 
the concepts it embodies) it may indicate a strong confidence in the 
ability of American political institutions to control the military, re- 
gardless of how the Nation’s highest military command is struc- 
tured. It might also reflect a changed, deeper, and more substantial 
acceptance and understanding of the nature of wars and military 
institutions themselves among not only Members of Congress, but 
the people they represent. 
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CHAPTER 5 

UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED COMMANDS 
A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter deals with the unified and specified commands 
which were established to control operations whenever military 
forces are employed. Commanders of the unified and specified com- 
mands report through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of 
Defense. These commands and their Service components represent 
one of the two distinct organizational levels of the Department of 
Defense: the operational level. The other is the policymaking level, 
comprised basically of Washington Headquarters organizations. 

Unified and specified commands are, by definition, those with a 
broad and continuing mission. Unified commands have forces as- 
signed from two or more Services; specified commands consist of 
forces from a single Service. Today, there are six unified commands 
and three specified commands in existence: 
Unified Commands: 
U.S. Atlantic Command (Norfolk, Virginia) 
U.S. Central Command (MacDill Air Force Base, Florida) 
U.S. European Command (Stuttgart, Germany) 
U.S. Pacific Command (Camp H.M. Smith, Hawaii) 
U.S. Readiness Command (MacDill Air Force Base, Florida) 
U.S. Southern Command (Quarry Heights, Panama) 
Specified Commands: 
Aerospace Defense Command (Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado) 
Military Airlift Command (Scott Air Force Base, Illinois) 
Strategic Air Command (Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska) 

In addition, on November 20, 1984, President Reagan approved the 
establishment of a seventh unified command: the U.S. Space Com- 
mand. This new command is to be formally established on Septem- 
ber 23, 1985. 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the unified and speci- 
fied command system as it has evolved since World War II and to 
see, in the context of the overall DoD organization, if this system 
best serves U.S. national security interests. For simplicity, through- 
out the remainder of this chapter the unified and specified com- 
mands will be referred to as “operational commands”. Likewise, 
the unified and specified commanders will be referred to as “oper- 
ational commanders.” In certain quotes, however, the operational 
commanders will be referred to as “CINC’s”, an abbreviation for 
Commanders in Chief. 
B. EVOLUTION OF THE OPERATIONAL COMMANDS 

1. Prior to World War II 
(275) 
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Prior to World War II, the War Department and the Navy De- 
partment existed as essentially independent entities and rarely did 
Army and Navy units operate together. When they did so, com- 
mand arrangements were ad hoc. Concerns about the lack of inter- 
service relations first arose during the Spanish-American War 
when the Army and Navy failed to cooperate fully during the 
Cuban campaign. In fact, the interservice disputes were so great 
that the Army Commander refused to allow the Navy representa- 
tive to sign the formal surrender document. As a result of these 
problems, in 1903 the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the 
Navy signed a common order which created the Joint Army and 
Navy Board, whose charge was to address “all matters calling for 
the cooperation of the two services.” The Joint Army and Navy 
Board continued to handle interservice matters until the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff was created in 1942. 

In due time, one product of the work of the Joint Army and 
Navy Board became the agreements documented in “Joint Action 
of the Army and Navy” (JAAN). The version of JAAN in effect at 
the time of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor in 1941 described 
“mutual cooperation,” not unified command, as the favored method 
in joint operations. 

2. World War II 
World War II, with its numerous theaters, multiple-Service oper- 

ations, and increasingly sophisticated weapons systems, proved that 
“mutual cooperation” between the Services was no longer ade- 
quate. General George C. Marshall, USA realized early in World 
War II that the complexity of modern warfare demanded unified 
command: 

I am convinced that there must be one man in command of 
the entire theater —air, ground, and ships. We cannot manage 
by cooperation. Human frailties are such that there would be 
an emphatic unwillingness to place portions of troops under 
another service. If we made a plan for unified command now, 
it would solve nine-tenths of our troubles. There are difficulties 
in arriving at a single command, but they are much less than 
the hazards that must be faced if we do not do this. (Robert E. 
Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins: An Intimate History, 1948, 
page 455) 

The disastrous failure of interservice coordination at Pearl 
Harbor in 1941 dictated that in each theater the operational forces 
of two or more Services be placed under the command of a single 
individual. Thus, during World War II, the first continuing multi- 
service commands were created. The newly created Joint Chiefs of 
Staff designated from among their members an “executive agent” 
for each of these operational commands. 

3. The National Security Act of 1947 
While the JCS had decided during World War II that unified 

command would continue to be employed in peacetime, public and 
congressional opinion, influenced by the findings of the Pearl 
Harbor investigation that laid blame for that disaster in large part 
on divided command, would accept no other arrangement. The 
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Report of the Joint Committee on the Investigation of the Pearl 
Harbor Attack, released in 1946, stated: 

It was only in the wake of the Pearl Harbor disaster that the 
inherent and intolerable weaknesses of command by mutual 
cooperation were exposed. (page 245) 

By World War II’s end, the concept of unified command was ac- 
cepted as sound in theory and practice. As a result, the National 
Security Act of 1947 provided for unified command and assigned 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff responsibility, subject to the authority and 
direction of the President and the Secretary of Defense, for estab- 
lishing “unified commands in strategic areas when such unified 
commands are in the interest of national security.” 

There was, however, no change in the executive agent arrange- 
ment in 1947. Thus, in the years after World War II, the pre-World 
War II idea that the Military Department that raised and support- 
ed the forces also employed the forces was perpetuated. This is an 
important aspect of the organizational history of the operational 
commands, because this approach still finds expression in the atti- 
tudes and actions of many Service personnel. 

4. The 1953 Reorganization Plan 
In 1953, President Eisenhower by Executive Order revised the ex- 

ecutive agent concept to provide that the Military Department 
rather than a Service Chief would serve as executive agent for each 
unified command. In his April 30, 1953 message to the Congress 
transmitting Reorganization Plan No. 6 of 1953, President Eisen- 
hower explained and justified this change as follows: 

. . . Under this new arrangement the channel of responsibil- 
ity and authority to a commander of a unified command will 
unmistakably be from the President to the Secretary of De- 
fense to the designated civilian Secretary of a military depart- 
ment. This arrangement will fix responsibility along a definite 
channel of accountable civilian officials as intended by the Na- 
tional Security Act. (The Department of Defense 1944-1978, 
page 152) 

5. The 1958 Amendment to the National Security Act 
In 1958, as part of the Reorganization Act, a fundamental change 

in the operational commands took place. President Eisenhower, in 
proposing the legislative revisions to the National Security Act of 
1947, stated: 

. . . separate ground, sea, and air warfare is gone forever. If 
ever again we should be involved in war, we will fight it in all 
elements, with all services, as one single concentrated effort. 
Peacetime preparatory and organizational activity must con- 
form to this fact. Strategic and tactical planning must be com- 
pletely unified, combat forces organized into unified com- 
mands, each equipped with the most efficient weapons systems 
that science can develop, singly led and prepared to fight as 
one, regardless of service. The accomplishment of this result is 
the basic function of the Secretary of Defense, advised and as- 
sisted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and operating under the su- 
pervision of the Commander in Chief. (Message to the Con- 
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gress, April 3, 1958, The Department of Defense 1944-1978, 
page 175) 

To implement this thesis, President Eisenhower proposed that 
the operational commanders report directly to the Secretary of De- 
fense. The Military Departments and the Service Chiefs were elimi- 
nated from the chain of command, and the executive agent ar- 
rangement was ended. This was accomplished in the 1958 Reorga- 
nization Act and remains in force today. 

Specifically, Section 2 of the Department of Defense Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1958 declared that it was national policy “...to provide 
for the establishment of unified and specified combatant com- 
mands, and a clear and direct line of command to such corn- 
mands ...” Later in the same Act (Section 202(j)), the authority for 
the President to establish operational commands is set forth with 
some specificity: 

(j) With the advice and assistance of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
the President, through the Secretary of Defense, shall establish 
unified or specified combatant commands for the performance 
of military missions, and shall determine the force structure of 
such combatant commands to be composed of forces of the De- 
partment of the Army, the Department of the Navy, the De- 
partment of the Air Force, which shall then be assigned to 
such combatant commands by the departments concerned for 
the performance of such military missions. Such combat com- 
mands are responsible to the President and the Secretary of 
Defense for such military missions as may be assigned to them 
by the Secretary of Defense, with the approval of the Presi- 
dent. Forces assigned to such unified combatant commands or 
specified combatant commands shall be under the full oper- 
ational command of the commander of the unified combatant 
command or the commander of the specified combatant com- 
mand. All forces not so assigned remain for all purposes in 
their respective departments. Under the direction, authority, 
and control of the Secretary of Defense each military depart- 
ment shall be responsible for the administration of the forces 
assigned from its department to such combatant commands. 
The responsibility for the support of forces assigned to combat- 
ant commands shall be vested in one or more of‘ the military 
departments as may be directed by the Secretary of Defense. 
Forces assigned to such unified or specified combatant com- 
mands shall be transferred therefrom only by authority of and 
under procedures established by the Secretary of Defense, with 
the approval of the President. 

Essentially, this same provision has been codified as section 124 of 
title 10, United States Code, and remains the basis for the current 
operational command structure. 
C. KEY TRENDS 

1. Changes in the Operational Command Structure 
a. Original Operational Commands 
The original operational commands were essentially those in 

place at the end of World War II. The first peacetime “unified com- 
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mand” to be established, U.S. Forces, European Theater was cre- 
ated when General Eisenhower’s Supreme Headquarters Allied Ex- 
peditionary Force was dissolved on July 14, 1945. The basic charter 
of the original seven unified commands and two specified com- 
mands was the Unified Command Plan prepared by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and approved by President Truman on December 14, 
1946. 

Under this plan, the following commands were to be established; 
the date that each command was actually established is shown. 

Unified Commands 
0 Far East Command (U.S. forces in Japan, Korea, the Ryukyus, 

the Philippines, the Marianas Islands, and the Bonins) - Janu- 
ary 1, 1947 

0 Pacific Command -January 1, 1947 
0 Alaskan Command -January 1, 1947 
0 European Command (In effect, the European Command 

(EUCOM) was only a new title for U.S. Forces, European Thea- 
ter which had existed since July 1945. While nominally a uni- 
fied command, EUCOM was almost wholly of Army composi- 
tion.) -March 15, 1947 

0 Atlantic Fleet (The Atlantic Fleet was made a command on 
November 1, 1947, but one month later the Atlantic Command 
was established.) 

0 Caribbean Command -November 1, 1947 
0 Northeast Command (forces assigned to Newfoundland, Labra- 

dor, and Greenland) -October 1, 1950 
Specified Commands 
0 Strategic Air Command -December 14, 1946 
0 U.S. Naval Forces, Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean (CINC- 

The Strategic Air Command became the first example of what 
was later designated a specified command, though the term did not 
come into use until 1951. 

NELM) -November 1, 1947 

b. Changes in the 1950’s and 1960’s 
There was relatively little change in the operational command 

structure in the two decades following the creation of the original 
peacetime commands. There were only two major changes: estab- 
lishment of the Continental Air Defense Command and U.S. Strike 
Command as unified commands. The changes during this 20-year 
period were: 

0 in 1951, U.S. Air Forces, Europe was established as a specified 
command; 

0 in 1952, the U.S. European Command became a full-fledged 
unified command; 

0 in 1954, the Continental Air Defense Command was estab- 
lished as a joint command and made a unified command in 
1958; 

0 in 1956, U.S. Air Forces, Europe was disestablished as a speci- 
fied command; 

0 in 1956, the Northeast Command was disestablished; 
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0 in 1957, the Far East Command was disestablished and its 
forces were placed under the Pacific Command; 

0 in 1961, the U.S. Strike Command was established as a unified 
command; 

0 in 1963, the Caribbean Command was redesignated the U.S. 
Southern Command; and 

0 in 1963, U.S. Naval Forces, Eastern Atlantic and Mediterrane- 
an was disestablished as a specified command and served only 
as U.S. Naval Forces, Europe under the European Command. 

c. Changes in the 1970’s and 1980’s 
There have been only six changes to the operational commands 

0 in 1971, the U.S. Strike Command was renamed the U.S. Read- 
iness Command; 

0 in 1975, the Alaskan Command was disestablished; 
0 in 1975, the U.S. Continental Air Defense Command was desig- 

nated a specified command and renamed the Aerospace De- 
fense Command; 

0 in 1977, the Military Airlift Command was given the status of 
a specified command; 

0 in 1983, the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force was designat- 
ed a unified command and renamed the U.S. Central Com- 
mand; and 

0 in 1984, President Reagan approved the establishment of the 
U.S. Space Command. 

d. Summary 
Since 1945, there have been 11 different unified commands (in- 

cluding the U.S. Space Command) and five different specified com- 
mands. Between 1947 and 1950, the original seven unified com- 
mands were created. Four of these -European Command, Atlantic 
Command, Pacific Command, and the Caribbean Command now en- 
titled the Southern Command -remain in existence today. The 
other three initial commands (Far East Command, Northeast Com- 
mand, and Alaskan Command) were incorporated respectively into 
the Pacific, Atlantic, and Readiness Commands. (The Alaskan Air 
Command also reports to the Aerospace Defense Command in con- 
nection with its air defense mission.) The Continental Air Defense 
Command was a unified command for 17 years beginning in 1958. 
Two new unified commands have been created and remain in exist- 
ence today: the Readiness Command/Strike Command in 1961 and 
the Central Command in 1983. Presidential approval of the U.S. 
Space Command was given in 1984 and that command was formal- 
ly established in September 1985. 

Of the two initial specified commands, only the Strategic Air 
Command remains. The other, U.S. Naval Forces, Eastern Atlantic 
and Mediterranean, was incorporated into the European Command 
as was U.S. Air Forces, Europe which was a specified command for 
5 years. Two new specified commands have been created and 
remain in existence today: the Aerospace Defense Command in 
1975 (after its predecessor organization, Continental Air Defense 
Command, served as a unified command for 17 years) and the Mili- 
tary Airlift Command in 1977. 

since 1970: 
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In general, the current operational command structure remains 
basically the one that emerged from World War II with some con- 
solidation taking place and with new commands added to meet 
emerging requirements. Chart 5-1 shows the history of these 
changes. 

55-642 0 - 85 - 10 



Chart 5-1 

CHANGES IN THE OPERATIONAL COMMAND STRUCTURE 
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2. Broadening of the Missions of the Operational Commands 
The operational commands were formed at a time when security 

threats to the United States were clear and few in number. The 
international security environment has become much more com- 
plex since 1947 due to the buildup and growing reach of Soviet 
military power, a proliferation of threats to Western interests, and 
a diffusion of power and influence in the world. These trends have 
made today’s task of protecting U.S. worldwide interests -which 
in themselves have grown considerably -exceedingly more com- 
plex and demanding than in the immediate postwar period. As a 
result, the operational commands have experienced a substantial 
broadening of their missions. Bryant, Trinnaman, and Stauden- 
maier summarize this trend in their paper, “Contemporary Prob- 
lems of the Unified Command System”: 

Today, however, neither the objectives nor the threat can be 
so clear and so direct; therefore, a unified commander must 
maintain both the flexibility and the capability to orchestrate 
warfare throughout the conflict spectrum. (page 5) 

In today’s world, the missions of the operational command encom- 
pass a wide spectrum, from emergency evacuation of U.S. nationals 
to the launching of nuclear weapons. This broadening of missions is 
a trend of considerable significance in the examination of (1) the 
adequacy of the operational command structure and (2) the organi- 
zation and command arrangements of the operational commands. 
Changes in the international security environment that have led to 
a broadening of operational command missions are briefly de- 
scribed below. 

a. Widening Geographic Extent of the U.S.-Soviet Military Com- 
petition 

The growth of Soviet military power is the most ominous trend 
in the international security environment that faces the United 
States. During the past two decades, the military dimensions of the 
U.S.-Soviet balance of power have shifted adversely for the United 
states. 

The geographic scope of challenges to U.S. and Western security 
interests has expanded substantially over the past decade, due in 
part to the growing reach of Soviet military power. The competi- 
tion for power and influence between the United States and the 
Soviet Union has become truly global in nature. A new boldness 
and adventurism in Soviet policy toward the Third World has re- 
sulted in the proliferation of threats to U.S. interests in distant 
world areas which are outside the traditional system of Western al- 
liances. In addition, while the improved ability of Soviet forces to 
operate in noncontiguous areas heightens the potential for direct 
U.S.-Soviet confrontations, more immediate threats to U.S. inter- 
ests have risen from the aggressive behavior of Soviet clients such 
as Cuba, Vietnam, and Libya. 

b. Proliferation of Threats to Western Interests 
The proliferation of relatively inexpensive, highly destructive, 

and effective weapons to Third World countries has increased the 
likelihood and intensity of regional conflicts. Given modern tech- 
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nologies, states involved in regional rivalries and terrorist groups 
may find it easier to use force. Such relatively low intensity con- 
flicts as the war in Lebanon and the Iran-Iraq war may be the 
most likely future challenge to U.S. military forces. 

For a variety of reasons, the Third World is increasing its pur- 
chases of sophisticated military equipment and, in the process, is 
becoming more heavily and lethally armed. This spread of military 
technology means that the United States may face increasingly ef- 
fective military threats from a variety of Third World sources. 

Economic issues have always played an important role in a na- 
tion’s security policy. The trend over the past decade toward in- 
creased economic interdependence leaves national economies more 
vulnerable to the workings of the international economy. Short of 
costly neo-mercantilist strategies, this increasing economic interde- 
pendence will continue to make the free flow of raw materials and 
trade of significant importance to the Western World. 

c. Diffusion of Power and Influence in the World 
Against a backdrop of rising militarism, increasing instability, 

and economic interdependence, the past 20 years have witnessed a 
significant diffusion of political, military, and economic power and 
influence in the world. This diffusion has contributed to an overall 
weakening of the international order. 

The gradual weakening of the political cohesion of the North At- 
lantic Alliance is one example of this process; another very differ- 
ent example is the growing signs of serious political strains and 
popular discontent in the countries of the Warsaw Pact. 

In the past 20 years, the world’s economic order has also 
changed. Most notable in this regard has been the new economic 
strength of oil-rich nations and the influence that they have over 
the world’s economy. 

Adding to the diffusion of power has been the rise in the political 
influence and military strength of a growing number of regional 
powers including India, Brazil, Nigeria, and South Africa. Within 
their immediate areas, these regional powers can exert consider- 
able influence on regional policies and actions at the expense of the 
superpowers and other leading nations. 

An increase in nationalism in Third World countries has also 
served to lessen traditional influences. The resurgence of Islamic 
fundamentalism, which tragically found expression in the revolu- 
tion in Iran, has produced another force which often conflicts with 
Western interests. 

In general terms, given this diffusion of power and influence, the 
traditional instruments of power, force, and economic inducements 
have become more costly and difficult for great powers, particular- 
ly democratic ones, to apply. The increased complexity of world pol- 
itics has reduced the potential of any one country to exercise con- 
trol over the whole system. 

3. Effect of Improved Communications Capabilities on Command 
and Control Centralization 

The original postwar concept for the unified commands envi- 
sioned decentralized execution of joint military operations. Howev- 
er, improvements in communications capabilities have, in recent 
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years, enabled the National Command Authority (the President 
and the Secretary of Defense) to effectively control forward de- 
ployed military forces. 

Improved communications have led to operational centralization 
that was not anticipated at the time that the unified command con- 
cept was developed. Bryant, Trinnaman, and Staudenmaier com- 
ment on this trend: 

. . . the unified command has become the conduit for cen- 
tralized ad hoc control from Washington over even the most 
minute aspect of tactical execution. (“Contemporary Problems 
of the Unified Command System”, page 6) 

They cite the experience of various crises in the mid-1970’s — 
Arab-Israeli War (1973), Mayaguez incident (1975), Korean tree cut- 
ting incident (1976), Lebanon evacuation (1977), and the Ethiopian 
evacuation (1977) -as corroboration of this conclusion. The most 
well-known instance of centralized control from Washington oc- 
curred after Bryant, Trinnaman, and Staudenmaier had written 
their paper: the Iranian hostage rescue mission in 1980. The disas- 
trous failure of this operation focused attention on the proper role 
of the National Command Authority in controlling tactical oper- 
ations. 

Another aspect of centralized control has been the occasional cir- 
cumvention of portions of the military chain of command in the 
field. In certain crises, the National Command Authority has not 
made use of the intermediate echelons which are part of institu- 
tional command arrangements. The Steadman Report noted this 
occurrence: 

. . . communications capabilities have improved to a point 
where it now is possible for a remote decisionmaker to talk di- 
rectly to an on-scene commander. Thus, it is relatively easy to 
by-pass the military chain of command. (page 28) 

Judgments on the proper role of the National Command Author- 
ity in controlling tactical operations and on the circumvention of 
portions of the military chain of command will not be made here. 
It is sufficient to note that improved communications capabilities 
have shifted much of the initiative from the operational commands 
to Washingtan and has, therefore, often altered the role of the 
most senior elements of the operational commands. 

4. Crisis Management Requirements 
Of the key trends affecting the operational commands, perhaps 

the most significant is the emergence of a genuine requirement for 
increased presidential control in efforts to manage certain crises, 
primarily those with the potential for superpower confrontation. In 
today’s international security environment, in which both the 
United States and the Soviet Union possess substantial nuclear ar- 
senals and in which the two superpowers are locked in competition 
either directly or indirectly in numerous world areas, the need to 
manage and terminate confrontations before they escalate to war 
has become increasingly important. As a result, the tension be- 
tween competing military and political-diplomatic considerations 
during crises has been considerably heightened in the last 30 years. 
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In his paper, “Crisis Management: The Interaction of Political 
and Military Considerations,” Alexander L. George discusses the 
requirement for presidential control during crises: 

That an in-built tension exists between political-diplomatic 
and military considerations in efforts to manage crises and, 
similarly, in efforts to keep limited conflicts from escalating 
has long been recognized. This problem was forced upon the 
consciousness of American leaders and strategic analysts 
during the course of the Korean War and quickly led to recog- 
nition of the necessity for maintaining presidential control and 
asserting political constraints on both the strategy and, often, 
the tactical operations of a theatre commander. The Korean 
War taught not only President Truman but all succeeding ad- 
ministrations as well that the president’s responsibility does 
not stop with establishing the political objectives to be pursued 
in a conflict; he must also maintain firm control over the level 
of costs and risks that are acceptable in pursuing those objec- 
tives. To this end the president must be willing to intervene on 
a timely basis in the determination of operational military 
plans and in aspects of their implementation. This, in turn, 
raises the danger of ’micro-management’ of crises and adds to 
the dilemmas of crisis management. (Survival, Volume 26, Sep- 
tember/October 1984, page 224) 

George also argues that one of the major lessons of the Cuban 

. . . the requirements for prudent crisis management may 
indeed seriously conflict with and, in the interest of avoiding 
war, may have to be given priority over some of the standard 
requirements of conventional military strategy. (page 223) 

Essentially, the United States must seek to manage certain crises 
with a political-military strategy which differs in important re- 
spects from conventional military strategy. 

Conventional military strategy focuses upon making the most ef- 
ficient use of available military forces to achieve assigned military 
objectives. In contrast, a political-military, or coercive diplomatic, 
strategy seeks to achieve political objectives and uses some mix and 
sequencing of persuasion, coercive threats or actions, accommoda- 
tive offers, and concessions. In his paper, George describes a coer- 
cive diplomatic strategy as follows: 

. . . Coercive diplomacy seeks to persuade the opponent to 
do something instead of bludgeoning him into doing so. Coer- 
cive diplomatic strategy focuses upon the task of affecting the 
opponent’s will and his utility calculations rather than negat- 
ing his military capabilities.... Relying upon a combination of 
persuasion, accommodation, and coercion, diplomatic strategy 
offers the possibility of achieving one’s objectives economically, 
with little bloodshed, fewer psychological and political costs, 
and often with much less risk of escalation. (page 225) 

While the need for a coercive diplomatic strategy and presiden- 
tial control of its formulation and implementation is undeniable es- 
pecially in crises involving, either directly or indirectly, the United 

missile crisis was that 
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States and the Soviet Union, this requirement is little understood 
and often criticized when employed by the President. The criti- 
cisms focus upon the constraints that a coercive diplomatic strate- 
gy places upon execution of a conventional military strategy. In ad- 
dition, there is also criticism -which is sometimes valid -of 
micro-management of tactical operations by the National Com- 
mand Authority. While these criticisms may have some validity, 
the overwhelming evidence supports the need for increased presi- 
dential control in managing crises that involve the superpowers. 

Criticisms of increased presidential control during the nuclear 
era -whether associated with conflicts in Korea, Vietnam, or else- 
where need to be placed in a historical context. Carl von 
Clausewitz’s On War, first published in 1832, clearly indicates that 
“harmful political influence on the management of war’’ has been 
a contentious issue throughout modern history. Clausewitz found 
little logic in these criticisms of political influence. 

Clausewitz’s view of war as an instrument of policy are reflected 
in the following: 

... war is only a branch of political activity; that it is in no 
Sense autonomous. 

... war is simply a continuation of political intercourse, with 
the addition of other means. 

... The main lines along which military events progress, and 
to which they are restricted, are political lines that continue 
throughout the war into the subsequent peace. (On War, edited 
and translated by Michael Howard and Peter Paret, page 605) 

... If war is part of policy, policy will determine its character. 
(page 606) 

Complementing these fundamental concepts, Clausewitz presents 

Policy, of course, will not extend its influence to operational 
details. Political considerations do not determine the posting of 
guards or the employment of patrols. But they are the more 
influential in the planning of war, of the campaign, and often 
even of the battle. (page 606) 

... We can now see that the assertion that a major military 
development, or the plan for one, should be a matter for purely 
military opinion is unacceptable and can be damaging. Nor 
indeed is it sensible to summon soldiers, as many governments 
do when they are planning a war, and ask them for purely 
military advice. But it makes even less sense for theoreticians 
to assert that all available military resources should be put a t  
the disposal of the commander so that on their basis he can 
draw up purely military plans for a war or a campaign. It is in 
any case a matter of common experience that despite the great 
variety and development of modern war its major lines are 
still laid down by governments; in other words, if we are to be 
technical about it, by a purely political and not a military 
body. 

This is as it should be. No major proposal required for war 
can be worked out in ignorance of political factors; and when 
people talk, as they often do, about harmful political influence 

his views on political considerations in the conduct of war: 
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on the management of war, they are not really saying what 
they mean. Their quarrel should be with the policy itself, not 
with its influence. If the policy is right-that is, successful- 
any intentional effect it has on the conduct of the war can only 
be to the good. If it has the opposite effect the policy itself is 
wrong. (pages 607-608) 

Clausewitz’s views -written more than 150 years ago -appear 
to be focused on refuting criticisms of political influences on war 
that have been frequently and strongly voiced in the last 30 years. 
On War gives an important historical context to the current 
debate. 

Although many of the issues associated with the effective exer- 
cise of this control by the President are beyond the scope of this 
study, the extent to which the unified commands are structured 
and prepared to effectively respond to current crisis management 
requirements is not. The major question which emerges is: has the 
unified command system, developed primarily in the late 1940’s, 
adapted effectively to meet today’s crisis management require- 
ments? Subsequent portions of this chapter attempt to answer this 
question. 
D. THE CURRENT OPERATIONAL COMMAND STRUCTURE 

As mentioned previously, there are ten U.S.-only operational 
commands in existence today. Due to its brief existence, the U.S. 
Space Command is not included in this discussion. Figure 5-1 is an 
unclassified representation of the current geographic boundaries of 
the nine U.S. commands. (The precise geographic boundaries found 
in the Unified Command Plan are classified.) In addition, the 
United States participates in four multinational operational com- 
mands. 

1. Unified Commands 
a. U.S. European Command 
The U.S. European Command (USEUCOM) with headquarters in 

Stuttgart, Germany, is commanded by General Bernard W. Rogers, 
USA (USCINCEUR). General Rogers also commands the multina- 
tional command, Allied Command, Europe, with headquarters in 
Mons, Belgium. If a war were fought in Europe, the forces of all 
allied nations would be commanded by General Rogers as the Su- 
preme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR); the U.S. force contri- 
bution would come from USEUCOM. As USCINCEUR, General 
Rogers has three Service component commands that report to him: 
U.S. Naval Forces, Europe; U.S. Army, Europe; and U.S. Air 
Forces, Europe. Chart 5-2 shows the command relationships for the 
U.S. European Command and the NATO responsibilities of these 
commands. 



FIGURE 5-1 

THE UNIFIED COMMAND PLAN (UCP) 
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C h a r t  5-3 
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Chart 5-4 
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b. U.S. Southern Command 
General John R. Galvin, USA (USCINCSOUTH) commands the 

U.S. Southern Command (USSOUTHCOM) which is responsible for 
all of Central and South America except for Mexico which is not 
assigned to any of the operational commands. Responsibility for the 
water areas adjacent to USSOUTHCOM is assigned to the U.S. At- 
lantic Command. Among USSOUTHCOM’s missions is defense of 
the Panama Canal. USSOUTHCOM, headquartered at Quarry 
Heights, Republic of Panama, has three subordinate Service compo- 
nent commands as shown in Chart 5-3. 

c. U.S. Readiness Command 
The U.S. Readiness Command (USREDCOM) has no specific area 

of the world as its responsibility. USREDCOM today is responsible 
for managing mobilization and deployment of reinforcements to 
overseas commands, developing joint doctrine, and conducting joint 
exercises. USCINCRED, General Fred K. Mahaffey, USA, is 
“double hatted” as the Director of the Joint Deployment Agency 
(JDA). USREDCOM and JDA are headquartered at MacDill Air 
Force Base in Florida. USREDCOM has Army and Air Force com- 
ponent commands as shown in Chart 5-4. 

d. U.S. Central Command 
The US.  Central Command (USCENTCOM) was formally estab- 

lished in January 1983. This command is a direct response to Presi- 
dent Carter’s Southwest Asia doctrine, enunciated in his State of 
the Union Address in January 1980: 

Let our position be absolutely clear: An attempt by any out- 
side force to gain control of the Persian Gulf region will be re- 
garded as an assault on the vital interests of the United States 
of America, and such an assault will be repelled by any means 
necessary, including military force. 

With headquarters at MacDill Air Force Base, USCENTCOM, com- 
manded by General Robert C. Kingston, USA (USCINCCENT), has 
responsibility for Southwest Asia and those African nations border- 
ing on the Red Sea and comprising generally the Horn of Africa. 
USCENTCOM grew out of the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force 
(RDJTF) established by President Carter in reaction to the policy 
put forth in his State of the Union address. The RDJTF was origi- 
nally subordinate to USREDCOM. The former USCINCRED, Gen- 
eral Volney Warner, USA, took exception to the decision to estab- 
lish the new Central Command arguing that if USCENTCOM were 
established, USREDCOM should be disestablished. General Warner 
elected to retire to express his disagreement with the decision. 

The command relationships of USCINCCENT and his three Serv- 
ice component commands are shown in Chart 5-5. 
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Chart 5-5 
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Chart 5-6 
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e. U.S. Atlantic Command 
The U.S. Atlantic Command (USLANTCOM) is predominately a 

naval command that exercises operational command of the Atlan- 
tic Ocean and contiguous land areas. Admiral Wesley L. McDonald, 
USN (USCINCLANT) has three sub-unified commands reporting to 
him: U.S. Forces, Caribbean; Icelandic Defense Forces; and U.S. 
Forces, Azores. In addition to serving as USCINCLANT, Admiral 
McDonald also serves as Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic (SA- 
CLANT), a major NATO command. Previously, USCINCLANT had 
also occupied a third position: commander of his Navy component 
command. However, during October 1985, another 4-star admiral 
will be assigned to perform the duties of Commander in Chief, At- 
lantic Fleet (CINCLANTFLT). 

In addition to his Navy component command, USCINCLANT has 
Army and Air Force component commands. The current command 
relationships of the U.S. Atlantic Command are shown in Chart 5- 
6. 

The U.S. military action in Grenada in October 1983 was under- 
taken through the unified command structure with USCINCLANT 
exercising control of the operation. 

f. U.S. Pacific Command 
Similar to the U.S. Atlantic Command, the U.S. Pacific Com- 

mand (USPACOM) is predominately a naval command that exer- 
cises operational command of the Pacific Ocean and contiguous 
land areas. Admiral Ronald J. Hays, USN (USCINCPAC) has two 
sub-unified commands: U.S. Forces, Japan and U.S. Forces, Korea. 
During the Vietnam War, USPACOM had a third sub-unified com- 
mand: the U.S. Military Assistance Command, Vietnam. 

In addition to his sub-unified commands, USCINCPAC has three 
Service component commands reporting to him. These command 
relationships are shown in Chart 5-7. 
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Chart 5-7 
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Chart 5 - 8  
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Chart 5-9 
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Chart 5-10 
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2. Specified Commands 
a. Strategic Air Command 
The Strategic Air Command (SAC) is the oldest specified com- 

mand. General Larry D. Welch, USAF (CINCSAC) commands the 
Air Force’s strategic missile and bomber forces and exercises con- 
trol over the targeting of the Navy’s strategic submarine forces 
from his headquarters at Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska. AS 
Chart 5-8 shows, SAC has three major subordinate Air Force orga- 
nizations. 

b. Aerospace Defense Command 
The Aerospace Defense Command (ADCOM), established as the 

Continental Air Defense Command (CONAD) in 1954, is responsible 
for air defense of the continental United States, Alaska, Canada, 
and Mexico. Headquartered at Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado 
with sensitive command and control equipment housed in nearby 
Cheyenne Mountain, ADCOM is commanded by General Robert T. 
Herres, USAF (CINCADCOM). CONAD was a joint command from 
1954 until 1958 and a true unified command from 1958 until 1975 
with Army and Navy components contributing to the air defense 
mission. CINCADCOM also doubles as CINCNORAD (North Ameri- 
can Aerospace Defense Command), an allied air defense command 
which combines the air defense capabilities of the United States 
and Canada. 

The command relationships of ADCOM are shown in Chart 5-9. 
c. Military Airlift Command 
The remaining specified command is the Military Airlift Com- 

mand (MAC) with headquarters at Scott Air Force Base, Illinois, 
and commanded by General Duane H. Cassidy, USAF (CINCMAC). 
This command has operational control of all of the Air Force’s air- 
lift aircraft. As Chart 5-10 shows, MAC has five subordinate Air 
Force organizations. 

3. Multinational Commands 
The United States also participates in four multinational oper- 

ational commands. Each of these four commands is commanded by 
a U.S. officer. In two cases, the U.S. officer also commands a U.S. 
unified command. In another, the U.S. officer also commands a 
U.S. specified command. In the last case, the U.S. officer also com- 
mands a sub-unified command. Each of these multinational oper- 
ational commands has their own multinational chain of command 
as shown on Charts 5-2, 5-6, 5-7, and 5-9. 

a. Allied Command, Europe 
Allied Command, Europe (ACE) is commanded by General Ber- 

nard W. Rogers, USA, whose title is Supreme Allied Commander, 
Europe (SACEUR). General Rogers also commands the U.S. Euro- 
pean Command. 

b. Allied Command, Atlantic 
Allied Command, Atlantic is commanded by Admiral Wesley L. 

McDonald, USN, whose title is Supreme Allied Commander, Atlan- 
tic (SACLANT). Admiral McDonald also commands the U.S. Atlan- 
tic Command. 
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c. North American Aerospace Defense Command 
The North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) 

consists of U.S. and Canadian air forces. It is commanded by Gen- 
eral Robert T. Herres, USAF, whose title is Commander in Chief, 
NORAD (CINCNORAD). General Herres also commands the U.S. 
Aerospace Defense Command, a U.S. specified command. 

d. ROK/US Combined Forces Command 
The ROK/US Combined Forces Command (CFC) in Korea is com- 

manded by General William J. Livsey, USA, whose title is Com- 
mander in Chief, CFC (CINC, CFC). General Livsey is also Com- 
mander, U.S. Forces, Korea, a sub-unified command of the U.S. Pa- 
cific Command. He also commands the United Nations Command 
and the U.S. Army component, Eighth U.S. Army, of his sub-uni- 
fied command. 
E. PROBLEM AREAS AND CAUSES 

This examination of the unified and specified commands identi- 
fied six broad problem areas, all of which apply to the unified com- 
mands, but only two of which apply to the specified commands. 
First, the chain of command from the Commander in Chief to the 
operational commanders is confused, which is a deficiency of major 
proportions. Second, the authority of the unified commanders over 
their Service components is weak. Third, there is an imbalance be- 
tween the responsibilities and accountability of the unified com- 
manders and their ability to obtain the mix of resources that they 
need to fulfill their missions. The fourth problem area is the ab- 
sence of unification below the level of the unified commander and 
his staff. Fifth, the Unified Command Plan does not receive an ob- 
jective review. Last, there has been unnecessary micro-manage- 
ment of tactical operations and circumvention of the chain of com- 
mand by the National Command Authority (President and Secre- 
tary of Defense) during crises. 

When the second, third, and fourth problem areas listed above 
are considered in combination, the authority of the unified com- 
manders can be seen to be extremely limited. They have weak au- 
thority over their components, limited influence over resources, 
and an inability to promote greater unification within their com- 
mands. These deficiencies are inherent in the organizational ar- 
rangements, established in 1948, for the unified commands. Presi- 
dent Eisenhower noted these deficiencies in his message to the Con- 
gress on the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958. He stated: 

Because I have often seen the evils of diluted command, I 
emphasize that each Unified Commander must have unques- 
tioned authority over all units of his command....Today a uni- 
fied command is made up of component commands from each 
military department, each under a commander of that depart- 
ment. The commander’s authority over these component com- 
mands is short of the full command required for maximum 

efficiency....I recommend, therefore, that present law, including 
certain restrictions relating to combatant functions, be so 
amended as to remove any possible obstacles to the full unity 
of our commands and the full command over them by unified 
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commanders. (The Department of Defense 1944-1978, pages 

The arrangements that President Eisenhower sought have never 
been implemented and the deficiencies persist. As the Report of the 
Blue Ribbon Defense Panel notes: 

Despite the establishment of the unified command concept in 
the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, as requested by Presi- 
dent Eisenhower, the relationship and relative authority be- 
tween the Unified Commander and the component command- 
er, and between the component commander and his Military 
Department, remain substantially unchanged. 

The net result is an  organizational structure in which “unifi- 
cation” of either command or of the forces is more cosmetic 
than substantive. (page 50) 

1. CONFUSED CHAIN OF COMMAND FROM THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF 
TO THE OPERATIONAL COMMANDERS 

There is considerable confusion over the roles of the Secretary of 
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the operational chain of 
command. As a result, the appropriate relationships between the 
operational commanders and those above them in the chain of com- 
mand are very uncertain. There are two basic causes of this confu- 
sion: unclear statutes relating to the role of the Secretary of De- 
fense in the chain of command and an ambiguous DoD directive re- 
lating to the role of the JCS. The chain of command is further con- 
fused by the de facto influence that individual Service Chiefs retain 
over the operational commands. This influence is not the result of 
formal responsibilities assigned by statute or DoD directive, but is 
derived from the substantial dependence of the operational com- 
manders on the Service Chiefs for resources and for subsequent 
career assignments. In many aspects, because of the continuing in- 
fluence of the Service Chiefs, the executive agent arrangement for 
operational commands persists despite its termination in 1958. This 
de facto influence of the Service Chiefs has been identified as a 
third cause of the confused chain of command. 

a. Lack of Statutory Clarity on the Role of the Secretary of De- 
fense. 

Under the National Security Act of 1947, as amended, the oper- 
ational military chain of command runs from the President to the 
Secretary of Defense to the unified and specified commands who 
are “responsible to the President and the Secretary [of Defense] for 
such military missions as may be assigned to them by the Secre- 
tary [of Defense] with the approval of the President.” (Section 
124(c)(l) of title 10) 

While the statutes have been consistently interpreted as placing 
the Secretary of Defense in the chain of command, the statutes are 
not clear. For example, nowhere in the statutes is the Secretary of 
Defense given the authority “to command”. In addition, the stat- 
utes are silent on the question of who actually commands the oper- 
ational commanders. 

In his study on Military Command Authority: Constitutional, 
Statutory, and Regulatory Bases, Peter P. Wallace discusses the 

179-180) 
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statutory ambiguity of the Secretary of Defense’s command author- 
ity: 

One could construct several reasonable arguments that the 
Secretary has this authority by implication. For example one 
might argue that the command authority is included within 
the “authority, direction and control” of the Defense Depart- 
ment. Or that since all residuary powers were vested in the 
Secretary by the 1949 amendments, and the 1958 amendments 
specifically took the service secretaries out of the operational 
chain, the command authority now resides in the Secretary of 
Defense. Or lastly one might rely on the legislative history of 
the 1958 amendments which rather clearly indicates that the 
Congressional intent was to give the Secretary of Defense all 
the power to run that department that statute could confer, 
and hence an element so important as command must have 
been included therein. Yet, it is this very point that makes any 
attempt to derive command authority by implication so unper- 
suasive. Command is so critically important that one really has 
difficulty believing that Congress or the nation could rest very 
comfortably leaving the command authority open to argument. 
But this seems to be precisely what has happened. (Pages 27- 
28) 

b. Ambiguity of DoD Directive 5100.1 
On December 31, 1958, Secretary of Defense McElroy created the 

greatest ambiguity in the chain of command by amending Depart- 
ment of Defense Directive 5100.1. This directive, entitled “Func- 
tions of the Department of Defense and its Major Components,” 
was changed to provide: “The chain of command runs from the 
President to the Secretary of Defense and through the Joint Chiefs 
of Stuff to the commanders of unified and specified commands.” 
(emphasis added) This provision departed significantly from the 
precise statutory scheme concerning the combatant commands 
which did not include the JCS. The only elaboration that this am- 
biguous formula receives is in the directive’s description of one of 
the functions of the JCS: 

1. To serve as advisers and as military staff in the chain of 
operational command with respect to unified and specified 
commands, to provide a channel of communications from the 
President and Secretary of Defense to unified and specified 
commands, and to coordinate all communications in matters of 
joint interest addressed to the commanders of the unified or 
specified commands by other authority. (page 4) 

The language of the directive could imply any of three roles for 
the JCS. First, they could merely be the instrumentality through 
which command is exercised, making no input of their own. This 
role, implied by the “channel of communications” language, would 
portray the JCS as merely the command voice of higher authority. 

A second possibility is that the JCS would function more as a 
traditional military staff with the Secretary of Defense as the com- 
mander. This interpretation finds some support in the “advisers 
and military staff’ language of the directive. This interpretation 
would seem to imply that the JCS would generate options and over- 
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see implementation of the Secretary’s decisions, but the business of 
command would be conducted primarily between the Secretary and 
the operational commanders. 

The third possibility is that the JCS would function as a full- 
fledged link in the chain of command. This role finds explicit sup- 
port in the description of the chain of command. Under this inter- 
pretation, the JCS would not only generate but also choose and im- 
plement options; be the principal, if not exclusive, contact at the 
DoD policymaking level for the operational commanders; and only 
involve the Secretary with problems that were beyond their capa- 
bility to solve. The closed staff nature of the JCS system offers evi- 
dence that supports this third interpretation. If either the first or 
second interpretations reflected reality, it would be necessary for 
extensive interaction between the JCS system and the Secretary of 
Defense and his staff. This interaction is not possible due to the ob- 
stacles to communication resulting from the closed staff character- 
istics of the JCS system. 

While all three possibilities seem plausible under the directive, 
the third interpretation seems to most closely describe reality. For 
example, Admiral Thomas Moorer, USN, then Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations and later Chairman of the JCS, described the chain of com- 
mand of the Pueblo during her seizure by North Korea on January 
23, 1968 as follows: 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, of which the Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations is the Navy member, exercise command of all operating 
forces. Thus in the case of Pueblo, the command chain ran up 
from CTF 96; to Commander-in-Chief Pacific Fleet; Command- 
er-in-Chief, Pacific; to the Joint Chiefs of Staff who in turn 
report to the Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces 
through the Secretary of Defense. (emphasis added) 

Despite the tenuous basis for command authority provided by DoD 
Directive 5100.1, the JCS certainly seem to exercise it, at least on 
occasion. 

Admiral U.S. Grant Sharp, USN (Retired), shares Admiral 
Moorer’s view of the chain of command. In his book, Strategy for 
Defeat, Vietnam in Retrospect, Admiral Sharp refers to the JCS as 
“military commanders” (page 33); indicates that while serving as 
CINCPAC, he was “under the direct authority of the JCS” (page 
35); and presents a chart showing the JCS in the chain of command 
(page 38). 

Further evidence of command authority being exercised by JCS 
members is presented in Graham T. Allison’s book, Essence of Deci- 
sion -Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis, concerning the naval 
blockade of Cuba: 

Nevertheless, the President expressed concern that the 
Navy -already frustrated because of the leashing of its de- 
signed blockade -might blunder into an  incident. Sensing the 
President’s fears, McNamara decided to explore the organiza- 
tion’s procedures and routines for making the first interception. 
Calling on the Chief of Naval Operations in the Navy’s inner 
sanctum, the Navy Flag Plot, McNamara put his questions 
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harshly. Precisely what would the Navy do when the first 
interception occurred? Anderson replied that he had outlined 
the procedures in the National Security Council meeting and 
that there was no need to discuss it further. Angered but still 
calm, McNamara began to lecture the admiral. According to 
Elie Abel’s reconstruction of that lecture, McNamara firmly 
explained that: 

The object of the operation was not to shoot Russians 
but to communicate a political message from President 
Kennedy to Chairman Khrushchev. The President wanted 
to avoid pushing Khrushchev to extremes. The blockade 
must be so conducted as to avoid humiliating the Russians; 
otherwise Khrushchev might react in a nuclear spasm. By 
the conventional rules, blockade was an act of war and the 
first Soviet ship that refused to submit to boarding and 
search risked being sent to the bottom. But this was a 
military action with a political objective. Khrushchev must 
somehow be persuaded to pull back, rather than be goaded 
into retaliation. 

Sensing that Anderson was not moved by this logic, McNa- 
mara returned to the line of detailed questioning. Who would 
make the first interception? Were Russian-speaking officers on 
board? How would submarines be dealt with? At one point 
McNamara asked Anderson what he would do if a Soviet ship’s 
captain refused to answer questions about his cargo. At that 
point the Navy man picked up the Manual of Naval Regula- 
tions and, waving it in McNamara’s face, shouted, “It’s all in 
there.” To which McNamara replied, “I don’t give a damn 
what John Paul Jones would have done. I want to know what 
you are going to do now.” The encounter ended on Anderson’s 
remark: “Now, Mr. Secretary, if you and your Deputy will go 
back to your offices, the Navy will run the blockade.” (pages 
131-132) 

A footnote to this portion of the book also proves interesting: 
According to Abel, some witnesses say that Anderson “ac- 

cused McNamara of ‘undue interference in naval matters.’” 
The Admiral, thereafter Ambassador to Portugal, said that 
this was not his recollection, adding that he was brought up 
never to say such a thing even if he felt it. (page 309) 

Not only does the confused chain of command hamper the ability 
of the Department of Defense to manage crises, it also poses a di- 
lemma for the operational commanders in peacetime. The oper- 
ational commanders may believe that the only forum available to 
them to raise joint Service issues is the JCS, which is often not a 
hospitable forum for doing so as noted in Chapter 4. Should they 
choose to exercise their statutory right to go to the Secretary of De- 
fense, thus circumventing the JCS, they may feel that they would 
be undermining their own positions and jeopardizing their careers. 

c. De Facto Influence of the Service Chiefs 
Clearly, by law and regulation, the Service Chiefs are in the 

chain of command only as members of the JCS. As individual Serv- 
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ice Chiefs, they are accorded no role in the chain of command. In 
reality, however, they have substantial influence over the oper- 
ational commanders. The forces of each operational command are 
dominated, or nearly so, by units of one of the Services. In each 
case, the operational commander is normally appointed from the 
Service with the dominant forces. The only exception to this rule is 
the U.S. Central Command where command alternates between the 
Army and Marine Corps. Given his substantial dependence on one 
Service for resources necessary to execute his missions, an  oper- 
ational commander can be greatly influenced by the Chief of Staff 
of that Service. 

For example, it is highly unlikely that the Commanders of the 
U.S. Atlantic Command or the U.S. Pacific Command would take a 
potentially controversial action in peacetime without conferring 
with the Chief of Naval Operations. Likewise, the Commander of 
the U.S. European Command would probably seek, at least, the 
Army Chief of Staffs informal approval before taking any action 
affecting Army divisions forward deployed in Europe. Therefore, 
while the Chiefs of the respective Services are not formally in the 
chain of command as individuals, by virtue of the fact that they 
control the resources, they certainly are key participants in oper- 
ational command matters. 
2. WEAK AUTHORITY OF UNIFIED COMMANDERS OVER SERVICE COMPO- 

NENT COMMANDS 
Within the unified commands, the chains of command vary. In 

four of the six commands, the unified commander deals only with 
Service component commands. In USLANTCOM and USPACOM, 
however, the unified commander deals not only with Service com- 
ponent commanders, but also with commanders of subordinate uni- 
fied (sub-unified) commands. However, for the most part, all units 
below the unified commanders, including the sub-unified com- 
mands, are essentially single Service commands. 

The authority of unified commanders over their Service compo- 
nent commands is weak. There are two basic causes of this prob- 
lem: (1) restrictions placed upon the authority of unified command- 
ers in JCS Publication 2, Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF) 
and (2) dependence of the Service component commands on their 
Services for resources. 

a. Restrictions of UNAAF 
The origins of today’s UNAAF lie in the Key West Agreement of 

1948. At that time, the abiding interest of the Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations and the Chief of Staff of the Air Force was to protect the 
integrity of their Service operations in the multi-Service operation- 
al commands. The particular device adopted to protect Service in- 
tegrity was the “Service component command.” The authorities of 
the Service component commander versus those of the unified com- 
mander, as spelled out in 1948, have survived essentially un- 
changed in today’s UNAAF. 

The language of limitation on the authority of the unified com- 
mander is pervasive in UNAAF. Key among examples of limitation 
is the following: 
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... Operational command by the unified commander will be 
exercised through the Service component commanders ... or 
through the commanders of subordinate commands established 
in accordance with the procedures and criteria set forth 
herein. Unless authorized by the establishing authority, the 
unified commander will not also act as the commander of any 
of the Service components or other subordinate commands. In 
exercising operational command, the unified commander shall 
take cognizance of the prerogatives and responsibilities of his 
Service component commanders.. ..Commanders of Service com- 
ponents will communicate directly with their respective Chiefs 
of Service on matters which are the responsibilities of the Mili- 
tary Department and Services. (page 46) 

Lieutenant General John H. Cushman, USA (Retired) in his 
book, Command and Control of Theater Forces: Adequacy, com- 
ments on the impact of the UNAAF’s limitations on the unified 
commanders: 

Service component commanders, supported by the Service 
staffs who largely retain the abiding concerns of the 1940s for 
protecting their Service’s integrity and, supported by UNAAF, 
become powers with whom the multiservice commander con- 
ducts negotiations as equals more than as subordinates. (page 

The Conference Committee Report on the Department of Defense 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1985 (Report No. 98-1080) posed a 
number of questions to be answered by the six unified command- 
ers. Answers were forwarded to the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services by Secretary Weinberger on March 5, 1985. Given the sub- 
stantial evidence of UNAAF restrictions on the authority of the 
unified commands, one of the questions was: 

Does UNAAF overly-restrict your authority over your Serv- 

Four of the unified commanders (Commander in Chief, U.S. At- 
lantic Command (USCINCLANT), Commander in Chief, U.S. Cen- 
tral Command (USCINCCENT), Commander in Chief, U.S. Europe- 
an Command (USCINCEUR), and Commander in Chief, U.S. South- 
ern Command (USCINCSOUTH)) answered this question in the 
negative. In contrast, the Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Com- 
mand (USCINCPAC) responded as follows: 

JCS Pub 2, Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF), estab- 
lishes the organization for unified commands. Although this or- 
ganization is intended to optimize wartime employment of 
combat forces furnished by the Services, it  does go to some 
length to protect the integrity of individual Service operations 
within multi-Service operational commands. In doing so, it 
places certain limits on the authority of the unified command- 
er that could affect efficient operations (combat or otherwise). 

Similarly, the Commander in Chief, U.S. Readiness 
Command (USCINCRED) stated: 

3-58) 

ice component commanders? 
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UNAAF philosophically emphasizes Service vice joint mat- 
ters and therefore, results in optimization of Service roles and 
missions. The results of Service organization, training, and 
equipping of their forces may not meet operational require- 
ments of the CINC, a situation which is exacerbated by our 
strategic planning arrangements. 

b. Dependence of the Service Component Commanders on Their 

Concerning the logistical chain of command, UNAAF provides as 

The chain of command for purposes other than the oper- 
ational direction of unified and specified commands runs from 
the President to the Secretary of Defense to the Secretaries of 
the Military Departments. This chain embraces the prepara- 
tion of military forces and their administration and support. 

The fact that the logistical chain of command runs around the 
unified commander greatly weakens his authority over his Service 
component commands. More specifically, Service component com- 
manders have divided loyalties: while they must fight the battle for 
the unified commander, they must work through their Services to 
provide, train, and equip the forces in their component commands. 
Dependence of a component commander on resource allocations 
from his Service produces close ties to that Service and strong loy- 
alties to the Service and its Chief of Staff. In addition, future pro- 
motions and assignments of component commanders are deter- 
mined by the Service Chiefs and not by the unified commanders. 
Therefore, a unified commander must depend on subordinate com- 
manders who in reality have more than one superior. 

Moreover, Service component commanders have one great advan- 
tage over their unified commander, who is nominally their superi- 
or: they control Service resources in personnel and money. By com- 
parison, the unified commander’s resources are few. This makes it 
difficult for the unified commander to influence the development of 
the capabilities of the forces of his command. 

Thus, while the unified commanders are the only military com- 
manders who devote full time to “joint” command, they are sand- 
wiched between powerful structures above and below that encour- 
age single-Service perspectives over a multi-Service approach. As a 
result, unified commanders have no authority to override any 
strongly held, single-Service positions even if such is necessary in 
the interests of the multi-Service, unified command mission. 
3. IMBALANCE BETWEEN THE RESPONSIBILITIES AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

OF THE UNIFIED COMMANDERS AND THEIR INFLUENCE OVER RE- 
SOURCE DECISIONS 

The unified commanders have limited ability to influence the al- 
location of resources either to their commands or within their com- 
mands. From the perspective of the unified commanders, the re- 
source allocation process is essentially executed by the Services. 
The unified commander must plan to accomplish his mission with 
resources provided by the Services through a process defended and 

Services for Resources 

follows: 

(page 7) 
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executed by the Services. In Command and Control of Theater 
Forces: Adequacy, General Cushman succinctly states this problem: 

Responsible senior officers who are in the operational chain 
of command below the President and the Secretary of Defense, 
and who will be held accountable in the event of command and 
control failure, have not been given the means necessary to 
meet their responsibility and accountability. (page 1-21) 

While General Cushman refers only to resources for the command 
and control function, the absence of influence by the unified com- 
manders applies to all resources allocated to their commands. 

The Chairman’s Special Study Group in 1982 noted the limited 
influence of the unified commanders in the resource allocation 
process: 

Today, the CINCs are at best only superficially involved in 
many things critical to their commands. They play almost no 
role in the programming and budgeting process (though they 
recently were invited by the Secretary to participate occasion- 
ally in meetings of the Defense Resources Board) and have 
little influence in the JCS force allocation process. In addition, 
they are not strongly supported by either the Services or the 
Joint Staff. (page 32) 

The limited input of unified commanders in policy and resource 
allocation decisions is also addressed in the chapter dealing with 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense. In that context, this limited 
input from the mission-oriented unified commanders reduces the 
integrating staff support readily available to the Secretary of De- 
fense. 

In the answers submitted to the questions posed in the Confer- 
ence Committee Report on the DoD Authorization Act, 1985, the 
majority of the unified commanders held that there was an imbal- 
ance between their responsibilities and accountability and their in- 
fluence over resource decisions. Only the Commander of the Central 
Command stated that such an imbalance did not exist while the 
Commnders of the Atlantic and Southern Commands state that 
Secretary Taft’s new initiatives in the Defense Resources Board 
program review and Program Objective Memoranda (POM) develop- 
ment process should help redress previous imbalances. These initia- 
tives are discussed in a subsequent portion of this section. 

Commander in Chief of the Pacific Command: Yes, there is an 
imbalance between my responsibilities and accountability as a 
unified operational commander and my influence on resource 
decisions... .The degree of effectiveness we have in readiness, 
sustainability, and transition to war is in substantial part, a 
matter of resources. 

Commander in Chief of the European Command: On occasion 
the results of major Service decisions, not previously coordinated 
with me, have affected my ability to execute USPACOM strategy. 
In some instances I have learned about Service initiatives, which 
ultimately impacted on PACOM’s war fighting capabilities, after 
the fact during POM deliberations .... In essence, some Service 
POM decisions altered or affected my strategy without adequate 
concern for PACOM’s overall theater requirements. 

The three other unified commanders state: 
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Commander in Chief of the Readiness Command: There is an  
imbalance between my operational responsibilities and influ- 
ence over resource decision. . . . USCINRED has limited influ- 
ence on resource allocations and limited control over operations 
funds, particularly crucial in the area of training. 

Influence over resource decisions is not a problem for the speci- 
fied commanders because their requirements are directly incorpo- 
rated into the Air Force POM where they have direct influence. 
This fact was confirmed by the answers provided by the Commanders 
in Chief of the Aerospace Defense Command, the Military Airlift 
Command, and the Strategic Air Command to the questions posed in 
the Conference Committee Report on the DoD Authorization Act, 1985. 

There are essentially four causes of the problem of the imbalance 
between the responsibilities and influence of the unified command- 
ers. 

a. Difficulty of the Unified Commanders to Influence the Policy- 
making Level of DoD 

In order to influence the allocation of resources to his command 
and policies affecting his command, a unified commander must 
work through the Military Departments, the JCS, and the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense. The geographic separation of the unified 
commanders from the policymaking level of DoD makes them de- 
pendent upon other officials to represent their views. They have 
had little success in obtaining adequate representation. As General 
Bernard W. Rogers, USA, USCINCEUR, expressed in testimony 
before the Senate Committee on Armed Services on November 3, 
1983: 

The cross-service or joint views have a smaller constituency 
and limited formality of expression in the current system. 
(Part 7, page 278) 

The current Administration, recognizing the inadequacy of uni- 
fied command representation in the Pentagon, has improved the 
situation by giving the operational commanders a direct voice in 
the policy and resource allocation processes. The operational com- 
manders now formally participate in the PPBS process by appear- 
ing twice a year before the Defense Resources Board. While this bi- 
annual input from the operational commanders is a new dimension 
in the policy and resource allocation processes, it falls far short of 
providing the unified commanders with a substantial and continu- 
ing influence in the allocation of resources to their commands. 

Recognizing this fact, Secretary Taft issued on November 14, 
1984 a memorandum on “Enhancement of the CINCs’ Role in the 
PPBS”. Secretary Taft’s memorandum directs the following ac- 
tions: 

0 preparation by the operational commanders of their high prior- 
ity needs, prioritized across Service and functional lines and 
with consideration of reasonable fiscal constraints; 

0 direct communications between the operational commanders 
and the Military Departments to resolve problems and con- 
cerns during the development of Program Objective Memoran- 
da (POM’s); 
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0 preparation of a separate annex for each POM which clearly 
identifies the requirements of the operational commanders as 
submitted, whether they were met in the POM with supporting 
rationale where such needs were not met; and 

0 permission for the operational commanders to independently 
raise issues during the Program Review Process of the Defense 
Resources Board. 

These new procedures appear to be a promising step in providing 
the unified commanders with increased influence on resource deci- 
sions. 

b. Inability of the JCS to Make Meaningful Programmatic Inputs 
The unified commanders view the JCS as their principal contact 

in the policymaking level of DoD. However, at present, the JCS is 
an ineffective vehicle for representing the resource allocation needs 
of the unified commanders. The inability of the JCS to make mean- 
ingful programmatic inputs is discussed at length in Chapters 3 
(OSD), 4 (OJCS), and 7 (PPBS) of this report. 

c. Functional Organization of OSD 
Circumventing the JCS through direct appeal to the Secretary of 

Defense poses substantial risks to unified commanders who are so 
dependent upon the Services for resources. Moreover, OSD, because 
of its functional organization, does not have an office that would be 
a natural ally of a unified commander on the full spectrum of his 
resource needs. Unified commanders would have to work closely 
with many functional offices in OSD to gain support for necessary 
resource allocations. In addition, OSD functional offices may not be 
attuned to the mission-oriented needs of the unified commanders. 

d. Inability of Unified Commanders to Reallocate Resources 
It is just as difficult for a unified commander to reallocate re- 

sources within his command. He cannot “trade off’ between Serv- 
ices without going back through the JCS to the Secretary of De- 
fense. While a unified commander might prefer to acquire more 
ammunition for naval aviation forces and less for his ground forces 
because of a change in the tactical situation, he is not free to insti- 
tute such an action within his command. So, most unified com- 
mands simply “make do” with the resources provided to them by 
the Services and plan to fight the next war with the resources that 
they have been given. 
4. ABSENCE OF UNIFICATION BELOW THE LEVEL OF THE UNIFIED COM- 

In 1958, President Eisenhower stated the following rationale for 
unification in the operational commands: 

If ever again we should be involved in war, we will fight it in 
all elements, with all services, as one single concentrated 
effort. Peacetime preparatory and organizational activity must 
conform to this fact. (emphasis added) 

Despite this rationale, peacetime preparatory activity and organiza- 
tional arrangements within the unified commands have failed to 
conform to this fact. 

MANDER AND HIS STAFF 
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Appendix A to this chapter presents six historical examples of 
organizational problems affecting U.S. military operations. The ap- 
pendix presents two examples -the Spanish-American War and 
Pearl Harbor -from the period before the application of the con- 
cept of unified command. Four examples from the post-unified 
command period are presented: the Battle of Leyte Gulf, the capture 
of the Pueblo, the Iran hostage rescue mission, and the Grenada 
operation. Across this 85-year period, the deficiencies have remained 
remarkably consistent: inadequate inter-Service cooperation, lack of 
unity of command, and lack of unification at levels subordinate to 
the unified commander. Various points from the historical analyses 
of Appendix A are referred to in the main text of this chapter. The 
reader should refer to the appendix for a fuller presentation. 

Unification in the unified commands stops at a very high level. 
Nearly all units below the unified commander are single Service 
because units of one Service are seldom subordinated to command- 
ers of another Service. Accordingly, when forces from two Services 
are required to respond to an unanticipated situation, command by 
mutual cooperation -the basic U.S. military doctrine prior to 
World War II -remains the order of the day. It can be convincing- 
ly argued that the concept of unified command, as formulated in 
the immediate post-war period and as articulated by President Ei- 
senhower in 1958, has not been implemented. 

It should be noted that the degree of unification varies among 
the six unified commands. The existence of sub-unified commands 
within two of the unified commands has an impact on the relative 
degree of unification as do certain multinational command ar- 
rangements. The Commander in Chief of the European Command 
noted this fact in his answers to the questions in the Conference 
Committee Report on the DoD Authorization Act, 1985: 

In my view there is sufficient unification of command in 
USEUCOM, especially as a result of the US/NATO dual com- 
mand relations necessitated by the CINCEUR relationship to 
Allied Command Europe. 

The absence of Unification at levels below the unified commander 
and his staff is a problem because it substantially impedes efforts 
to prepare for and conduct effective, joint military operations in 
times of war. In other words, the absence of unification has result- 
ed in limited mission integration at the operational level of DoD. 
More specifically, the single-Service status of organizations subordi- 
nate to the unified commanders results in the following deficien- 
cies: it does not (1) provide for unity of command during crises; (2) 
promote joint thinking, planning, and coordination; and (3) facili- 
tate efforts to improve the interoperability of forces from different 
Services. 

Within the operational commands, there have been efforts, in 
the absence of greater unification, to improve the ability to take 
unified action during crises. Numerous mechanisms have been cre- 
ated for improving cooperation between forces of different Services. 
Moreover, there is a greater appreciation of the need for improved 
interservice cooperation. 

\ 
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The various operating mechanisms work well in exercises which 
are planned many months in advance and in resolving issues in 
which time permits a deliberate decision pattern. These operating 
mechanisms may even permit the effective execution of major oper- 
ational plans that have been approved in advance by higher au- 
thority. However, these operating mechanisms have failed to be ef- 
fective in unforeseen crises. 

Local forces assigned to a unified commander have never been 
unified to the extent that they could effectively respond on a joint 
basis to an unexpected threat. The uncoordinated and slow reac- 
tions of U.S. forces in the Western Pacific during the seizure of the 
Pueblo may be the best example of this organizational failure. The 
poorly executed, although successful, incursion into Grenada is an- 
other example. Even more troubling is the inability of forces from 
separate Services to take effective unified action even when time 
permits joint planning and coordination. The disastrous Iranian 
hostage rescue mission is a key example of such inability. 

In sum, the United States does not have major combatant com- 
mands that can provide effective unified action across the spectrum 
of military missions. The absence of unification at subordinate 
levels of the unified commands is a much more troubling problem 
now than in the immediate postwar period for two basic reasons. 

First, during World War II, the military objectives were clear, 
and the unified commands were oriented to offensive, theater-wide 
warfighting. Since that time, the strategic environment has become 
increasingly more complex, as discussed in Section C of this chap- 
ter, which has greatly broadened the military missions assigned to 
unified commanders. Moreover, today, U.S. commanders are de- 
fending the status quo. While unified commands may be organized 
to conduct theater campaigns similar to those of World War II, it is 
evident that they are not organized to respond to lesser threats like 
the Pueblo seizure or the Mayaguez incident. 

Second, two trends discussed in Section C—effect of improved 
communications capabilities on command and control centraliza- 
tion and crisis management requirements—have made unification 
at the subordinate levels of the unified commands of increased im- 
portance. The original rationale for unification at lower levels was 
to enable “a single commander to react tactically to a threat with- 
out awaiting guidance or decisions from Washington.” (Report of 
the Secretary of Defense, 1948) The need for and desirability of such 
a capability have diminished since this rationale was stated in 
1948. However, the current arrangement of having effective unifi- 
cation only at the level of the unified commander and his staff 
poses another serious problem: in today’s environment, the unified 
commander and his staff are often not key players in military oper- 
ations within their command. Improved communications have per- 
mitted and crisis management requirements have often caused the 
unified commander and his staff to be circumvented in crises. The 
chain of command has been shortened by having the National 
Command Authority deal directly with lower level commanders. In 
these instances, the absence of unification at lower levels can be a 
major shortcoming. In discussing crisis management requirements 
in Section C of this chapter, the following major question was 
posed: has the unified command system, develope d primarily in the 
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late 1940’s, adapted effectively to meet today’s crisis management 
requirements? The answer appears to be no. 

Despite substantial contrary evidence, many unified commanders 
believe that there is sufficient unification within their commands. 
In their answers to the questions posed in the Conference Commit- 
tee Report on the DoD Authorization Act, 1985, three of the unified 
commanders (USCINCLANT, USCINCCENT, and USCINCEUR) 
clearly state that their commands are sufficiently unified. US- 
CINCSOUTH’s views on this issue are not precisely stated in his 
response. While noting some problems with the degree of unifica- 
tion, USCINCPAC states: 

From my perspective the crucial question is not whether 
there is sufficient unification down to subordinate levels, but 
whether the unified commander has the requisite authority to 
ensure the readiness of his forces and, in times of crisis (or hos- 
tilities), to bring his subordinate commands together without 
undue disruption to conduct timely, imaginative and efficient 
operations. 

Only USCINCRED fully agreed that there was a problem of in- 

Routinely, there is no unification below the unified com- 
mand echelon. USREDCOM’s components in “peacetime” are, 
in effect, independent entities in regard to unified action....In 
this circumstance, the degree of operational unification in US- 
REDCOM and between its components is decidedly insufficient. 

There are two basic causes of the problem of insufficient unifica- 
tion within the unified commands: (1) the refusal of the Services to 
accept substantial unification within the unified commands, and (2) 
absence of agreement on appropriate command relationships, espe- 
cially concerning the principle of unity of command. 

a. Refusal of Services to Accept Substantial Unification within 
the Unified Commands 

Despite the fact that the concept of placing the operational forces 
of two or more Services under a single commander was dictated by 
the disastrous failure of interservice coordination at Pearl Harbor 
in 1941, the U.S. military establishment has seldom implemented 
that concept, even during wartime. 

While the unified command concept worked well in the Europe- 
an theater during World War II, the Pacific theater was never uni- 
fied under a single commander. Even the planned amphibious inva- 
sion of Japan could not bring the Army or Navy to accept a unified 
command arrangement: General MacArthur was to lead the land 
campaign, Admiral Nimitz was to be responsible for the sea battle, 
and General Arnold was to be responsible for the 20th Air Force 
with its very long-range B-29 bombers. In his recent book on the 
war in the Pacific, Eagle Against the Sun, Ronald H. Spector com- 
ments on the failure to unify the theater under a single command- 
er: 

Against all common sense, against the dictates of military 
doctrine, against the essence of Roosevelt’s message to Church- 
ill, the Pacific was divided into two theaters. (page 144) 

sufficient unification: 
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Even when unified command was established, interservice coopera- 
tion was lacking. For example, in 1945, with World War II not yet 
ended, a JCS Special Committee observed that: 

... even in areas where unity of command has been estab- 
lished, complete integration of effort has not yet been achieved 
because we are still struggling with inconsistencies, lack of un- 
derstanding, jealousies and duplications which exist in all thea- 
ters of operations. 

Similarly, in Vietnam, a complex and fragmented structure was 
created to control U.S. forces in and around Vietnam. The Com- 
mander, U.S. Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (COMUS- 
MACV) was a sub-unified commander who commanded forces 
within South Vietnam, but his authority ended at the borders of 
South Vietnam. Other forces participating in the conflict reported 
to the Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command (CINCPAC), or 
to the Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Command (CINCSAC). 
This arrangement hardly provided for unified direction of the con- 
flict. Again, Service considerations played the major role in the for- 
mulation of this ineffective command arrangement. 

In his book, The 25-Year War, America’s Military Role in Viet- 
nam, General Bruce Palmer, Jr., USA (Retired) is highly critical of 
U.S. command arrangements in Vietnam: 

The final major principle I will mention is unity of command 
(vesting a single commander with the requisite authority to 
obtain unity of effort toward a common goal). It did not exist 
with respect to U.S. efforts in Southeast Asia. (page 193) 

Calling Vietnam perhaps the worst example of unclear responsi- 
bilities, General David C. Jones, USAF (Retired) stated in testimo- 
ny before the Senate Committee on Armed Services: 

Each service, instead of integrating efforts with the others, 
considered Vietnam its own war and sought to carve out a 
large mission for itself. For example, each fought its own air 
war, agreeing only to limited measures for a coordinated effort. 
“Body count” and “tons dropped” became the measures of 
merit. Lack of integration persisted right through the 1975 
evacuation of Saigon—when responsibility was split between 
two separate commands, one on land and one at sea; each of 
these set a different “H-hour,” which caused confusion and 
delays. (SASC Hearing, December 16, 1982, page 19) 

JCS Publication 2, Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF), is a 
major obstacle to greater unification of the unified commands. 
UNAAF places great emphasis on maintaining uni-Service integri- 
ty: 

Maintenance of Uni-Service Integrity. The command organi- 
zation should integrate components of two or more Services 
into efficient teams while, at the same time, preserving to each 
Service its uni-Service responsibilities. The commander of any 
force must give due consideration to these responsibilities. Fur- 

thermore, organizational integrity of Service components should 
be maintained insofar as practicable to exploit fully their inher- 
ent capabilities. (emphasis added) (page 43) 
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UNAAF’s requirement that “within unified commands, oper- 
ational command will be exercised through Service component 
commanders” (page 37) with certain exceptions is another inhibi- 
tion on unification. By insisting on single-Service operational 
chains of command within the unified commands, UNAAF ensures 
that the unified commands will remain a loose confederation of 
single-Service forces. 

In the questions in the DoD Authorization Act, 1985, the unified 
commanders were asked: 

Does UNAAF create obstacles to greater and necessary unifi- 

Despite substantial evidence that UNAAF is an  obstacle to unifica- 
tion, four of the unified commanders answered no. In contrast, the 
Commander in Chief of the Pacific Command stated: 

In essence, UNAAF provisions for single-Service operational 
chains of command within the unified commands require the 
unified command to remain a rather loose confederation of 
single-Service forces. 

Similarly, the Commander in Chief of the Readiness Command 
argues: 

As derived from the law and presently constituted, UNAAF 
inhibits the unification of command demanded by modern 
ways and means of warfighting....UNAAF today is less rele- 
vant in that it contemplates: 

a. A clear “peace/war” distinction (with limited CINC 

b. Conventional war only (the least prevalent form of 

c. The Service structures fighting the war with unifica- 

While the Services have agreed to the concept of unified com- 
mand, they have placed strict limits on how much unification could 
be achieved. Command by mutual cooperation among the Services 
continues to be the. dominant arrangement in U.S. operational com- 
mands, just as it was prior to the Pearl Harbor disaster. 

b. Absence of Agreement on Appropriate Command Relation- 
ships, Especially Concerning the Principle of Unity of Command 

In his Maxims of War, Napoleon in 1831 stated: “Nothing is so 
important in war as an undivided command”. The literature of 
warfare is filled with similar references to the importance of unity 
of command. Despite substantial historical evidence, the Depart- 
ment of Defense has taken an ambivalent approach to the concept 
of unity of command. 

The lack of unity of command was a fundamental ingredient of 
the disaster at Pearl Harbor. In response, the Report of the Joint 
Committee on the Investigation of the Pearl Harbor Attack listed as 
its first recommendation: 

That immediate action be taken to ensure that unity of com- 
mand is imposed at all military and naval outposts. (page 252) 

cation in your command? 

authority in “peacetime”); 

conflict since World War II); and. 

tion only at the top. 
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The word “outposts” conveys the sense that the Congress meant 
unity at the level where an attack is possible. The Congress did not 
seem to mean unity only at some distant unified command head- 
quarters. 

Unity of command has been a principle of war in the U.S. Army 
since the early 1920’s. While unity of command has often been 
identified as a fundamental principle for the joint employment of 
U.S. military forces, it remains a vague concept. For example, JCS 
Publication 1, Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, does 
not define the term “unity of command.” The JCS do, along with 
the Air Force, employ the term “unity of effort” while the Navy 
and Marine Corps do not refer to the concepts of unity of command 
or unity of effort in their doctrinal writings. Referring to the ab- 
sence of explicit discussion of the concept of unity of command in 
Navy and Marine Corps doctrine, General John W. Vessey, Jr., 
USA, JCS Chairman, has stated: 

... Whereas unity of command is not explicitly treated in 
Navy and Marine Corps doctrine, it is an underlying founda- 
tion. (Letter to the Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services, June 4, 1985) 

Given the importance of the concept of unity of command, explicit 
and continuous reference to it in all doctrinal writings would 
appear to be highly desirable. The limited attention that unity of 
command receives in JCS and Service writings suggests that (1) it 
is not a fundamental principle for joint employment of U.S. forces 
or (2) there is disagreement on the meaning of this concept. 

The Army defines unity of command as follows: 
For every objective, there should be unity of effort under one 

responsible commander....This principle insures that all efforts 
are focused on a common goal. At the strategic level, this 
common goal equates to the political purpose of the United 
States, and the broad strategic objectives which flow there 
from. It is the common goal which, at the national level, deter- 
mines the military forces necessary for its achievement. The 
coordination of these forces requires unity of effort. At the na- 
tional level, the Constitution provides for unity of command by 
appointing the President as the Commander in Chief of the 
Armed Forces. The President is assisted in this role by the na- 
tional security organization, which includes the Secretary of 
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff at the highest level, and 
the unified and specified commands and joint task forces at the 
operational levels. 

In the tactical dimension, it is axiomatic that the employ- 
ment of military forces in a manner that develops their full 
combat power requires unity of command. Unity of command 
means directing and coordinating the action of all forces 
toward a common goal or objective. Coordination may be 
achieved by cooperation; it is, however, best achieved by vest- 
ing a single tactical commander with the requisite authority to 
direct and coordinate all forces employed in pursuit of a 
common goal. (Field Manual 100-1, August 1981, page 16) 
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In their paper, Unity of Command-Does It Exist in the Field?, 
Johnson, Sedgewick, and Ortloff examine the extent to which the 
concept of unity of command is being implemented in the field. 
Based upon inputs from 112 military officers within all six unified 
commands, the paper, published in April 1983, concluded that 
“unity of command does not exist in the field today.” (page IV-2) 

This conclusion was supported by two findings: (1) unity of com- 
mand is still seen as an essential concept in the field; and (2) de- 
spite its importance, most professionals feel that unity of command 
(UOC) is not widespread in their organizations. Johnson, 
Sedgewick, and Ortloff add the following comments to these find- 
ings: 

At least four major studies since 1974 have lamented the 
lack of UOC. Despite attention, the problem persists. During 
the field interviews, we heard considerable concern expressed 
about complicated command relationships, especially those de- 
riving from “dual-hatted” sub-unified commands, and a lack of 
control over “in-support-of ’ forces. Recently, one CINC bluntly 
asserted UOC does not exist. “Without it,” he continued, “the 
probability of effective wartime action is diminished.” (page 

In testimony before the Senate Committee on Armed Services, 
former Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger reached a simi- 
lar conclusion: 

... In all of our military institutions, the time-honored princi- 
ple of “unity of command” is inculcated. Yet at the national 
level it is firmly resisted and flagrantly violated. Unity of com- 
mand is endorsed, if and only if, it applies at the Service level. 
The inevitable consequence is both the duplication of effort 
and the ultimate ambiguity of command. (page 187) 

The concept of “in-support-of” forces deserves special attention 
because it appears to undermine the concept of unity of command. 
JCS Publication 1, Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, de- 
fines “in support of’ as follows: 

Assisting or protecting another formation, unit, or organiza- 

While “in-support-of’ forces could be those of any Service, only 
U.S. naval forces have traditionally used this concept. Naval forces 
have not been placed under the operational control of the com- 
mander of the joint operation, but rather have been “in-support-of’ 
the joint operation. This concept essentially means divided com- 
mand. 

In sum, the doctrinal writings of the U.S. military do not clarify 
or emphasize the concept of unity of command. Furthermore, by 
embracing the concept of “in-support-of" forces, doctrinal writings 
undermine unity of command. Reflecting these conceptual dis- 
agreements, there is evidence that unity of command does not exist 
within the six unified commands. In this regard, it is absolutely 
clear that the congressional recommendation “that unit) of com- 
mand is imposed at  all military and naval outposts” has not been 
implemented. 

111-7) 

tion while remaining under original control. (page 176) 
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5. ABSENCE OF AN OBJECTIVE REVIEW OF THE UNIFIED COMMAND 
PLAN 

The fifth problem area is the current operational command con- 
figuration. As mentioned previously, the President has the statuto- 
ry authority to establish unified and specified commands-“com- 
batant” commands in the words of the 1958 Defense Reorganiza- 
tion Act. The current operational command arrangement is essen- 
tially an evolutionary one, building on the base that existed at the 
end of World War II. As U.S. worldwide national security interests 
have waxed and waned, old commands have been eliminated and 
new commands created. If one were to ignore the current Unified 
Command Plan and start from scratch to design a new plan, it 
might well differ significantly from the one that exists today. 
Clearly, today’s worldwide strategic environment is drastically dif- 
ferent from the one that existed at the end of World War II. 

Many factors must be taken into consideration when contemplat- 
ing what the operational command structure might look like. Man- 
agement principles such as a clear chain of command, span of con- 
trol, organizational layering, grade structure, and combat to sup- 
port ratio must be considered. The political dimension-interna- 
tional treaty arrangements, the perceptions of foreign govern- 
ments, world opinion, and the inevitable interservice rivalries- 
must inevitably receive great weight. 

Many issues have been raised throughout the literature as vari- 
ous authors have analyzed the current Unified Command Plan: 

0 Should USEUCOM’s responsibilities in the Middle East and 
Africa be assigned to other commands? 

0 Does USREDCOM have a valid mission? 
0 Should USREDCOM be assigned responsibility for large land 

areas (e.g., Africa and South America)? 
0 Should USLANTCOM and USPACOM be eliminated? 
0 Should Alaska be assigned to USPACOM? 
0 Should the geographical boundaries between USPACOM and 

USCENTCOM be adjusted to give USCENTCOM responsibility 
for the northwest quadrant of the Indian Ocean? 

0 Should the geographical boundaries between USLANTCOM 
and USSOUTHCOM be adjusted to give USSOUTHCOM re- 
sponsibility for the Caribbean? 

0 Should the Navy’s strategic submarine forces and the Army’s 
ballistic missile defense effort be combined with SAC to create 
a unified Strategic Command? 

0 Should a Military Transportation Command be created as a 
unified command? 

While these issues may be important, it is not the intent of this 
study to analyze or reach any conclusions on them. There are more 
appropriate fora in the Executive Branch for such efforts. 

The problem with the Unified Command Plan (UCP) arises be- 
cause UCP issues are not receiving an objective review in the Exec- 
utive Branch. There are two causes of this problem: institutional 
deficiencies of the JCS system and limited review of the UCP by 
OSD and the National Security Council (NSC). 

a. Institutional Deficiencies of the JCS System 
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The only forum which actively reviews the Unified Command 
Plan (UCP) is the JCS. As in other areas with important multi- 
Service considerations, the JCS are incapable of non-parochial eval- 
uation of the UCP. The inability of the JCS to objectively review 
command arrangements for the Southwest Asia region is a recent 
example of their failure to adequately address difficult unified com- 
mand issues. In this instance, the members of the JCS were appar- 
ently more interested in protecting parochial Service interests than 
in devising the most effective command arrangements for defense 
of Southwest Asia. The Army and Air Force wanted the new com- 
mand to be a sub-unified command under USEUCOM. Similarly, 
the Navy and Marine Corps wanted the new command to be a sub- 
unified command under USPACOM. The Secretary of Defense re- 
jected these parochial positions and created a new, separate unified 
command, the U.S. Central Command. 

Bryant, Trinnaman, and Staudenmaier have commented on the 
negative effect of the institutional deficiencies of the JCS on the 
review of the UCP: 

Historically, within the military bureaucracy, the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has usually been reluctant to open 
the Unified Command Plan (UCP) to change because of the 
concern that it could result in dysfunctional battles between 
the Services as they attempt to stake out positions. Only role 
and mission battles have proven to be more divisive. Thus, it 
can be anticipated that suggestions for bold innovative changes 
will not only encounter the normal bureaucratic resistance, 
but will also be subject to highly emotional, however well- 
meaning, attacks by the military hierarchy. Of perhaps even 
more concern is the fact that it will be difficult to differentiate 
between valid criticism and criticism based on a desire to pro- 
tect parochial or bureaucratic interests. (page 12) 

b. Limited Review of the UCP by OSD and NSC 
As the UCP is a forma1 document prepared by the JCS, OSD and 

NSC have played only a limited role in reviewing the work of the 
JCS. Given the inability of the JCS system to objectively review the 
UCP, the passive role of OSD and NSC precludes a more useful and 
comprehensive consideration of UCP issues. 
6. UNNECESSARY MICRO-MANAGEMENT OF TACTICAL OPERATIONS AND 

CIRCUMVENTION OF THE CHAIN OF COMMAND DURING CRISES 
The convergence of two trends addressed in Section C of this 

chapter has contributed to this problem area. Specifically, improve- 
ments in communications capabilities and the requirement for in- 
creased presidential control during certain crises have created an 
environment that promotes micro-management of tactical oper- 
ations and Circumvention of the chain of command by the National 
Command Authority (NCA). There has also been an occasional 
problem within the NCA when the Secretary of Defense has been 
circumvented, usually by presidential advisors, on operational com- 
mand matters. For simplicity, micro-management of tactical oper- 
ations and circumvention of the chain of command by the NCA 
will often be termed “overinvolvement” in the remainder of this 
subsection. 
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As Commander in Chief, the President has authority to become 
involved in tactical operations and to specify an ad hoc chain of 
command. In certain situations, presidential needs for effective con- 
trol of crises may absolutely require such arrangements. In such 
situations, the benefits of effective presidential control outweigh 
the risks of by-passing key elements of the chain of command and 
of being overly specific in operational direction. These situations 
are not the focus of this discussion; rather this problem area ad- 
dresses those instances when the NCA has become unnecessarily 
overinvolved in a crisis. 

The Steadman Report discusses the factors that lead to NCA 
overinvolvement: 

Some believe that the very existence of this [improved com- 
munications] capability impels decisionmakers to become 
overly involved in the details of crisis management. Crises are 
important events and the speed and extent of the flow of infor- 
mation to the public makes every crisis an event with political 
implications. Thus, key decisionmakers get involved in what 
may seem to some to be minute details because they want per- 
sonally to insure a successful outcome. In addition, there is a 
natural tendency for a key decisionmaker to want to speak 
with someone at the scene of the crisis -to add a flavor that is 
unobtainable in Washington or to verify a key piece of infor- 
mation upon which to base a subsequent decision. (page 28) 

Much could be written about NCA overinvolvement; however, for 
the most part, this topic is beyond the scope of this study. Accord- 
ingly, only brief evidence will be presented to give some apprecia- 
tion of the problem. For example, NCA conduct during the Viet- 
nam war has often been characterized as overinvolvement. The 
Steadman Report stated: 

... Washington certainly was too deeply involved in the de- 
tails of actually running the war, particularly the air war in 
the north. (page 25) 

In Strategy for Defeat, Vietnam in Retrospect, Admiral U.S. Grant 

... civilian politico decision makers have no business ignoring 
or overriding the counsel of experienced military professionals 
in presuming to direct the day-to-day conduct of military strat- 
egy and tactics from their desks in Washington, D.C. (page 270) 

General Bruce Palmer, Jr., USA (Retired) discusses circumven- 
tion of the Secretary of Defense in his book, The 25-year War, Amer- 
ica’s Military Role in Vietnam: 

Under the present law, the JCS can be subjected to conflict- 
ing orders and guidance. This happened both to General 
Wheeler while he was CJCS, and to his successor, Admiral 
Moorer. Both men, Wheeler in 1970 and Moorer in 1972, re- 
ceived orders personally from President Nixon with instruc- 
tions t h a t  Secretary of Defense Laird was not to be informed. 
Military men obviously must not be placed in such an unten- 
able position. Under the circumstances these incidents did not 
matter very much because the Vietnam War did not put our 

Sharp, U S N (Retired) presented his criticism more strongly: 
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survival at risk, nor was Vietnam vital to U.S. interests. In 
future situations in which national survival might indeed be at 
stake, I do not believe the nation can accept this state of af- 
fairs. (page 202) 

The Steadman Report also notes the dangers of by-passing the 

... Although in a crisis the President has a number of advisers 
in addition to the Secretary of Defense, orders to the field com- 
mands should be clearly identified as emanating from the Sec- 
retary as well as from the President -and not be transmitted 
separately by Presidential advisers acting in his name. By- 
passing the Secretary undermines his authority over the com- 
batant forces. (page 29) 

Secretary of Defense: 

There are three major shortcomings of NCA overinvolvement 
during a crisis. First, the expertise of key elements of the military 
chain of command may not be effectively applied. The operational 
commanders, their staffs, and their immediate subordinates have 
valuable insights into the situation, the threat, and U.S. force capa- 
bilities. As the Steadman Report notes, by-passing these levels of 
command “increases the risk of failure and the risk to the forces 
involved” (page 28). 

The second shortcoming involves the loss of initiative by tactical 
commanders. When the NCA immediately scrutinizes every tacti- 
cal movement, on-scene commanders may be reluctant to take deci- 
sive action. In today’s fast-paced combat environment, such a loss 
of initiative may preclude effective military action. 

The third shortcoming arises from the confusion that results 
from employing ad hoc command arrangements. The benefits of a 
structured command chain are lost when certain echelons are by- 
passed. 

There are many possible causes of NCA overinvolvement includ- 
ing: 

a lack of discipline in the staff advising the NCA; 
inadequate expertise on operational matters at the NCA level; 
the desire for a military success by a politically troubled ad- 
ministration; and 
a lack of confidence in the judgment of the military chain of 
command. 

It is not possible within the scope of this study to assess whether 
these possible causes actually played a factor in instances of NCA 
overinvolvement. 

The problem of NCA overinvolvement in crisis is a management 
one and not a structural or procedural one. The problem can only 
be solved by presidential leadership in disciplining the system. In 
this regard, the current Administration has demonstrated much 
more discipline. While this problem area cannot be specifically 
identified with the current Administration, it has appeared with 
sufficient frequency within the last 20 years to be of continuing 
concern. This is especially so because the underlying trends that 
promote it will continue. 

Given the management nature of this problem and the absence 
of useful congressional remedies, this study will not seek to propose 
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possible solutions. This is in no way, however, a lessening of con- 
gressional concern about the overinvolvement of the NCA in crises 
that do not justify high-level intervention. 
F. DESCRIPTION OF SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEM AREAS 

In this section, possible solutions to the problem areas of the uni- 
fied and specified commands are described. It should be noted that 
the options presented in this section to solve a problem area may 
or may not be mutually exclusive. In some instances, only one of 
the options to solve a problem area could be implemented. In other 
cases, several options might be complementary. 
1. PROBLEM AREA #1— CONFUSED CHAIN OF COMMAND FROM THE 

The principal guideline for solving this problem area is to clarify 
the statutes and DoD directive dealing with the operational chain 
of command. The seven options for solving this problem differ as to 
what specific responsibilities in any clarification should be assigned 
to the Secretary of Defense, the JCS Chairman, and the JCS. 

0 Option 1A-remove the Secretary of Defense from the chain of 

Some observers argue that the Secretary of Defense has never 
acted as a full-fledged member of the chain of command. Moreover, 
since 1958, Secretaries of Defense have had little military experi- 
ence and seem to have conducted themselves more as managers 
and policymakers than as military commanders. In his book, Orga- 
nization for National Security, A Study, Lieutenant General Victor 
H. Krulak, USMC (Retired) argues: “...the law still holds a civilian 
executive [the Secretary of Defense] legally responsible for profes- 
sional military matters which, for the most part, are beyond his 
competence.” (page 115) Removing the Secretary of Defense from the 
chain of command would merely be a formal recognition that 
Secretaries of Defense, for a variety of reasons including inexperi- 
ence, have not usually been heavily involved in the command 
function. 

Under this option, the chain of command would run directly 
from the Commander in Chief to either the JCS Chairman or the 
JCS. The Secretary of Defense would be involved only if the Com- 
mander in Chief requested his participation. 
0 Option 1B-clearly assign to the Secretary of Defense the role 

This option would clarify the current ambiguous chain of com- 
mand by specifying that the Secretary of Defense is the sole com- 
mander of the operational commanders. The Secretary’s authority 
“to command” would be specifically included in the statutes. It 
may be even desirable to designate the Secretary of Defense as the 
Deputy Commander in Chief. Moreover, it would be absolutely 
clear that the Secretary of Defense was the principal contact in the 
DoD policymaking level for the operational commanders. 

0 Option 1C-establish a position for a second Deputy Secretary 
of Defense who would be responsible for assisting the Secretary 
of Defense on military operational matters 

COMMANDER IN CHIEF TO THE OPERATIONAL COMMANDERS 

command 

of commander of the operational commanders 

The Report of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel concluded: 
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For all its size, the OSD has no staff element with significant 
purview of the area of military operations, despite the fact that 
the Secretary of Defense, since the 1958 amendments to the 
National Security Act, is the crucial link in the chain of com- 
mand between the Commander-in-Chief and the Unified Com- 
manders. 

If the Secretary of Defense is to discharge effectively his re- 
sponsibilities as a key element of the National Command Au- 
thority-and the alternative of removing him from the chain 
of command would, in practice, reduce civilian control” to a 
fiction-it is clear that he must have an adequate staff for the 
purpose. 

The present arrangement for providing staff support to the 
Secretary of Defense for military operations is awkward and 
unresponsive; it provides a forum for inter-Service conflicts to 
be injected into the decision-making process for military oper- 
ations; and it inhibits the flow of information to and from the 
combatant commands and the President and Secretary of De- 
fense, often even in crisis situations. 

... This lack within OSD of expertise in military operations 
critically impairs civilian control of the military establishment. 

... The absence of a staff element for military operations di- 
rectly responsive to the Secretary of Defense constitutes a defi- 
ciency which can be tolerated only at high risk. (pages 27-28) 

In light of these conclusions, the Report of the Blue Ribbon De- 
fense Panel recommended establishment of the position of a Deputy 
Secretary of Defense who would have responsibility for military op- 
erations, unified commands, operational requirements, intelligence, 
telecommunications, international security affairs, the Defense 
Communications Agency, and civil defense. 

The situation that existed at the time the Blue Ribbon Report 
was written does not appear to have changed. The Secretary of De- 
fense does not have assistants in OSD to help him on operational 
matters; he is totally dependent on the JCS and the Joint Staff. 
The disadvantages of this arrangement are compounded by (1) the 
relative inexperience of the Secretary on operational matters; (2) 
the limited amount of time that the Secretary can devote to his 
chain of command responsibilities; and (3) the closed staff nature of 
the JCS system. 

This option would be similar to the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel 
recommendation. It would differ in that the responsibilities of the 
Deputy Secretary would be limited to operational matters but 
would not involve such areas as intelligence and telecommunica- 
tions. 

0 Option 1D -place the JCS Chairman in the chain of command 
If one believed that the military should be formally represented 

in the portion of the chain of command found at the policymaking 
level of DoD, this option would place the JCS Chairman, but not 
the entire JCS, in the chain of command to provide this representa- 
tion. DoD has recommended this option in its legislative proposal 
dated April 18, 1983. The House of Representatives included this 
option in legislation that it passed in 1983 (H.R. 3718) and 1984 
(H.R. 5167) to reorganize the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
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JCS Publication 1, Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, 

The succession of commanding officers from a superior to a 
subordinate through which command is exercised. (page 62) 

As to the term “command”, JCS Publication 1 presents the follow- 
ing definition: 

The authority which a commander in the military Service 
lawfully exercises over subordinates by virtue of rank or as- 
signment. Command includes the authority and responsibility 
for effectively using available resources and for planning the 
employment of, organizing, directing, coordinating, and con- 
trolling military forces for the accomplishment of assigned mis- 
sions. It also includes responsibility for health, welfare, morale, 
and discipline of assigned personnel. (page 74) 

Placing the JCS Chairman in the chain of command would make 
him a “commanding officer” and authorize him to “command”. 
Such action would clearly contradict section 142(c) of title 10, 
United States Code, which provides in part that the JCS Chairman 
“may not exercise military command over the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
or any of the armed forces.” 

Under this option, the JCS Chairman would have a much more 
forceful role in choosing and implementing military operational ac- 
tions. He could be authorized to handle routine operational matters 
by issuing commands and only involve the Secretary of Defense on 
critical issues. Moreover, it would be logical under this option to 
make the JCS Chairman the exclusive contact at the DoD policy- 
making level for the operational commanders, at least on oper- 
ational matters. 

defines the term “chain of command” as follows: 

0 Option 1E -place the JCS in the chain of command 
This option differs from Option 1D by placing the entire JCS in 

the chain of command as the military representatives at the policy- 
making level of DoD. In essence, this option would be a formal rec- 
ognition of the current operation of the chain of command. 

0 Option 1F -remove the JCS, including the Chairman, from 

This option would alter DoD Directive 5100.1 by precluding in 
statute any role for the JCS or its Chairman in the chain of com- 
mand. Under this option, the JCS would serve as the military staff 
supporting the Secretary of Defense, but they would not be astride 
the chain of command running from the Secretary of Defense to 
the operational commanders. 

0 Option 1G -make the JCS Chairman the principal military 
advisor to the Secretary of Defense on operational matters and 
the sole command voice of higher authority within the JCS 
system 

This option could be adopted along with Option 1B (which would 
assign to the Secretary of Defense the role of commander of the 
operational commanders) and Option 1F (which would remove the 
JCS, including the Chairman, from the chain of command). 

the chain of command 



While Options 1B and 1F would solve the problem of the con- 
fused chain of command, they would not clarify how the Secretary 
of Defense would exercise his command authority. This option pro- 
poses that the Secretary would use the JCS Chairman as his princi- 
pal military advisor on operational matters. Furthermore, the JCS 
Chairman would solely be responsible for transmitting the orders 
of the Commander in Chief and Secretary of Defense to the oper- 
ational commanders. Despite these responsibilities, it would be ab- 
solutely clear that the JCS Chairman would not be part of the 
operational chain of command. He would provide advice and assist- 
ance to the Secretary of Defense, but the command line would run 
directly from the Secretary to the operational commanders. 

In prescribing the duties of his principal military advisor on 
operational matters, the Secretary of Defense may or may not 
want to designate the JCS Chairman as the focal point in the 
Washington headquarters of DoD for the operational commanders 
on operational matters. 
2. PROBLEM AREA #2—WEAK AUTHORITY OF UNIFIED COMMANDERS 

OVER SERVICE COMPONENT COMMANDS 
Five options have been developed to strengthen the authority of 

the unified commanders over their Service component commands. 
The first would revise JCS Publication 2, Unified Action Armed 
Forces (UNAAF), to lessen the restrictions placed upon the author- 
ity of the unified commanders. The second option would authorize 
the unified commanders to select and replace their Service compo- 
nent commanders. The third option would place the unified com- 
mander in the logistical chain of command. The fourth option 
would be to eliminate the Service component commands and to 
make them part of the joint staff serving the unified commander. 
The last option is to colocate the unified commander and his Serv- 
ice component commands. 

0 Option 2A -revise UNAAF to lessen the restrictions on the 

This option would require an extensive revision of UNAAF to 
give the unified commanders authority over their Service compo- 
nent commands that is consistent with their mission responsibil- 
ities and with the concept of unified command. 

0 Option 2B -authorize the unified commanders to select and 

Currently, the unified commanders have minimal, if any, input 
into the assignment of their Service component commanders. These 
assignments are made by the Services. Under this option, the uni- 
fied commanders would be given the authority to select their Serv- 
ice component commanders and to replace them should the need 
arise. 

0 Option 2C -require the Service component commands to com- 
municate with their Service headquarters on critical resource 
issues through their unified commander 

Under this option, the unified commander would be placed in the 
logistical chain of command on critical issues. The link between the 
Washington headquarters of the Military Departments and Service 

authority of the unified commanders 

replace their Service component commanders 
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component commands would be weakened, and the unified com- 
mander would have greater control and influence over his subordi- 
nate commands. 

0 Option 2D -eliminate the- Service component commands and 
make them part of the joint staff serving the unified command- 
er 

If less drastic changes would not provide the unified commander 
with sufficient authority over his Service component commands, it 
may be necessary to consolidate these commands with the joint 
staff of the unified commander. 

The Report of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel made this exact 
recommendation: 

The Unified Commanders should be given unfragmented 
command authority for their Commands, and the Commanders 
of component commands should be redesignated Deputies to 
the commander of the appropriate Unified Command, in order 
to make it unmistakably clear that the combatant forces are in 
the chain of command which runs exclusively through the Uni- 
fied Commander. (page 57) 

The Final Report of the Defense Organization Project of the 
Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), entitled 
Toward a More Effective Defense, made the same recommendation: 

The component commanders should not be service represent- 
atives with independent authority. Instead, the relationship be- 
tween a unified commander and his service component com- 
manders should be that of a commander and his deputies for 
air, land, and sea operations. (page 21) 

0 Option 2E -colocate the unified commander and his Service 
component commands 

The geographic separation of the unified commander and his 
Service component commands serves to lessen his authority and 
control over them. Colocation could be an effective means of 
strengthening the authority of the unified commander. 
3. PROBLEM AREA #3-IMBALANCE BETWEEN RESPONSIBILITIES AND 

ACCOUNTABILITY OF THE UNIFIED COMMANDERS AND THEIR IN- 
FLUENCE OVER RESOURCE DECISIONS 

The principal thrust of efforts to correct this problem is to 
strengthen the role of the unified commanders in policymaking 
and resource allocation. This idea has been presented in a number 
of studies. The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel recommended that: 

The Unified Commanders should be given express responsi- 
bility and capability for making recommendations to the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense for Operations, for operational ca- 
pabilities objectives and for allocations of force structures 
needed for the effective accomplishment of the missions as- 
signed to their Commands. (page 5) 

Similarly, the National Military Command Structure Study 
recommended: 
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That the role of the CINCs be expanded to include a partici- 
pating voice in determining requirements of forces under his 
command. (page 38) 

While there is general agreement on the need to strengthen the 
link between the unified commanders and the DoD policymaking 
level, how such a proposal could be implemented has not been dis- 
cussed in previous studies. 

The eight options developed to lessen this problem area can be 
grouped into four categories: (1) increase the stature of the unified 
commanders; (2) strengthen the ability of the JCS system to repre- 
sent the unified commanders; (3) strengthen the ability of OSD to 
represent the unified commanders; and (4) develop new procedural 
mechanisms to augment the influence of the unified commanders 
over resource allocations or to increase the level of resources di- 
rectly under the control of the unified commanders. 
0 Option 3A -increase the stature of the unified commanders by 

making them more senior in order of rank than the Service 
Chiefs 

The U.S. military establishment has often had difficulty, espe- 
cially in wartime, in determining the relative power and influence 
that should be assigned to Service Chiefs and to field commanders. 
At  present, the Service Chiefs are more senior than the unified 
commanders. This relative order of rank may lessen the authority 
of the unified commanders and contribute to the problem of insuffi- 
cient authority over resource decisions. 

This option would alter the relative order of rank. The JCS 
Chairman would continue to be the most senior U.S. military offi- 
cial. The unified commanders would be next in terms of order of 
rank. The Service Chiefs would follow the unified commanders in 
seniority. The status of the specified commanders in order of rank 
would not change under this option. 

0 Option 3B -strengthen the capabilities of the Joint Staff to do 

Part of the inability of the JCS to make meaningful programmat- 
ic inputs results from a lack of Joint Staff capabilities for inde- 
pendent resource analysis. Strengthened Joint Staff capabilities in 
this area may permit a more persuasive input from the JCS system 
in support of the unified command perspective. An initiative to 
provide for improved resource analysis capabilities has already 
been taken in the Joint Staff through establishment of the Strate- 
gic Plans and Resource Analysis Agency. 

0 Option 3C -enhance the independent authority of the JCS 

The thrust of this option is to enable the JCS Chairman to be 
better able to represent cross-Service issues that are of great im- 
portance to the operational commands, especially the unified com- 
mands. Specific actions to enhance the independent authority of 
the JCS Chairman are presented in Chapter 4 dealing with the Or- 
ganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

0 Option 3D -more clearly link the JCS Chairman with the 

resource analysis 

Chairman 

operational conmanders 



330 

This could be done by clarifying the operational or administra- 
tive chain of command and associated responsibilities. The Depart- 
ment of Defense Authorization Act, 1985 amended section 124 of 
title 10, United States Code, to strengthen the role of the JCS 
Chairman as the spokesman for the operational Commanders. The 
specific language was: 

Subject to the authority, direction, and control of the Secre- 
tary, the Chairman acts as the spokesman for the commanders 
of the combatant commands on operational requirements. 
(page 126) 

0 Option 3E -create OJCS offices to represent the unified com- 
manders on a day-to-day basis on policy and resource alloca- 
tion issues 

If the OJCS were organized on a mission basis (Option 1K of 
Chapter 4), the mission-oriented offices could perform this task. If 
not, new offices, similar to the now abolished Washington Liaison 
Office of the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force, would have to be 
created within OJCS. To be able to effectively represent the unified 
commanders, these offices would require unimpeded access to the 
JCS Chairman. 

0 Option 3F -have OSD mission-oriented offices represent the 
unified commanders on policy and resource allocation issues 

If new OSD mission-oriented offices headed by under or assistant 
secretaries were created, the unified commands would have a 
single point of contact within OSD on policy and resource alloca- 
tion issues. Under this option, the policy and resource allocation 
inputs of the unified commands would be directed to principal OSD 
advisors of the Secretary of Defense who would share a mission 
and multi-Service perspective with the unified commands. 

0 Option 3G -have the operational commanders submit oper- 

Currently, the resource allocation process is centered around 
Program Objective Memoranda (POM’s) submitted by the Military 
Departments. This option proposes the submission of POM’s by the 
operational commanders identifying primarily the readiness and 
sustainability resource needs of their entire commands. These 
POM’s could also focus on procurement requirements that cross 
Service lines, such as communications programs. These POM’s 
would represent a formal input by the operational commanders 
and would highlight cross-Service considerations to counterbalance 
the single-Service perspective of the Military Department POM’s. 

The CSIS report, Toward a More Effective Defense, includes this 
option in its recommendations: 

The military division of labor between force-maintaining and 
force-operating structures should be reflected in the program- 
ming and budgeting processes. Specifically, we propose that a 
separate program and budget be established for the operation- 
al forces that would be prepared and executed by the unified 
and specified commanders under the supervision of the chair- 
man of the JCS. Under this proposal, each service would con- 
tinue to produce its program and budget for procurement, re- 

ational Program Objective Memoranda 
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search and development, training, and associated operational 
and personnel costs. But, many of the in-theater operating 
costs of the service components of the unified and specified 
commands would be shifted to a new joint account. This sepa- 
rate “readiness” program and budget would include such items 
as operating and maintenance expenses, in-theater training 
and exercise costs, certain military construction costs (ammu- 
nition storage, for example), and some family housing costs. 
The specific items that would be included in the new account 
would be determined on the basis of a line-by-line review of 
current department accounts. (page 19) 

0 Option 3H -approve the use of the CINC Readiness Fund 
In both fiscal years 1983 and 1984, the Department of Defense re- 

quested, but the Congress denied, funding of $100 million for the 
CINC Readiness Fund. The CINC Readiness Fund was intended to 
provide unified commanders with a source of funds to meet unan- 
ticipated, unprogrammed, urgent, near-term readiness and war- 
fighting requirements. DoD’s rationale for such a fund was based 
upon the financial dependence of the unified commands on Service 
components to meet their unprogrammed requirements and upon 
the difficulties associated with the reprogramming and supplemen- 
tal processes. 

In fiscal year 1985, a similar funding request for $50 million was 
made by DoD under a program entitled JCS Special Fund. This 
funding request was also denied by the Congress. However, the 
Congress did provide authority for the Secretary of Defense to 
make available from Operation and Maintenance authorization 
funds sums necessary to meet the contingency requirements of the 
unified and specified commands. Specifically, Section 304 of the 
DoD Authorization Act, 1985 provides: 

CONTINGENCY FUNDS FOR THE UNIFIED A N D  SPECIFIED COMMANDS 

Sec. 304. The Secretary of Defense may make available to 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, out of any funds appropriated pursu- 
ant to the authorizations contained in section 301 for the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force, such sums as may 
be necessary to meet unforeseen and contingent requirements 
of the unified and specified commands of the Armed Forces. 

While this provision is a recognition that the unified commands 
are too dependent on the independent programmatic and financial 
decisions of their Service components, it also represents an indica- 
tion that the Congress is not convinced of the need for separate 
and distinct appropriations to meet the unprogrammed require- 
ments of the operational commanders. 

This option would endorse the concept of the CINC Readiness 
Fund/JCS Special Fund as a means of providing the operational 
commanders with greater influence over resources. 

OF THE UNIFIED COMMANDER AND HIS STAFF 
4. PROBLEM A R E A  #4-ABSENCE OF UNIFICATION BELOW THE LEVEL 

Four options have been developed to lessen this problem area. 
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0 Option 4A -clarify appropriate command relationships within 
the unified commands, especially concerning the principle of 
unity of command 

The Department of Defense has taken an ambivalent approach to 
the concept of unity of command. This is reflected both in doctrinal 
writings as well as command relationships within the unified com- 
mands. In particular, the concept of “in-support-of " forces appears 
to directly contradict the principle of unity of command because it 
permits divided command. 

This option proposes that the Secretary of Defense clarify the 
currently ambiguous concepts concerning appropriate command re- 
lationships. 

0 Option 4B -revise UNAAF to remove obstacles to the creation 
of additional sub-unified commands and other necessary subor- 
dinate joint organizations 

If the unified commanders are to be able to orchestrate warfare 
throughout the conflict spectrum, subordinate organizations must 
be unified as far as possible down the command chain. The only 
constraints to the application of this principle would be when logis- 
tical, administrative, and training inefficiencies would be created 
that outweigh the benefits of enhanced unification or when neces- 
sary flexibility in force deployment or employment would be lost. 
UNAAF is a major obstacle to obtaining desired unification at sub- 
ordinate levels because it places great emphasis on maintaining 
uni-Service integrity. This option would require revisions to the 
UNAAF designed to promote appropriate unification in subordi- 
nate levels of the unified command. 

0 Option 4C -remove the Service component commanders from 

The requirement that operational command be normally exer- 
cised through the Service component commanders is a major im- 
pediment to unification. This option would solve this problem by 
removing the Service component commanders from the operational 
chain of command. The Service component commands would then 
be limited at the operational level to logistical responsibilities com- 
parable to the responsibilities of the Military Departments within 
the policymaking level of DoD. 

The CSIS report, Toward a More Effective Defense, recommended 
that the unified commander be authorized to establish his chain of 
command: 

Although the National Security Act grants the unified and 
specified commanders “full operational command” of the forces 
assigned to the combatant commands, it leaves the definition 
of that phrase to the JCS. In our view, the JCS have defined 
“full operational command” too narrowly. Specifically, the JCS 
guidelines that require a CINC to exercise operational com- 
mand only through the component commands and those that 
allow the component commander to select subordinate units to 
perform tasks assigned by the unified commander should be re- 
laxed. Subject to approval by the secretary of defense, the 
CINC should have the authority to establish the operational 

the operational chain of command 
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chain of command in his theater and to select the units he be- 
lieves necessary for a given military operation. (page 21) 

0 Option 4D -place greater emphasis on joint training within 
the unified commands 

If subordinate forces in the unified commands cannot be orga- 
nized on a more unified basis, the ability of forces to take unified 
action could be improved by more joint training. This option would 
provide for expanded joint training programs within each unified 
command. 

General W.Y. Smith, USAF (Retired) comments on inadequate 
joint training: 

... for a variety of reasons, the CINC historically has not 
achieved what he believes is a satisfactory level of joint train- 
ing. He has had to rely heavily on Service training for the 
readiness of his units, but, as noted, he has little or no influ- 
ence or control over that training. (The U.S. Military Chain of 
Command, Present and Future, page 6) 

To correct this problem, General Smith recommends: 
... since the JCS exercise program is central to the CINC’s 

ability to train his forces, JCS exercises should receive a 
higher priority in the available funding. A balance between 
Service-oriented exercises and joint exercises is justified; how- 
ever, the balance is not yet correct. (page 32) 

5. PROBLEM AREA # 5  -ABSENCE OF AN OBJECTIVE REVIEW OF THE 
UNIFIED COMMAND PLAN 

The first two options to lessen this problem area focus on im- 
proving the work of the JCS system on the Unified Command Plan 
and on increasing the attention that OSD and NSC place on the 
UCP. The third option offers one way of enhancing the prospects 
that the goal of the second option would be achieved. 

0 Option 5A -correct the institutional deficiencies of the JCS 

Chapter 4 dealing with the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff presents various options for correcting the institutional defi- 
ciencies of the JCS system. This option merely acknowledges that 
one of the benefits of such actions would be an enhancement of the 
prospects for an objective review of the UCP. 

0 Option 5B -seek increased attention to the UCP by OSD and 

If the objectivity of the JCS review of the UCP is less than de- 
sired, the only possible solution is to shift the burdens of objective 
UCP review to OSD and NSC. This option would call for a more 
active role by these two organizations in reviewing the UCP. 

0 Option 5C -require the submission by the President to the 

This option would seek to give the UCP high-level attention in 
the Executive Branch by requiring the President to submit a one- 
time report to the Congress. 

system 

NSC 

Congress of a one-time report on the UCP 
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G. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 
This section evaluates the specific options for reforming the uni- 

fied and specified commands that were set forth in Section F. No 
effort will be made here to compare these options with each other 
or to identify the most promising options for legislative action. 
Rather, this section seeks to set forth in the most objective way 
possible the pros and cons of each alternative solution. The options 
will be identified by the same number and letter combination used 
in the preceding section. 
1. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE CONFUSED 

CHAIN OF COMMAND 
Before options to correct the problem of the confused chain of 

command can be usefully evaluated, a fundamental issue on the 
power of Congress to specify the operational chain of command 
needs to be examined. This issue is addressed as an introduction to 
the evaluation of options which follows. 

a. Is the Congress empowered to specify the operational chain of 
command? 

There are differences of opinion on the powers granted by the 
Constitution to the Congress and the President, as the Commander 
in Chief, to specify the operational military chain of command. 

John Kester in his article, “Thoughtless JCS Change Is Worse 
Than None,” argues that the President solely has the authority to 
adjust the chain of command: 

... it is Presidents, not Congresses, who adjust the military 
chain of command. The Congress, of course, is empowered in 
Article I of the Constitution to raise and support armies (in- 
cluding those that fly), to provide and maintain a navy, and to 
pass laws regulating the armed forces. Much is granted there 
that Congress can do. But there also are some things that Con- 
gress may not do. The exact borderlines are hazy. It is clear 
enough, however, that Congress does not have any Constitu- 
tional authority to direct in detail through what chain of com- 
mand the President exercises his power as Commander-in- 
Chief. 

The President’s power as a commander comes from an inde- 
pendent grant in Article II of the Constitution, and not from 
the Congress. At the very least this allows him to pick the 
command channel he prefers— as Presidents have done, some- 
times using one and sometimes another. Congress can do much 
to set the size, shape, content, and capabilities of the armed 
forces. But most Constitutional scholars agree that it cannot 
intrude upon the essence of the command function. (Armed 
Forces Journal International, November 1984, page 115) 

Despite Mr. Kester’s assertions, there are persuasive arguments 
that the Constitution does empower the Congress to specify the 
chain of command. A legal opinion prepared by Raymond J. 
Celada, Senior Specialist in American Public Law of the Congres- 
sional Research Service, reaches this conclusion. This legal opinion, 
prepared in support of this study, is presented as Appendix B of 
this chapter. 
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The three basic arguments in this legal opinion can be summa- 

0 Through the creation of positions in the U.S. military estab- 
lishment and the fixing of appropriate grades with respect to 
such positions which essentially establish the hierarchy of re- 
sponsible parties, the authority of the Congress to fix the chain 
of command is significant. 

0 The congressional power to make rules for regulation of the 
armed forces adds additional support to a role for the Congress 
in specifying the chain of command. 

0 Congress by law (the National Security Act of 1947) has effec- 
tively established the chain of command and by law has 
changed it (1953 and 1958 amendments) or authorized the 
President, subject to congressional scrutiny, to change it. 

The recommendations of this chapter are based upon the premise 
that the Congress is empowered to specify the chain of command. 
In the exercise of this power, the Congress must, however, ensure 
that the President has sufficient flexibility to adjust command rela- 
tionships to provide for effective command in unforeseen situa- 
tions. 

0 Option 1A -remove the Secretary of Defense from the chain 

This option would return to the chain of command arrangements 
employed during World War II. At that time, the JCS reported di- 
rectly to the Commander-in-Chief, and through the executive agent 
arrangement, a JCS member supervised each of the operational 
commands. Other than the Commander-in-Chief, there were no ci- 
vilians in the operational chain of command. 

In his book, The 25-Year War -America’s Military Role in Viet- 
nam, General Bruce Palmer, Jr., USA (Retired) appears to argue 
for this option: 

In our system of government, the president, with his dual 
role as civilian chief executive and commander-in-chief of the 
armed forces, is the indispensable key to national security. For 
the president tu control the nation’s armed forces, he must 
command them; he cannot delegate this to his secretary of de- 
fense or to the military chiefs. He must have direct access to 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, collectively and individually, and 
must regularly see them. If he shunts them off or allows his 
secretary of defense to isolate the chiefs, he does so at the na- 
tion’s peril. The president is  the commander-in-chief and there 
is no substitute for his forceful and visible leadership in dis- 
charging this supreme command function over the Department 
of Defense and the armed forces. (page 201) 

If the President were to dedicate, as Roosevelt did during World 
War II, nearly his full attention to the conduct of military oper- 
ations, such an arrangement might make sense and ensure effec- 
tive civilian control of the military. In today’s world, however, the 
Commander-in-chief will be able to spend only a small portion of 
his time on military operational matters. Without the full-time as- 

rized as follows: 

of command 
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sistance of the Secretary of Defense, the President would be unable 
to effectively supervise and control military operations. 

Moreover, there is evidence that there was an absence of effec- 
tive civilian control during World War II. In his book, The Soldier 
and the State, Samuel P. Huntington discusses the extent of civil- 
ian control during World War 11: 

The military attitude toward civilian control changed com- 
pletely during the war. The plans for postwar organization of 
the armed services, developed by the military in 1944 and 1945, 
reflected a new conception of their role in government. One 
would hardly recognize the cowed and submissive men of the 
1930’s in the proud and powerful commanders of the victorious 
American forces. Civilian control was a relic of the past which 
had little place in the future. “The Joint Chiefs of Staff at the 
present time,” Admiral Leahy said quite frankly and truthful- 
ly in 1945, “are under no civilian control whatever.” (pages 335 
and 336) 

Apparently, a persuasive case can be made for a continuing role 
for the Secretary of Defense in the operational chain of command. 
However, three problems remain: (1) the relative inexperience of 
the Secretary for this role; (2) the limited time that the Secretary 
can devote to this responsibility; and (3) the absence of adequate 
and independent staff support on operational matters for the Secre- 
tary. 

0 Option 1B -clearly assign to the Secretary of Defense the role 

If one were convinced that the Secretary of Defense should 
remain in the operational chain of command, there is a need to 
clarify his role. The current uncertainty as to the Secretary’s re- 
sponsibilities has resulted in confusion within the chain of com- 
mand and a weakening of civilian control. It can be convincingly 
argued that the Secretary of Defense has lost much of his authority 
in the chain of command because of a lack of an understanding of 
his precise role. 

In addition, the absence of statutory emphasis on the “com- 
mand” role of the Secretary of Defense may have led to insufficient 
attention to necessary qualifications for this role in selecting Secre- 
taries of Defense. Undue emphasis may have been placed upon the 
Secretary’s political and managerial roles and not enough on his 
civilian ‘military commander” role. In testimony before the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services, General Maxwell D. Taylor, USA 
(Retired) refers to the Secretary of Defense as the: 

... defacto Deputy Commander in Chief just below the Presi- 
dent in the chain of command. (SASC Hearing, December 16, 
1982, page 31) 

There may be merit to specifying through amendment of the stat- 
utes that the Secretary of Defense is the de jure Deputy Command- 
er in Chief. 

If the Secretary of Defense is to remain an integral part of the 
chain of command and become an effective participant, no negative 
consequences of clarifying his role have been identified. However, 

of commander of the operational commanders 
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Secretary Weinberger has stated that there is no need for clarifica- 
tion of the role of the Secretary of Defense: 

The chain of command is clear.... the Commanders of the 
Unified and Specified Commands are fully and directly respon- 
sible to the Secretary of Defense for carrying out their as- 
signed responsibilities. This role is well understood and does 
not require statutory clarification. (Answers to Defense Au- 
thorization Report Questions). 

0 Option 1C -establish a position for a second Deputy Secretary 
of Defense who would be responsible for assisting the Secretary 
of Defense on military operational matters 

Traditionally, the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense 
have divided their responsibilities so that the Secretary focused on 
external (White House, Congress, alliances, etc.) matters and on 
operational matters while the Deputy Secretary focused on inter- 
nal DoD management. A second Deputy Secretary focusing on 
operational matters would, therefore, assume responsibilities cur- 
rently borne by the Secretary. 

On the positive side, a second Deputy Secretary would ensure 
more attention by a senior civilian official to operational matters. 
He may be able to lessen the three problems associated with a con- 
tinuing role for the Secretary of Defense in the chain of command: 
(1) relative inexperience; (2) limited time; and (3) inadequate staff 
support. A second Deputy Secretary could become a specialist on 
operational matters and devote his full attention to these issues. 
He may also be able to ensure that the Secretary receives a broad- 
er and more balanced set of inputs than currently available from 
the JCS system. He might also become the focal point for OSD 
review of non-nuclear contingency plans. 

On the negative side, a second Deputy Secretary would add an 
additional layer through which the advice of the JCS would be fil- 
tered. This might be seen as a further erosion of military represen- 
tation in DoD decision-making. In addition, the creation of a second 
Deputy Secretary of Defense and a staff to support him would add 
to a bureaucracy which may already be too large and cumbersome. 

A fundamental issue regarding this option is whether the JCS 
system as currently formulated has served the Secretary of Defense 
as an effective military staff on operational matters or, if not, 
whether alternative arrangements for the JCS system could result 
in more effective staff support for the Secretary. While the evi- 
dence clearly suggests that the Secretary has been poorly served by 
the JCS system on operational matters, the preferable approach 
would be to correct deficiencies in the JCS system rather than to 
add a new senior civilian official in an attempt to overcome these 
shortcomings. A second Deputy Secretary of Defense would perpet- 
uate the long history of creating civilian offices to do the work that 
joint military offices have failed to effectively perform. 

Regarding the relative inexperience and limited time of the Sec- 
retary of Defense, the most useful approach may be to lessen other 
demands on the Secretary’s attention to enable him to devote more 
time to his important chain of command duties. This could be done 
by (1) reducing his span of control.: (2) providing more effective staff 
support for his mission integration responsibilities which could 
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permit more effective delegation of decision-making authority; and 
(3) lessening congressional demands on the Secretary’s time. 

0 Option 1D -place the JCS Chairman in the chain of command 
Proposals to place the JCS Chairman in the chain of command 

are based upon (1) concerns about the relative inexperience and 
limited time of the Secretary of Defense; (2) the utility of having a 
single military point of contact and a single command voice of 
higher authority within the Washington headquarters of DoD on 
operational matters; (3) the need for formal military representation 
in the Washington headquarters portion of the chain of command; 
and (4) concerns that command by a committee (the JCS) violates 
the principal of unity of command. 

In a letter dated April 18, 1983 accompanying a legislative pro- 
posal, DoD justifies its recommendation that the JCS Chairman be 
placed in the chain of command in order “to make explicit his 
functions as a link between the Secretary of Defense and the uni- 
fied and specified commands.” Expanding on this point, the letter 
adds: ”The practice has been for the Secretary of Defense to com- 
municate with the combatant commands through the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the proposed legislation would formal- 
ize this arrangement ...” This is a rather modest rationale for 
making such a significant change in the chain of command. DoD’s 
rationale encompasses only the second of the four reasons, present- 
ed in the preceding paragraph, for placing the JCS Chairman in 
the chain of command. 

There is substantial evidence that command by committee has 
resulted in inappropriate emphasis on Service interests in the for- 
mulation of operational plans. The current limits on the authority 
of the JCS Chairman preclude him from developing recommenda- 
tions on operational matters that set aside undue Service parochi- 
alism in the search for effective courses of action. Placing the JCS 
Chairman alone in the chain of command may give him the stature 
and independent authority necessary to rise above Service parochi- 
alism. It may be possible for the Chairman to make objective rec- 
ommendations to the Secretary of Defense. 

Additionally, as a member of the chain of command, the JCS 
Chairman would clearly become the focal point within the Wash- 
ington headquarters of DoD for the operational commanders on 
operational matters. He could also become their advocate on policy 
and resource allocation issues although that possibility is separate 
from consideration of the operational chain of command. 

Arguments against this option also have merit. Key among these 
is the view that putting the JCS Chairman in the chain of com- 
mand would weaken the authority of the Secretary of Defense. 
This option could lead to circumvention of the Secretary and to in- 
sulation and isolation of the Secretary from the operational com- 
manders. Should these negative predictions occur, the Secretary’s 
ability to effectively manage DoD would be impaired and civilian 
control of the military would be weakened. 

A second negative argument is that the Secretary of Defense 
would receive advice only from one uniformed official rather than 
the multi-Service input from the entire JCS. Given the complexity 
of the many facets of modern warfare, it would be detrimental to 
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unnecessarily limit the range of opinions that the Secretary would 
receive. General W. Y. Smith, USAF (Retired) also argues: “it 
would be relatively easier to overrule a single military voice than 
to deal with the concerns of the different Services.” (The U.S. Mili- 
tary Chain of Command, Present and Future, page 47). Further- 
more, a JCS Chairman would come to his position with all of the 
biases that would result from a lengthy career in one of the four 
Services. The validity of this argument is somewhat weakened by 
the fact that the Joint Staff with officers from all Services would 
continue to raise and address issues from a multi-Service perspec- 
tive. 

A third negative argument is that the Service Chiefs are the 
most knowledgeable officials on the full spectrum of the capabili- 
ties of the forces of their Services. This knowledge can be an impor- 
tant input in the formulation of recommendations on military oper- 
ational matters. This input would be diminished if only the JCS 
Chairman were placed in the chain of command even if the JCS 
Chairman consulted the Service Chiefs before making his recom- 
mendations. 

A fourth major negative argument is the risks to civilian control 
that arise from placing one uniformed officer in command of the 
vast majority of U.S. operational military forces. General Smith 
sees a greater risk: 

The greatest drawback to a single military chief is not, how- 
ever, that without countervailing forces a “man on horseback” 
would arise. Rather it is the danger of the politization of the 
office of the Chairman.... The temptation would be for him to be 
seen too much the spokesman of an Administration in power 
rather than of the professional military. (The U.S. Military 
Chain of Command, Present and Future, page 47). 

0 Option 1E -place the JCS in the chain of command 
This option would formally recognize the actual implementation 

of the ambiguous situation created by DoD Directive 5100.1. The 
JCS, as a corporate body, do now, in the view of many observers, 
act as a full-fledged member of the operational chain of command. 
This option would merely legitimize the current situation. 

In general, the pros and cons of this option are the exact opposite 
of those for Option 1D. Arguments in favor of this option include 
(1) the need to have a multi-Service input on operational matters; 
(2) the value of involving the most knowledgeable officials on Serv- 
ice capabilities in decisions on operational matters; and (3) the 
maintenance of a system of checks on the authority of any single 
military official which would help ensure civilian control. 

The negative arguments include (1) violation of the principle of 
unity of command; (2) the failure of the JCS committee to provide 
objective advice on military operations; and (3) inappropriate em- 
phasis on Service interests in the formulation of operational plans. 

There is one negative argument against this option which also 
applies against Option 1D: putting the JCS in the chain of com- 
mand would weaken the authority of the Secretary of Defense. 
This is clearly evident at present. The Secretary of Defense is now 
often insulated and isolated from the operational commanders. 
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Furthermore, the JCS system has failed to sufficiently interact 
with the Secretary and the Office of the Secretary of Defense on 
operational matters. This has ensued from the closed staff nature 
of the JCS system which results in part from the dual responsibil- 
ities of the Service members of the JCS. 

0 Option 1F -remove the JCS, including the Chairman, from 

This option would return to the statutory scheme for the chain of 
command. The operational commanders would report directly to 
the Secretary of Defense. 

The arguments in support of this option include (1) strengthening 
of the authority of the Secretary of Defense which has been dimin- 
ished by the current role of the JCS in the chain of command; (2) 
strengthening of civilian control of the military; and (3) improving 
the link between the Secretary of Defense and the operational com- 
manders. 

The negative arguments include: (1) the inexperience of the Sec- 
retary of Defense in the command role; (2) limits of the time that 
the Secretary can devote to this responsibility; and (3) the removal 
of all formal military representation from the chain of command at 
the DoD policymaking level. 

0 Option 1G -make the JCS Chairman the principal military 
advisor to the Secretary of Defense on operational matters and 
the sole command voice of higher authority within the JCS 
system 

the chain of command 

This option would be based upon the following arguments: 
0 the Secretary of Defense should remain in the chain of com- 

mand and his role therein should be clarified; 
0 the JCS, including the Chairman, should be removed from the 

chain of command because a formal role for the corporate body 
or the Chairman would weaken the authority of the Secretary 
of Defense; 

0 it would be useful to have a single military point of contact 
and a single command voice of higher authority within the 
Washington headquarters of DoD on operational matters; 

0 there currently is inappropriate emphasis on Service interests 
in the formulation of operational plans; 

0 designation of the JCS Chairman as the Secretary of Defense’s 
principal military advisor on operational matters will increase 
his stature and independent authority and enable him to rise 
above Service parochialism in rendering advice on operational 
matters; 

0 the increased authority of the JCS Chairman will come at the 
expense of the Service Chiefs and not at the expense of the 
Secretary of Defense; and 

0 given the predominance of the JCS system on operational mat- 
ters, appropriate military representation on operational mat- 
ters a t  the policymaking level of DoD is assured even without 
formal representation in that portion of the chain of command. 

The Steadman Report made a recommendation similar to this 
option in support of which it argued: 
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... a committee structure is not effective for the exercise of 
military command or management authority. Such authority 
could be more effectively exercised by the Chairman, who in 
being so empowered, should also be directed to act in consulta- 
tion with the other JCS members when time permits. (page 35) 

There are several arguments in opposition to this option. First, 
with his increased authority, the JCS Chairman may be able to 
more effectively compete with the Secretary of Defense for power 
and influence. The concentration of power in the hands of one 
senior military official, according to this argument, would curtail 
the system of checks inherent in the JCS. 

This argument seems to have little merit. It appears to say in 
analogy: don’t create a Deputy Secretary of Defense because he 
would become a competing force to the Secretary of Defense. Obvi- 
ously, the personal relationship established between the Secretary 
and the JCS Chairman would be the key ingredient in determining 
the utility of this organizational approach. 

Other negative arguments are that (1) the Secretary of Defense 
may not consistently receive a multi-Service input from the entire 
JCS (2) the Service Chiefs, who are the most knowledgeable offi- 
cials on the full spectrum of the capabilities of the forces of their 
Services, would have a diminished input on operational matters; 
and (3) the position of JCS Chairman could become politicized. 
2. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE WEAK AUTHOR- 

ITY OF UNIFIED COMMANDERS OVER SERVICE COMPONENT COM- 
MANDS 

0 Option 2A -revise UNAAF to lessen the restrictions on the 

While there are disagreements as to whether JCS Publication 2, 
Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF), overly restricts the au- 
thority of the unified commanders, the more convincing arguments 
are that it does. As UNAAF delineates the purpose and basis on 
which unified commands are formed, it is the starting point for im- 
proved command relationships within the unified commands. 

The basic relationships in UNAAF have not been altered since 
the Key West Agreement of 1948. Given the experience with uni- 
fied command since that time, a careful examination of UNAAF 
seems appropriate. 

0 Option 2B -authorize the unified commanders to select and 

The advantage of this option is that it is more likely to ensure 
subordinate commanders who are fully supportive and capable of 
successfully interacting with the unified commander. Given the im- 
portance of these relationships, the unified commander should be 
given wide discretion in selecting his immediate subordinate com- 
manders. 

On the negative side, the Services may lose the influence associ- 
ated with independent appointments of Service component com- 
manders. Moreover, the unified commander may select subordi- 
nates who share his biases and thus may be offered less than the 
full range of opinions on issues affecting the unified command. 

authority of the unified commanders. 

replace their Service component commanders 
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0 Option 2C -require the Service component commands to com- 
municate with their Service headquarters on critical resource 
issues through their unified commander 

Currently, Service component commands serve as middle men 
between two masters: the unified commander and the Service 
Chief. On critical issues, it would seem appropriate for the discus- 
sions to occur between the two principal officials. Routine matters 
could continue to be addressed directly between the Service compo- 
nent commands and the Service headquarters. 

On the negative side, such direct communications with Service 
Chiefs would add to the workload of the unified commander. Obvi- 
ously, he would want to limit his involvement to only those issues 
which are critical to his command. 

Another negative aspect is that the Service component com- 
mands will lose influence and control on key issues. This, however, 
is the desired result of this option. 

0 Option 2D -eliminate the Service component commands and 
make them part of the joint staff serving the unified command- 
er 

It is difficult to foresee how this drastic change to the unified 
commands would be implemented. There will continue to be a re- 
quirement to conduct Service-unique administrative work associat- 
ed with organizing, training, and equipping forces. Some organiza- 
tional entity will be required for these purposes. 

While it can be argued that the Service component commands 
retain too much power and influence, abolishing these commands 
does not appear necessary, at least at this time, to correct these 
problems. 

0 Option 2E -colocate the unified commander and his Service 

Costs would appear to preclude further consideration of this 
option. However, as base realignments and closures are considered, 
this possibility should be kept in mind. For example, there has 
been speculation that Camp H. M. Smith, the headquarters of 
USPACOM, might be closed. Should this be the case, USPACOM 
should be colocated with one of its Service component commands. 
3. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE IMBALANCE BE- 

TWEEN THE RESPONSIBILITIES AND ACCOUNTABILITY OF THE UNI- 
FIED COMMANDERS AND THEIR INFLUENCE OVER RESOURCE DECI- 

0 Option 3A -increase the stature of the unified commanders by 
making them more senior in order of rank than the Service 
Chiefs 

There are historical examples of the dispute over whether field 
commanders or Service Chiefs should be more senior in rank. In 
Organizing For Defense, Paul Hammond discusses the dispute 
during World War I between General John J. Pershing, USA, then 
Commanding General, American Expeditionary Forces (AEF), and 
Major General Peyton C. March, USA, the Army’s Chief of Staff. 

component commands 

SIONS 
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Referring to former Secretary of War Elihu Root’s reforms of Army 
organization, Hammond states: 

Root’s principles certainly offered no guidance for determin- 
ing how to cut the strategic pie between the Chief of Staff and 
the Commanding General, AEF. As might have been expected, 
the issue ultimately resolved itself into one of rank and com- 
mand. The dispute between Pershing and the Chief of Staff, 
Major General Peyton C. March, over which was of superior 
rank, was settled in March’s favor by a general order in 
August, 1918, five months after he had become Chief of Staff. 
In that office he was to take “rank and precedence’’ over all 
other officers of the Army. (page 41) 

One could quickly conclude that the relative rank of the Service 
Chiefs and the unified Commanders would be guided by the same 
principles that settled the Army dispute during World War I. On 
the other hand, however, it could be argued that the relationships 
of the commanders of multi-Service commands with the Service 
Chiefs are much different than the relationship between Generals 
Pershing and March. 

In creating a more appropriate analogy for today’s unified orga- 
nization, General March’s equivalent is the JCS Chairman. The 
Service Chiefs would be equivalent to Army Deputy Chiefs of Staff 
during World War I. While the Army Deputy Chiefs of Staff during 
World War I contributed to the strategic direction of the field com- 
mands, just as the corporate JCS do today, there was no consider- 
ation of making them more senior than General Pershing. 

Setting aside their responsibilities as members of the JCS, the 
Service Chiefs are primarily logisticians. As individual Chiefs of 
Staff, their primary duties are to organize, train, and equip the 
forces of their Services. It is only as JCS members that the Service 
Chiefs assume broader duties for the strategic direction of oper- 
ational forces. 

The focus in this problem area, however, is the logistics role of 
the Service Chiefs. At issue is whether it is logical to continue to 
assign the Service Chiefs -who have only logistics-related respon- 
sibilities -a more senior position than combatant commanders — 
who are responsible for executing the major military missions of 
DoD. The current arrangement has contributed to Service Chief 
dominance of the resource allocation process at the expense of the 
unified commanders and to the d e  facto influence that the individ- 
ual Service Chiefs retain over operational matters within the uni- 
fied commands. 

If the unified commanders were made more senior than the Serv- 
ice Chiefs, their influence over resource decisions could increase. 
The Service Chiefs would continue to play an important role in ra- 
tionalizing the demands from the various unified commanders, but 
the focus would likely shift from Service priorities to the warfight- 
ing needs of the combatant commands. Such a shift seems desira- 
ble. 

On the negative side, increasing the stature of the unified com- 
manders could lead to six independent “warlords”. It would be dif- 
ficult to rationalize the distinct demands of powerful combatant 
commanders. Johnson, Sedgewick, and Ortloff comment on this 
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possibility in their study, Unity of Command -Does It Exist in the 
Field? 

If the distribution of influence is considered to be a zero-sum 
game, giving CINCs more influence in the PPBS process would 
infringe on the Service Chiefs’ prerogatives to some extent. 
Bringing the CINCs into the resource arena would not add 
competition for the same resources, however. It would add, 
rather, a new point of view: that of the consumer. We believe 
the balance point between the power of the CINCs and Service 
Chiefs needs to be realigned, but how far? A system of inde- 
pendent “warlords” commanding forces heavily specialized on 
regional lines would not be economical or prudent. While it 
can be argued that the Services are in the best position to 
make economical decisions about weapon systems, it can also 
be argued that inappropriate systems ultimately have the 
highest costs. (page IV-5) 

0 Option 3B -strengthen the capabilities of the Joint Staff to do 
resource analysis 

Given the weaknesses of the JCS system in making meaningful 
programmatic inputs, this clearly appears to be a desirable option. 
As General Bernard W. Rogers, USA, USCINCEUR, has stated: 

... there remains in Washington a preeminence of Service 
goals in the program and budget process. The newly created 
40-man office in OJCS, the Strategic Planning and Resources 
Analysis Agency (SPRAA) may help to alleviate this situation. 
We are working with this office in an effort to insure that it 
can prepare adequately the CJCS [JCS Chairman] to serve as 
spokesman for CINC warfighting needs. (Answers to Authoriza- 
tion Report Questions). 

The usefulness of this option should not be overemphasized. De- 
spite increased emphasis on resource analysis, the basic institution- 
al deficiencies of the JCS system, if unaltered, could severely re- 
strict the output of SPRAA. 

The only negative argument identified with this option is that it 
could divert attention of the JCS system away from strategy formu- 
lation and operational matters. Evaluation of this criticism would 
require an explicit determination of the work priorities of the JCS 
system and whether strengthening resource analysis capabilities 
would contribute to or impede achievement of these work prior- 
ities. 

0 Option 3C -enhance the independent authority of the JCS 

While enhancing the independent authority of the JCS Chair- 
man could improve his ability to represent the unified command- 
ers, there are more significant issues associated with such a 
change. Accordingly, this option will be addressed in Chapter 4 
dealing with the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

0 Option 3D -more clearly link the JCS Chairman with the 

Chairman 

operational commanders 
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To a certain extent, at least, this option was implemented in the 
Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1985 which provided 
that the Chairman would act “as the spokesman for the command- 
ers of the combatant commands on operational requirement.” 

This approach would make sense if the operational requirements 
of the operational commanders never conflicted. In such an unlike- 
ly situation, the JCS Chairman could argue for the requirements of 
each command in evaluating the programs formulated by the Mili- 
tary Departments. 

This is not likely to be the case. The operational commands are 
likely to have different needs, all of which cannot be accommodat- 
ed within fiscal constraints. The JCS Chairman would need to de- 
termine which operational requirements he will support in decision 
councils. As such, he could have the final say on operational re- 
quirements, resources, and priorities. The JCS Chairman would 
become the sole referee of the competing resource demands of the 
operational commanders. The inputs of the operational command- 
ers would be filtered by the JCS Chairman before presentation to 
decision-making bodies, such as the Defense Resources Board. Al- 
ternative arrangements might provide better representation of the 
operational commanders in DoD decision-making bodies. 

There is also the question of how much time the JCS Chairman 
should devote to resource allocation issues. As subsequent portions 
of this study conclude, programming and budgeting already domi- 
nate DoD organizational activity. As a result, operational matters 
-strategy, contingency plans, joint doctrine, joint training, and co- 
alition issues -receive inadequate attention. This is an area where 
the JCS Chairman can make a major contribution and should focus 
his attention. Overinvolvement of the JCS Chairman in resource 
issues would further compound the problem of the predominance of 
programming and budget. 

General Maxwell D. Taylor, USA (Retired) supports this view: 
What worries me when I read the Steadman report is the 

possibility that the [JCS] Chairman will get deeply involved in 
the budget process. 

... The advantage of the chairman is that he is not responsi- 
ble for the detailed activities of a service. He can sit back and 
reflect on the world and its contents. 

... We will ruin the utility of this fellow if we ask too much of 
him. When I see him getting into the budgetary numbers 
game, I worry about it. (The Role of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 
National Policy, American Enterprise Institute, 1978, page 11) 

... It might be urged that he [JCS Chairman] and the JCS 
should spend much of their time on purely military plans - 
movements and mobilizations -since no one else does, and 
there are plenty of other players in the budget fights. (“The 
Future of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,” AEI Foreign Policy and 
Defense Review, Volume Two, Number One, February 1980, 
page 15) 

This is not to say that the JCS Chairman should not play an ad- 
visory role in resource allocations. However, he could limit this 

John Kester shares this point of view: 

55-642 0 - 85 - 1 2  
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role to advising on critical resource issues and joint programs. John 
Kester supports this view: 

... If the [JCS] chairman cannot advise on program and alloca- 
tion issues, the uniformed military will abdicate influence on 
issues of trade-offs that transcend service lines. Surely some of 
the chairman’s time can be allocated profitably to issues of 
such importance. (“The Future of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’, 
page 15) 

If the position of Deputy JCS Chairman were created, it might be 
desirable to assign participation in the resource allocation process 
to this officer. Under such an arrangement, the JCS Chairman and 
Deputy Chairman would divide their work similarly to the way the 
Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense now do. 

0 Option 3E -create OJCS offices to represent the unified com- 
manders on a day-today basis on policy and resource alloca- 
tion issues 

If the OJCS were organized on a mission basis, the mission-ori- 
ented offices could perform this task. If OSD also had mission-ori- 
ented offices, a decision on which organization should have the pri- 
mary responsibility for representing the unified commanders on 
policy and resource allocation issues would be more difficult. 

Section 141(d) of title 10, United States Code, specifies the follow- 
ing among the duties of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

(1) prepare strategic plans and provide for the strategic di- 
rection of the armed forces; 

(2) prepare joint logistics plans and assign logistics responsi- 
bilities to the armed forces in accordance with those plans; 

(3) review the major material and personnel requirements of 
the armed forces in accordance with strategic and logistics 
plans; 

To fulfill these duties, it can be argued that the OJCS should be 
the primary point of contact in the policymaking level of DoD for 
the unified commanders on policy and resource allocation issues. 
Such an  argument would require a broad interpretation of JCS 
duties. 

Such a broad interpretation would imply that the OJCS should 
also have the primary responsibility for representing the Military 
Departments on policy and resource allocation issues. This is not 
the case; the Military Departments make their inputs directly to 
the Secretary of Defense. Such an arrangement for the unified 
commanders would appear to be equally appropriate. 

The unified commanders are immediate subordinates of the Sec- 
retary of Defense. It appears that they should be directly represent- 
ed in OSD which has responsibility for policy and resource alloca- 
tion decisions. 

If the OJCS remains organized on a functional basis, new offices 
would have to be created to represent the unified commanders on 
the full range of policy and resource allocation issues. Adding to 
the large OJCS bureaucracy, however, has little appeal. 

0 Option 3F -have OSD mission-oriented offices represent the 
unified commanders on policy and resource allocation issues 
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While the unified commanders report to the Secretary of Defense 
through the JCS, the primary point of contact for the commands 
has traditionally been OJCS. This approach appears to be most a p  
propriate on operational matters. It is uncertain, however, as to 
whether this is the most desirable arrangement on policy and re- 
source allocation issues. In these instances, the inputs from the 
unified commands could be directed to the Secretary’s principal ad- 
visors in OSD. 

Under the current OSD organization, this would be difficult. The 
commands would have to contact a substantial number of function- 
al offices to make their views known. However, if OSD mission-ori- 
ented offices were created, the commands would have a single focal 
point for their inputs. Given the proposed functional subunits or 
resource cells within each mission-oriented office, the majority of 
the inputs of the unified commands could be addressed by the mis- 
sion-oriented offices. However, should the unified commands have 
inputs in other functional areas, the mission-oriented offices could 
represent the unified commands with other OSD offices. Unlike 
operational issues, most policy and resource allocation issues are 
not time urgent. Hence, the use of a single OSD focal point to rep- 
resent the full-range of unified command requirements and posi- 
tions should not result in costly time delays. 

0 Option 3G -have the operational commanders submit oper- 

The CSIS report, Toward a More Effective Defense, evaluates this 

We recognize that establishing a separate readiness program 
and budget would cause, at least initially, some dislocations in 
the department as the new procedures were established. It is 
likely that it would also require some shifts in staff from the 
military departments to the Joint Staff and from the compo- 
nent commands to the unified commands. Nevertheless, we be- 
lieve that these short-term costs would be substantially out- 
weighed by two long-term benefits. 

First, a readiness program and budget would enfranchise in 
the planning and allocation processes the major institutional 
constituency for readiness and sustainability -the unified and 
specified commanders. This fundamental change would add 
needed balance to the flow of military recommendations to the 
civilian leadership. Instead of having all such recommenda- 
tions manifested in the programs and budgets of the military 
departments, there would be recommendations on two sets of 
issues: one grounded in concerns about readiness and sustain- 
ability, the other in concerns about force structure moderniza- 
tion and expansion. In each case, the recommendations would 
reflect the responsibilities and perspectives of the officers in- 
volved. In this way, civilian leaders would be able to make 
better informed judgments regarding the proper balance in the 
defense budget between short-term considerations of readiness 
and sustainability and long-term considerations of force struc- 
ture modernization and expansion. 

ational Program Objective Memoranda 

option as follows: 
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Second, by assigning the CINCs a greater role in determin- 
ing the readiness and sustainability of their forces, the oper- 
ations program and budget would help smooth the transition 
between the current peacetime dominance of the individual 
services and the expected wartime dominance of the operation- 
al commanders. Specifically, the readiness program and budget 
would allow resources to flow down the same channels as oper- 
ational authority and responsibility without depriving the serv- 
ices of their primary role as the maintaining arm of the forces. 
(page 20) 

Despite these arguments, it appears that the enhancement role 
for the operational commanders in the Planning, Programming, 
and Budgeting System, as provided for in Secretary Taft’s memo- 
randum of November 14, 1984, offers great potential for increasing 
the visibility of the requirements of the operational commanders 
without the disruptions of this option. 

Both this option and the newly established procedures have the 
same objective: to provide a better appreciation of the readiness 
and sustainability needs of the operational commanders. It appears 
desirable to evaluate the adequacy of the newly established proce- 
dures before implementing more drastic proposals. 

0 Option 3H -approve the use of the CINC Readiness Fund 
The fundamental issue regarding the CINC Readiness Fund is 

whether Washington organizations (Congress, OSD, Military De- 
partments) are prepared to relax their absolute control over re- 
sources and permit operational commanders some flexibility to 
meet unforeseen requirements. At present, resource allocations for 
very specific purposes are approved in advance. In addition, chang- 
ing approved allocations involves a cumbersome set of procedures, 
both within DoD and between DoD and the Congress. 

It is not possible to exactly forecast the funding requirements of 
the operational commands well in advance of the actual operating 
period as the current budget process requires. There appears to be 
a strong case to provide a CINC Readiness Fund to meet unfore- 
seen requirements. 

On the other hand, given the substantial demands for relatively 
scarce defense resources, there is a requirement to ensure that ex- 
penditures are made only for priority needs. Should the concept of 
the CINC Readiness Fund be approved, the Secretary of Defense 
will need to ensure that he develops procedures that provide suffi- 
cient oversight of expenditures while still being responsive to the 
urgent needs of the operational commanders. 
4. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE ABSENCE OF 

UNIFICATION BELOW THE LEVEL OF THE UNIFIED COMMANDER 
AND HIS STAFF 

0 Option 4A -clarify appropriate command relationships within 
the unified commands, especially concerning the principle of 
unity of command 

Clarification of appropriate command relationships would obvi- 
ously be beneficial. If unity of command is to be the basic principle 
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for command relationships, this should be clearly communicated 
and implemented. 

No valid disadvantages of this option have been identified. 
0 Option 4B -revise UNAAF to remove obstacles to the creation 

of additional sub-unified commands and other necessary subor- 
dinate joint organizations 

The relative emphasis to be placed on joint organizations versus 
single-Service organizations at subordinate levels of the unified 
commands involves the following considerations: 

0 wartime effectiveness versus peacetime efficiency; 
0 joint requirements versus Service prerogatives; and 
0 likelihood of theater-wide campaigns versus lesser crises. 
UNAAF’s emphasis on a single-Service operational chain of com- 

mand within the unified commands appears inappropriate in the 

Command has stated: 
current environment. As the Commander in Chief of theReadiness 

UNAAF’s organizational approach, which preserves division 
by Service and Service components, plus the stated require- 
ment to preserve uni-Service integrity in the organizational 
structure, needs to be reviewed in terms of today’s required 
levels of integration and employment of modern weapons sys- 
tems. (Answers to DoD Authorization Report Questions.) 

The Commander in Chief of the Pacific Command has offered a 
similar recommendation: 

We have now had considerable experience with the unified 
command system and from my parochial. perspective I am not 
convinced that a federated system is as necessary as it once 

appeared....I would suggest that we should look closely at this 
arrangement to ensure that it reflects today’s environment in 
terms of the required integration needed to conduct modern 
warfare and in terms of current political imperatives. (Answers 
to DoD Authorization Report Questions.) 

Key among the advantages of this option is that it will enable 
the unified command system to more effectively meet today’s crisis 
management requirements. In those crises in which the President 
must retain effective control, there may be a requirement to cir- 
cumvent portions of the military chain of command. The creation 
of additional joint organizations at subordinate levels of the unified 
commands may permit more effective military action under the di- 
rection of the National Command Authority. 

0 Option 4C -remove the Service component commanders from 

If the single-Service operational chains of command are an im- 
pediment to unification, the Service component commanders 
should be removed from the chain of command. Such an organiza- 
tional change would have Service organizations at both the oper- 
ational and policymaking levels of DoD responsible solely for orga- 
nizing, training, and equipping forces. Operational matters would 
be handled solely by joint organizations at both the operational and 
policymaking levels. 

the operational chain of command 
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There may, however, be instances in which the unified com- 
mander may want to place one or more of his Service component 
commanders in the chain of command. The CSIS recommendation 
offers greater flexibility in this regard; it would authorize the uni- 
fied commander to specify his chain of command depending on the 
situation. This approach may suffer from its ad hoc nature. While 
the chain of command could be structured to best meet the situa- 
tion at hand, there may be drawbacks to having different reporting 
relationships during crises. 
0 Option 4D -place greater emphasis on joint training within 

the unified commands 
This option, by itself, is likely to accomplish little. Increased joint 

training is likely to result only through changes that augment the 
influence of the unified commanders on resource allocations. 
5. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE ABSENCE OF AN 

OBJECTIVE REVIEW OF THE UNIFIED COMMAND PLAN 

0 Option 5A -correct the institutional deficiencies of the JCS 

This option is the principal focus of Chapter 4 dealing with the 
Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and, therefore, will not be 
evaluated here. 

0 Option 5B -seek increased attention to the UCP by OSD and 

This is essentially a management issue. If the senior leadership 
of OSD and NSC do not see the need for or validity of civilian over- 
sight of the Unified Command Plan, there is little that can be 
done. 

0 Option 5C -require the submission by the President to the 

A one-time Presidential report on the UCP may or may not 
prove useful. If the civilian officials responsible for preparing or, 
more likely, reviewing this report devoted sufficient time and criti- 
cal attention to the relevant issues, the UCP might receive an ob- 
jective review. If, however, they merely saw this as another con- 
gressional reporting requirement to be met with as little energy as 
possible, nothing would be gained. 

This option also poses the potential for undesirable congressional 
meddling on UCP issues. 
H. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section presents the conclusions and recommendations of 
this chapter concerning the unified and specified commands. The 
conclusions result from the analyses presented in Section E (Prob- 
lem Areas and Causes). The recommendations are based upon Sec- 
tion G (Evaluation of Alternative Solutions). 

system 

NSC 

Congress of a one-time report on the UCP 
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1. The Congress is empowered 
by the Constitution to speci- 
fy the chain of command. 
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Recommendations 

2. The chain of command 
from the Commander in 
Chief to the operational 
commanders is confused, 
primarily due to uncertain- 
ty about the roles of the 
Secretary of Defense and 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
The chain of command is 
further confused by the de 
facto influence that individ- 
ual Service Chiefs retain 
over the operational com- 
mands. 

2A. Clearly assign to the Secretary 
of Defense the role of command- 
er of the operational command- 
ers. 

2B. Specify in statute the Secretary 
of Defense’s authority “to com- 
mand”. 

2C. Specify that the Secretary of 
Defense is the principal contact 
in the DoD policymaking level 
for the operational commanders. 

2D. Remove the JCS, including the 
Chairman, from the chain of 
command. 

2E. Make the JCS Chairman the 
principal military advisor to the 
Secretary of Defense on oper- 
ational matters and the sole com- 
mand voice of higher authority 
within the JCS system while en- 
suring absolute clarity that the 
JCS Chairman is not part of the 
chain of command. 

3. The concept of unified com- 
mand, as formulated in the 
immediate post-World War 
II period and as articulated 

by President Eisenhower in 
1958, has not been imple- 
mented. 

4. Provisions of JCS Publica- 
tion 2, Unified Action fied command 
Armed Forces (UNAAF), 
are inconsistent with the 
concept of unified com- 
mand. 

4A. Revise UNAAF to make it con- 
sistent with the concept of uni- 
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Conclusions Recommendations 

5. The authority of the unified 5A. Revise UNAAF to lessen the 
commanders over their restrictions on the authority of 
Service component com- the unified commanders. 
mands is weak. 

5B. Authorize the unified com- 
manders to select and replace 
their Service component com- 
manders. 

5C. Require the Service component 
commands to communicate with 
their Service headquarters on 
critical resource issues through 
their unified commander. 

6. There is an imbalance be- 6A. Increase the stature of the uni- 
tween the responsibilities fied commanders by making 
and accountability of the them more senior in order of 
unified commanders and rank than the Service Chiefs. 
their influence over re- 
source decisions. 6B. strengthen the capabilities of 

the Joint Staff to do resource 
analysis. 

6C. Have OSD mission-oriented of- 
fices represent the unified com- 
manders on policy and resource 
allocation issues.. 

6D. Approve the use of the CINC 
Readiness Fund. 

7. The Department of Defense 
has taken an ambivalent 
approach to the concept of 
unity of command; the con- 
gressional recommendation 
“that unity of command is 
imposed at all military and 
naval outposts” has not 
been implemented. 
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8. There is an absence of uni- 
fication below the level of 
the unified commander and 
his staff; as a result, com- 
mand by mutual coopera- 
tion-the basic U.S. mili- 
tary doctrine prior to World 
War 11-remains the order 
of the day at subordinate 
levels of the unified com- 
mands. 

8A. Clarify appropriate command 
relationships within the unified 
commands, especially concerning 
the principle of unity of com- 
mand. 

8B. Revise UNAAF to remove ob- 
stacles to the creation of addi- 
tional sub-unified commands and 
other necessary subordinate joint 
organizations. 

8C. Remove the Service component 
commanders from the operation- 
al chain of command. 

9. There is no objective review 9A. Seek increased attention to the 

9B. Require the submission by the 
President to the Congress of a 
one-time report on the UCP. 

of the Unified Command UCP by OSD and NSC. 
Plan (UCP). 



APPENDIX A 

HISTORICAL EXAMPLES OF DOD ORGANIZATIONAL 
PROBLEMS 

This appendix presents six brief historical examples of organiza- 
tional problems that have plagued U.S. military operations. The 
appendix includes two examples —the Spanish-American War and 
Pearl Harbor— from the period before the application of the con- 
cept of unified command. The other four examples are from the 
post-unified command period of U.S. military history: the Battle of 
Leyte Gulf, the capture of the Pueblo, the Iran hostage rescue mis- 
sion, and the Grenada operation. 

Most of these historical examples have been described and ana- 
lyzed in much more detail elsewhere; nonetheless, the short papers 
in this appendix succintly explain the organizational shortcomings 
that hampered U.S. forces. A final consideration in the preparation 
of these papers was the necessity to use only unclassified informa- 
tion. This constraint was, of course, most important in preparing 
the examples on the Iran hostage rescue mission and the Grenada 
operation. 

A. THE SPANISH-AMERICAN WAR 
The Spanish-American War of 1898 provides a classic example of 

the consequences of lack of unity of command and inadequate 
inter-Service cooperation on American conduct of a military oper- 
ation. At the time of the outbreak of hostilities, the U.S. military 
establishment consisted of the Department of War and the Depart- 
ment of the Navy— both of which operated with little Presidential 
guidance. The Spanish-American War witnessed not only the fail- 
ure of the Army and the Navy to cooperate on military planning, 
but also the lack of coordination within the Military Departments 
themselves. The following examples will serve to illustrate the 
extent of the problems faced by the operational commanders. 

Command of American naval forces in the Caribbean was divided 
between Admiral Sampson and Commodore Schley. A sharp per- 
sonality conflict between Sampson and Schley exacerbated the 
problems that the lack of unity of command permitted. Since the 
commanders could not agree on where the Spanish fleet would 
strike, Sampson blockaded Havana while Schley remained at Key 
West. Even after the Spanish fleet headed for Cuba, the two com- 
manders further disagreed on where in the Caribbean the Spanish 
would go for reinforcements— resulting in Sampson heading for 
Santiago, Cuba while Schley moved his fleet to guard another 
Cuban port, Cienfuegos. The net result of this internal naval dis- 
agreement was that each part of the American fleet was out of 
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reach of the other and, therefore, in danger of being destroyed 
piecemeal by the Spanish fleet. 

The failure of the Army and the Navy to cooperate was vividly 
illustrated by the one substantial joint campaign of the war, that of 
Santiago. Admiral Sampson had taken control of the fleet once 
Commodore Schley had reached Santiago. Sampson’s Army coun- 
terpart was General Shafter. Sampson and Shafter repeatedly dis- 
agreed on the best tactic to defeat the Spanish. Shafter insisted 
that the Navy force the entrance to the harbor of Santiago and aid 
the Army in the capture of the city. Sampson refused to enter the 
mine-infested harbor, insisting instead that the Army attack the 
formidable forts guarding the entrance to the harbor so that his 
forces could safely remove the mines before entering the harbor. 

In the end, Shafter’s troops captured Santiago with only minimal 
naval assistance in the form of a blockade by Sampson’s forces 
from outside the harbor. Army-Navy relations were so strained by 
the end of the Santiago campaign that General Shafter refused to 
allow Admiral Sampson’s representative to sign the surrender doc- 
ument. 

The final conflict between the Army and the Navy occurred after 
the Spanish capitulation. The Army, believing that it had contrib- 
uted the most to the victory, took charge of the surrender and 
claimed all captured weapons-including the remaining Spanish 
naval forces. The Navy opposed the latter move and the conflict 
was settled in Washington, allowing the Navy to take charge of the 
Spanish vessels. 

Despite the U.S. victory on the battlefield, the Spanish-American 
War was a failure for the U.S. military establishment. Public criti- 
cism resulting from the realization that there had been no plan, 
either of mobilization or operations, for the conduct of the war led 
to the creation of the General Staff of the Army, the General 
Board of the Navy, and the Joint Board of the Army and Navy. 

B. PEARL HARBOR 
The Japanese attack at Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, was 

an overwhelming success, taking both policymakers in Washington 
as well as commanders in Hawaii totally by surprise. Although 
many factors contributed to this disaster, the structure of the chain 
of command was a major problem. 

There were two chains of command originating from Pearl 
Harbor-one for the Army the other for the Navy. The Army 
chain of command ran from Lt. Gen. Short, Commanding General, 
Hawaiian Department, to General Marshall, Chief of Staff, to Sec- 
retary of War Stimson and finally to President Roosevelt. The 
Navy chain of command went from Admiral Kimmel, Commander 
in Chief, U.S. Fleet and Pacific Fleet, to Admiral Stark, Chief of 
Naval Operations, to Navy Secretary Knox and ultimately to the 
President. Therefore, below the Presidential level, no one exercised 
authority over both commanders at Pearl Harbor. 

The problems inherent in this command structure become evi- 
dent when one analyzes the reasons for the total surprise achieved 
by the Japanese forces. The absence of adequate intelligence in the 
weeks leading up to the attack can be at least partially blamed on 
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the lack of unity of command below the level of the President. No 
one below that level had access to all of the incoming intelligence. 
It was only at the Presidential level that a comprehensive analysis 
of all of the available intelligence information could have been 
made. But no one at that level had the time or the responsibility to 
do such an analysis. As Peter P. Wallace concludes in “Military 
Command Authority”: 

There was nowhere, short of the President, that intelligence 
could be joined with the command authority to take action on 
a joint basis, based on that intelligence. (page 44) 

The fragmented command situation in Hawaii also contributed 
to the lack of warning. With no unified commander, General Short 
and Admiral Kimmel commanded by cooperation-but neither 
questioned the plans or operations of the other. General Short as- 
sumed that the Navy was conducting long-range air reconnais- 
sance, while Admiral Kimmel assumed that the Army’s radar was 
fully operational. Both assumptions were incorrect. A Senate inves- 
tigating committee made the following conclusion regarding the 
lack of adequate coordination between the Army and Navy com- 
mands: 

There was a complete failure in Hawaii of effective Army- 
Navy liaison during the critical period November 27-December 
7. There was but little coordination and no integration of 
Army and Navy facilities and efforts for defense. Neither of 
the responsible commanders knew what the other was doing 
with respect to essential military activities. (Report of the Joint 
Committee on the Investigation of the Pearl Harbor Attack, 
1946, page 153) 

The agreement of General Short and Admiral Kimmel to defend 
Hawaii through cooperation clearly failed to compensate for the ab- 
sence of a unified command below the Presidential level. 

C. THE BATTLE OF LEYTE GULF 
The Battle of Leyte Gulf in the Philippines was the greatest 

naval battle in history and the last major fleet action of World 
War II. Although this October 1944 battle resulted in an over- 
whelming victory for the United States, it was, by a very narrow 
margin, almost the largest American naval defeat since Pearl 
Harbor. The major problem which the U.S. Navy encountered a t  
Leyte Gulf was a lack of unity of command which very nearly 

proved decisive. 
The catalyst for the Battle of Leyte Gulf was General MacAr- 

thur’s return to the Philippines on October 20, 1944, during the 
American landing on the island of Leyte. For the Japanese, the 
fight for the Philippines was vital. Three Japanese naval forces, 
which included almost every remaining Japanese ship, were com- 
mitted to the battle. 

The American naval forces were divided into two fleets-the 
Third Fleet under the command of Admiral Halsey, and the Sev- 
enth Fleet commanded by Admiral Kinkaid. While Admiral Halsey 
was, in turn, commanded by Admiral Nimitz in Hawaii, the Sev- 
enth Fleet was “MacArthur's Navy” and Admiral Kinkaid was di- 
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rectly under MacArthur’s command. Thus the two fleets that were 
cooperating in support of the American landing at Leyte had no 
common superior below the level of the JCS in Washington. This 
lack of a unified commander in the field led to a series of misun- 
derstandings which resulted in near-disaster. 

One of the central misunderstandings of the battle on the Ameri- 
can side centered around the existence and mission of Task Force 
34. A series of confusing and intercepted transmissions, beginning 
with Admiral Halsey’s plans to form a new unit-Task Force 34— 
to take on heavy surface forces, led Admiral Kinkaid to assume 
that Halsey’s Task Force 34 would be used to guard San Bernar- 
dino Strait, thus leaving his Seventh Fleet free to concentrate on 
the other major entrance to Leyte Gulf, Surigao Strait. However, 
Halsey’s orders stated that while he was supposed to cover the 
Leyte beachhead, in the event that he found a major portion of the 
Japanese fleet, his primary mission would then be to destroy that 
force. Thus, when Halsey proceeded north out of the Leyte Gulf 
region to attack the Japanese carrier forces-which actually were a 
decoy to draw his fleet away from the battle-the vessels that 
would have formed Task Force 34 went with him. He compounded 
his error by not informing Kinkaid that Task Force 34 had never 
been formed. This lack of adequate, direct communication and co- 
ordination between Admirals Halsey and Kinkaid left San Bernar- 
dino Strait and Kinkaid’s northern flank unguarded and open to 
the Japanese. 

Historian Adrian Stewart, in The Battle of Leyte Gulf, raises a 
question of critical importance regarding this misunderstanding: 

Would so immense an oversight have been possible, had 
there been present a supreme commander who could have 
viewed the battle as a whole? The lack of such a commander 
would seem to have been the crucial American error. (page 84) 

As a result of the confusion, the remainder of the Japanese fleet 
sailed unopposed through San Bernardino Strait into Leyte Gulf 
and were met only by an escort carrier unit which was totally un- 
prepared for such a battle. 

By the time Kinkaid discovered the error, the Japanese were 
coming through the strait and Halsey was 350 miles away. Worse 
still, Halsey ignored Kinkaid’s desperate messages asking him to 
return: “Situation very serious. Escort-carriers again threatened by 
enemy surface forces. Your assistance badly needed. Escort-carriers 
retiring to Leyte Gulf’. Only when Nimitz intervened, sending 
Halsey the famous message-“Where is Task Force 34? Whole 
world wants to know.”-did Halsey turn back. But by the time he 
arrived, the battle had been won. 

Fortunately for the United States, heroic fighting on the part of 
the escort carrier unit and confusion and bad judgment on the part 
of the Japanese were enough to overcome the problems created by 
the lack of unity of command. 

D. THE CAPTURE OF THE USS PUEBLO 
The USS Pueblo, an intelligence-gathering ship, was seized by 

North Korean naval vessels in the Sea of Japan, approximately 15 
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miles off the North Korean coast, on January 23, 1968. This inci- 
dent represented the first capture of a sovereign ship on the high 
seas in peacetime in over 160 years. Because U.S. military forces 
failed to assist the Pueblo from the beginning of the crisis until its 
arrival in Wonsan harbor (about 4 hours), sensitive information 
and equipment were lost and the vessel’s crew was imprisoned for 
11 months by the North Koreans. This lack of action, in turn, can 
be traced to problems with the U.S. military command structure in 
the region-specifically, the lack of unification at levels subordi- 
nate to the unified commander. 

At the time the Pueblo was seized, its intelligence-gathering mis- 
sion off the coast of North Korea was characterized as a “minimal- 
risk” operation-that is, no forces were specifically dedicated to 
support the ship. Therefore, when the crisis developed, no single 
commander in the vicinity had adequate forces under his authority 
to deal with the seizure. The efforts of commanders below the level 
of the unified commander to coordinate their forces to handle the 
crisis resulted in no action being taken. 

At the time she was seized, the Pueblo was under the operational 
control of the Commander, Naval Forces Japan (COMNAVFORJA- 
PAN). However, COMNAVFORJAPAN did not command any 
forces which could be used to assist the Pueblo. He had to request 
forces from other commands in the vicinity. Air support forces 
were requested from the Commander, 5th Air Force, in Japan. 
However, since the 5th Air Force had not been previously ordered 
to provide specific forces for the Pueblo’s mission, none were read- 
ily available. Another possible avenue of assistance was the air- 
craft carrier Enterprise, which was on maneuvers approximately 
500 miles from the Pueblo. The Enterprise was under the command 
of the Commander, 7th Fleet, not COMNAVFORJAPAN. COM- 
NAVFORJAPAN assumed the 7th Fleet would receive notification 
from Washington to assist the Pueblo; therefore, he did not directly 
request the Enterprise’s assistance. As a result of this breakdown in 
communications, it took almost three hours from the beginning of 
the crisis for the Commander, 7th Fleet, to change the course of 
the Enterprise. 

Peter P. Wallace, in “Military Command Authority: Constitution- 
al, Statutory, and Regulatory Bases,” summarizes the chain of com- 
mand problems encountered during the Pueblo crisis: 

If any one of the nearby commanders had sufficient forces to 
deal with the Pueblo seizure, the crisis would have been entire- 
ly different. But the precise point is that no one commander 
had such forces and thus commanders were forced to rely on 
coordination, requests and assumptions about what others 
were doing. Two major reasons inherent in the command struc- 
ture chiefly explain this result. There was no effective unity of 
command below CINCPAC, and those links in the chain of 
command, CINCPAC and above, who possessed sufficient au- 
thority were too far away to influence the situation. (pages 55- 
56) 

Although the capture of the Pueblo painfully demonstrated the 
dangers of inadequate unification at levels below the unified com- 
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mander, this problem remains essentially unresolved today, almost 
20 years later. 

E. THE IRAN HOSTAGE RESCUE MISSION 
On April 24, 1980, U.S. military forces undertook the rescue of 53 

Americans who had been held hostage in Tehran, Iran, since No- 
vember, 1979. Code-named Operation Eagle Claw, the mission not 
only failed to free the American prisoners but ended tragically in 
the deaths of eight U.S. servicemen as well. Although several prob- 
lems contributed to the failure of this heroic effort, this paper will 
only seek to identify and describe its organizational deficiencies. 
1. Planning 

Shortly after the takeover of the American Embassy, President 
Carter directed the Department of Defepse to plan a rescue oper- 
ation that could be undertaken if diplomatic efforts to free the pris- 
oners failed. A Concept Plan (CONPLAN) to counter terrorism had 
already been approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and, there- 
fore, was available for use in planning this particular contingency. 
The CONPLAN offered a framework for organizing, planning, 
training, and executing military responses to terrorist actions. 
However, the Joint Task Force (JTF) that was established to carry 
out the rescue mission adopted very little of the JCS CONPLAN; 
instead, the JTF improvised and relied upon ad hoc arrangements 
to perform most of its tasks. The report of the Special Operations 
Review Group that was commissioned by the JCS to examine the 
rescue operation explained that: 

. . . major areas of endeavor, such as task organization plan- 
ning, integration of concurrent planning by subordinate units, 
and determination of support and requirements, were compart- 
mentalized and reliant upon ad hoc arrangements. (August 
1980, page 15) (This report will subsequently be referred to as 
the “Holloway Report” after the Review Group’s Chairman, 
Admiral James L. Holloway, III, USN (Retired).) 

Much of the planning of the Joint Task Force was focused on the 
best means to transport the rescue force deep into Iran to Tehran 
and back again. A “preliminary assessment” prepared under the 
direction of the JCS soon after the rescue operation explained the 
Task Force’s major planning . problem: 

. . . it became clear early in the planning effort that a heli- 
copter-supported operation offered the best prospects for suc- 
cess. Due to the distances involved, a corollary to this realiza- 
tion was that, at some point, a helicopter force would have to 
be refueled enroute from its launch point to its destination in 
the vicinity of Tehran. A major portion of the planning effort 
was focused on finding the best combination of location, tactics, 
and equipment to make the refueling, as well as the remainder 
of the mission, militarily feasible. (May 6, 1980, pages 1-2) 

The plan that eventually evolved from this planning effort re- 
quired a complex series of ground and air movements, involving 
personnel and equipment from all four Services. In his book, The 
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Iranian Rescue Mission: Why It Failed, Paul B. Ryan outlined the 
plan: 

The rescue plan called for six giant C-130 transport planes 
to lift the men, equipment, and helicopter fuel from an Egyp- 
tian air base to an  island airfield off Oman for a refueling stop. 
The planes would then fly to a secret landing strip in Iran, des- 
ignated “Desert One”, 265 nautical miles from Tehran. There 
they would be joined by eight Sea Stallion helicopters launched 
three hours earlier from the aircraft carrier Nimitz, on station 
in the Arabian Sea. The rescue force would then transfer to 
the helicopters and fly to Desert Two, a remote mountain hide- 
away 50 miles from Tehran. The helicopters would be con- 
cealed at a site about 15 miles away. That evening the raiders 
would be clandestinely driven in vans and trucks to Tehran. 
About 11 p.m. that night, they would storm the compound, im- 
mobilize the guards, and free the hostages. 

While the main group overran the embassy, a smaller band 
would break into the Foreign Affairs Ministry and rescue the 
U.S. charge d’affaires, Bruce Laingen, and two other Ameri- 
cans. Some forty minutes after the initial break-in, the raiders 
and hostages would board waiting helicopters at the embassy 
compound or, if the compound was not usable, at a nearby 
soccer stadium. If the Delta team, as the rescue group was 
called, found its way blocked by Iranian mobs, then two C-130 
gunships, circling overhead, would immobilize the crowd with 
gatling guns, which fire 17,000 rounds per minute. Meanwhile, 
about eighty Rangers would be airlifted from Qena, Egypt, to 
an isolated desert airstrip at Manzariyeh, thirty-five miles 
south of Tehran. They would land, seal off the field, and await 
the arrival of C-141 Starlifters. Next, the helicopters would 
arrive and discharge their passengers. The helicopters would 
then be destroyed by their crews. A C-130 gunship would orbit 
overhead to cover the evacuation. Finally, the loaded trans- 
ports would take off, presumably to return to Qena and free- 
dom. (1985, pages 1-2) 

2. Training 
The Joint Task Force headquarters in Washington supervised 

the training of the plan’s disparate forces. After late November 
1979, much of the training took place at a desert training site in 
the western United States. Although members of the JTF head- 
quarters staff traveled to the training site to supervise specific ex- 
ercises, the general responsibility for supervising training at the 
site was carried out, in part, by two officers who were advisors to 
General Vaught but who, at the same time, still worked in their 
regular duty assignments outside the JTF. The Holloway Report 
makes it clear that “neither was responsible for the overall man- 
agement of joint training activities.’’ (page 25) 

Complicating the crucial task of joint training even further was 
the confusion that existed over who was in charge of the helicopter 
training. Apparently, during the first two months of training, more 
than one officer immediately below the Commander of the Task 
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Force was thought to be responsible for preparing the helicopters 
and their crews. 
3. Organizational Problems 

Ryan briefly describes it at the outset to his book: 
The sad ending to this dangerous mission is well known. Paul 

In the early dawn of 24 April 1980 [actually 25 April 1980], 
in the Iranian desert, a group of some 130 Army Green Berets, 
Rangers, drivers, and Iranian translators plus some 50 pilots 
and air crewmen were forced to abort the rescue of 53 Ameri- 
cans held hostage in Tehran. The commander on the scene 
made the decision reluctantly after three of his eight helicop- 
ters, for various reasons, were not able to complete the mis- 
sion. Worse yet, as the evacuation got underway, a helicopter, 
maneuvering close to the ground, sliced into a large transport 
plane laden with fuel and ammunition. Both aircraft burst into 
flames, and eight men died. The remainder flew to safety, leav- 
ing behind five helicopters, weapons, communication equip- 
ment, valuable secret documents, and maps. . . . (The Iranian 
Rescue Mission: Why It Failed, page 1) 

The most serious criticism of the organization of the rescue oper- 
ation is the charge that all four Services insisted on participating 
in the mission even though the participation of all four was unnec- 
essary or even harmful. In other words, each Service demanded “a 
piece of the action”. In his position as Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs, Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski was deeply 
involved in reviewing the plans prepared by the Defense Depart- 
ment. He made it clear in testimony before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee that he believes that those plans suffered from 
a JCS agreement to unnecessarily include forces from all four Serv- 
ices: 

One basic lesson [to be learned from the failure of the mission] 
is that interservice interests dictated very much the character 
of the force that was used. Every service wished to be repre- 
sented in this enterprise and that did not enhance cohesion 
and integration. (SASC Hearings, Part 11, page 503) 

A surprising source of similar criticism was Major General John 
Singlaub, USA (Retired), who had been relieved of his position as 
Chief of Staff of the U.S.-South Korean Combined Forces Command 
by President Carter in 1978: 

In 1982, Singlaub appeared on the same BBC program as Ad- 
miral Holloway and Colonel Beckwith [Commander of the JTF 
ground forces component]. Responding to a question on the role 
of each service in the assault, Singlaub surprisingly replied: 
“There were some political considerations. I think that an 
effort was made to get all of the services involved. . . .” He 
went on to say that an operation in which Marine pilots flew 
Navy helicopters and carried Army troops supported by the 
Air Force “had a nice ring to it, in a public-relations sense”. 
But if this arrangement was a factor, and “there were some 
who thought it was a major factor”, then, he said, “it was 
wrong.” (The Iranian Rescue Mission: Why It Failed, page 132) 
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Criticism of the Services’ interest in getting “a piece of the 
action” largely results from the controversial selection of Marine 
pilots to join Navy pilots in flying Navy helicopters from the air- 
craft carrier USS Nimitz into Iran. Apparently, Marine pilots were 
chosen for their experience in assault missions. However, even the 
Holloway Report, which criticized the mission in only understated 
and indirect terms, recognized that Air Force helicopter pilots with 
experience in long-range flying would have been better suited for 
the long-range demands of the rescue plan: 

These USAF pilots, more experienced in the mission profiles 
envisioned for the rescue operation, would have probably pro- 
gressed more rapidly than pilots proficient in the basic weap- 
ons system but trained in a markedly different role. (page 35) 

The report went on to explain that Air Force pilots would have far 
less difficulty in mastering a helicopter only slightly different than 
the one they normally flew (the Navy RH-53 and the Air Force H- 
53 are variants of the same helicopter) than Marine pilots would 
have in mastering a mission very different than the kind they nor- 
mally flew (long-range flight versus assault missions): 

Experience gained in Project “Jungle Jim” (circa 1961) illus- 
trated that learning new and vastly different complex mission 
skills is far more difficult than transitioning to an aircraft of 
similar design and performance characteristics. (page 35) 

Former Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger recalled the 
lessons of the Sontay raid to make the same point about the choice 
of helicopter pilots: 

Lesson No. 3 [from the rescue mission]: Retention of success- 
ful tactics from the past requires an effective institutional 
memory. Mechanisms to prevent the loss of valuable experi- 
ence can preclude falling into preventable errors. For example, 
the raid at Sontay prison in North Vietnam in 1970 was well- 
planned and brilliantly executed. The distances were substan- 
tial. Air Force helicopters used were air-refuelable, and the 
crews had many hours of night flying and refueling experi- 
ence. Air Force pilots have had extensive experience working 
with Army combat units and in delivering them to the combat 
zone. Experience and trust go together. In a complex operation, 
the chain is only as strong as the weakest link. Clearly the hel- 
icopter link [in the Iran rescue mission] could have been 
strengthened by drawing on proved equipment and on experi- 
ence. (“Some Lessons of Iran,” The New York Times, May 6, 
1980, page A27) 

The clear implication of this criticism is that Marine pilots were 
selected not because they could best contribute to the success of the 
operation but because the Marine Corps lacked any other role in 
the mission. 

Although less important than the choice of helicopter pilots, two 
other problems illustrate organizational shortcomings of the Iran 
rescue operation. First, discarding most of the elements of the ex- 
isting JCS plan for responding to terrorism may have hampered 
preparation for the mission. The Holloway Report concluded: 
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. . . that application of an  existing JCS CONPLAN and 
JCS/Service doctrinal precepts could have improved the orga- 
nization, planning, and preparation of the force through unity 
of command and cohesion of effort. That, in turn, would have 
led to more effective command and control and enhanced over- 
all JTF readiness. (page 18) 

The natural temptation in designing a response to a particular 
crisis is to create an ad hoc organization with unique rules for com- 
mand and control, supply, and training. However, as the Holloway 
Report points out: 

Prolonged ad hoc arrangements often result in tasking from 
different sources and can cause confusion at the operating 
level. These situational arrangements may hinder preparation 
and can impact adversely on overall cohesion of effort. (page 
18) 

In addition, the Joint Task Force could not be sure that events in 
Tehran would require it to attempt a rescue mission before it was 
completely ready; therefore, it could not afford to take the time 
necessary to improvise a “custom tailored” organization. 

Second, the poor coordination of the joint training at the western 
desert training site illustrates the relative inexperience of the Serv- 
ices in training together instead of separately. Although the sepa- 
rate Service elements of the JTF exercised together, the critiques 
of those joint exercises were generally conducted at the permanent 
duty locations of the forces. The Holloway Report explains that: 

There was limited opportunity for face-to-face exchange of 
views and problem solving that could have enhanced accom- 
plishment of training objectives; e.g., more training on commu- 
nications equipment and procedures to assure effective force 
integration. (page 25) 

The failure of the Joint Task Force to centralize responsibility for 
joint training reflects the historical difficulty that the four Services 
have had in training together, even when such joint training was 
essential to the success of a specific operation. 

Despite the courage of the servicemen involved in Operation 
Eagle Claw, it failed to achieve its purpose. Although it is difficult 
to discern how much of its failure can be attributed to the organi- 
zational problems highlighted here, there is no doubt that they con- 
tributed to its tragic outcome. 

F. THE GRENADA OPERATION 
On October 25, 1983 elements of the U.S. Army, Navy, Air Force 

and Marine Corps assaulted the island of Grenada in the Caribbe- 
an. The operation, code-named URGENT FURY, must be viewed as 
a success. The principle missions-the rescue of the American med- 
ical students, the restoration of democracy and the expulsion of 
Cuban forces-were accomplished rapidly and with relatively little 
loss of life (18 U.S. servicemen killed and 116 wounded). 

The operation was planned and conducted with extraordinary 
speed. On October 14, the National Security Council instructed the 
Joint Chiefs to begin planning for the evacuation of American citi- 
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zens from Grenada. Conditions on the island continued to deterio- 
rate and on October 21 the National Security Council modified its 
guidance to add the “neutralization of Grenadan Armed Forces, 
stabilization and, as requested by the Organization of Eastern Car- 
ibbean states, restoration of democracy in Grenada.’’ The operation 
was scheduled to begin before dawn on October 25. 

Despite the success of URGENT FURY, after-action reports pre- 
pared by the Services and numerous articles in professional jour- 
nals reveal serious problems in the ability of the Services to oper- 
ate jointly. These problems have their roots in organizational short- 
comings. 

This analysis is based upon a review of public sources, interviews 
with some participants, and after-action reports. As of this writing, 
the Committee staff has not had access to all of the after-action re- 
ports and has not conducted comprehensive interviews of partici- 
pants. 

This analysis is also unclassified. The Committee staff is aware 
of additional serious problems which cannot be disclosed because 
they are classified. 

1. Concept of the Operation 
Grenada is located in the geographical area of responsibility of 

the Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. Atlantic Command (CIN- 
CLANT), Admiral Wesley McDonald, whose headquarters are in 
Norfolk, Virginia. On October 14, the JCS tasked CINCLANT to 
begin planning a possible evacuation of U.S. citizens from Grenada. 
CINCLANT’s initial plan called for the operation to be conducted 
by a Marine Amphibious Unit (MAU) which was on its way to Leb- 
anon and could be diverted. However, when that proposal was re- 
viewed by the Joint Chiefs, it was determined that the Marines 
should take the northern half of the island and that U.S. Army 
forces should take the southern half of the island where the major 
targets were located, including the capital of St. Georges, the Point 
Salines Airfield, the medical schools and the major concentration 
of Cuban and Grenadan forces. Some have speculated that CIN- 
CLANT’s plans were changed only because the Joint Chiefs insist- 
ed that each Service should have a piece of the action. There is no 
direct proof of that allegation, and the JCS have stated that CIN- 
CLANT himself discarded using only Navy and Marine Corps units 
because “the number, size and location of the various objectives ex- 
ceeded the capability of a single Marine battalion.” (JCS response 
to the “Lind report”, Armed Forces Journal, July 1984, page 13) 

The forces were organized under a Joint Task Force designated 
JTF 120 and commanded by Vice Admiral Joseph Metcalf, who was 
the Commander, Second Fleet. Because Admiral Metcalf had no 
Army personnel on his Second Fleet staff, one Army general officer 
and two majors were assigned to his staff on an emergency basis. 
There was no unified ground commander on the island, a matter 
which caused some problems. Additionally, some Air Force aircraft 
remained under the control of the Military Airlift Command. 

A number of individuals have criticized the tactics and perform- 
ance of some of the units involved. This analysis undertakes no 
such criticism but rather focuses on those problems which may be 
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traced in whole or in part to organizational shortcomings. Ameri- 
can forces performed bravely and fought well. Because the oper- 
ation was so hastily planned and conducted, subordinate and small- 
unit commanders were forced to make rapid adjustments and to 
improvise. One of the great strengths of the American Armed 
Forces has always been the initiative and leadership of small unit 
commanders. Grenada proved no exception. However, with better 
organizational arrangements, much of the need for improvisation 
could have been avoided. In a more serious fight against a stronger 
and more sophisticated enemy, these organizational failures could 
prove disastrous. 
2. Communications 

Probably the largest single problem was the inability of some 
units to communicate. Many Army and Navy units could not com- 
municate with one another. There were also problems between the 
Army and Marine units on the ground. The root cause of this in- 
ability to communicate is that each Service continues to purchase 
its own communications equipment which all too frequently isn’t 
compatible with the equipment of the other Services. On March 22, 
1985, in response to a question from Senator Nunn as to why there 
was a lack of communications interoperability between the Serv- 
ices, General Wallace H. Nutting, then the Commander-in-Chief of 
the U.S. Readiness Command, stated: 

It is a function of the way we prepare for war and that is the 
fact that the law charges each military department to orga- 
nize, train and equip forces to operate in a particular environ- 
ment for which it is responsible. That is too simple an answer, 
but that is where it begins with the way we prepare for war. 

For example, the Army elements initially on the ground were 
unable to speak to the Navy ships offshore to request and coordi- 
nate naval gunfire. It has been reported that one Army officer was 
so frustrated in his efforts to communicate with the Navy ships 
that he used his AT&T calling card to place a call on an  ordinary 
civilian pay telephone to his office at Ft. Bragg in an attempt to 
coordinate fire support. It has also been reported that some of the 
early communications were conducted via a ham radio operator. 

Officers from the 82nd Airborne Division flew by helicopter sev- 
eral times to the USS Guam (Admiral Metcalf's flagship) to coordi- 
nate naval gunfire; unfortunately these efforts were still unsuccess- 
ful. Another officer f r o m  the 82nd even borrowed a UHF radio 
from the Marine Headquarters on the Guam in order to be able to 
communicate directly with the Navy ships. However, subsequent 
efforts by that officer to request fire and to reposition the destroy- 
ers to more favorable locations failed in part because of the inabil- 
ity to authenticate requests using Navy codes. (For additional prob- 
lems associated with coordination of Navy gunfire, see below.) 

In a further example, certain messages failed to reach the Army 
on the ground in Grenada. This problem nearly proved disastrous 
as one of those messages contained information concerning the ex- 
istence of a second campus where American students were located. 
The Army forces were unaware of the existence of the second 
campus until the students at that campus telephoned on the after- 
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noon of the 25th to report they were surrounded and to request 
urgent rescue. The operation was mounted the next day, October 
26, successfully rescuing 224 American students. 

The JCS “Joint Overview” of the Grenada operation states that 
“several observations were made in the US CINCLANT report re- 
garding communications difficulties. The observations centered 
around equipment and compatibility and procedural differences.” 
(May 1, 1985, page 5) 

Communications failures were also acknowledged by Army Major 
General Jack Farris who was the Commander of U.S. Forces Gre- 
nada from October 29 until December 15, 1983. General Farris said 
that the inability of the Army and the Navy to work together 
“causes communications problems. ..components of the Joint Task 
Force being [not] able to talk to each other.... It affects the efficien- 
cy of all of your operations-for example, intelligence operations.” 
(Navy Times, November 5, 1984, page 12) 
3. Fire Support 

By all accounts the fire support to the Marines was adequate and 
presented no problem. However, fire support from the Navy to the 
Army was a serious problem. 

According to after-action reports, the coordination between the 
Army and the Navy ranged from poor to non-existent. The initial 
assault on the southern part of the island was made by U.S. Army 
Ranger elements. The Navy was not present at any of the Ranger 
planning sessions and when Navy aviators were briefed on their 
mission to support the ground troops, no Army representatives or 
Air Force Forward Controllers were present. According to an after- 
action report, Navy aviators 

... went into combat the first day with absolutely no knowledge 
or coordination with the Ranger operation... due to this reason 
all [USS Independence-based] aircraft were initially prohibited 
from flying south of the northern sector without [special] per- 
mission until midday of day one. (“Grenada: Rampant Confu- 
sion,” Michael Duffy, Military Logistics Forum, July/August 
1985, page 23) 

Likewise, representatives of the 82nd Airborne were not present at 

This conscious oversight proved to have several ill-effects, the 
most important of which was the failure to obtain critical 
information on the non-Army fire support assets in the area of 
operations. Procedures for requesting naval gunfire communica- 
tions channels to be used, FSE [the 82nd Airborne Division fire 
support elements] coordination with the Supporting Arms Co- 
ordination Center (SACC), availability and munitions of air and 
naval assets are examples of the kinds of issues which were not 
fully resolved before deployment. These problems and others 
were dealt with on the Found. (“URGENT FURY: Looking Back 
and Looking Forward,’ Major Scott R. McMichael, Field Artil- 
lery Journal, March/April 1985, page 10) 

Pursuant to the 82nd Airborne Division Readiness SOP (Stand- 
ard Operating Procedures), a Navy unit, the 2d Air Naval Gunfire 
Liaison Company (ANGLICLO), and an Air Force unit, the 21st 
Tactical Airlift Squadron (TAS), were notified to send ANGLICLO 
teams and Technical Air Control parties (TAP) to join the 82nd. 
However, they did not arrive in time to deploy with the 82nd. Even 

CINCLANT’s planning sessions on Monday, October 24. 
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after they arrived on Grenada, Major McMichael reports that the 
ANGLICO “did not have the necessary communications informa- 
tion -codes, frequency, call signs, etc.— to communicate with naval 
elements.” (“URGENT FURY: Looking Back and Looking For- 
ward,” page 10) 

A similar problem plagued the last major assault by Army forces 
against an enemy compound at Egmont on October 27. The plan 
called for preparatory fire support to be delivered by two artillery 
battalions, U.S. Navy aircraft (A-7’s from the USS Independence), 
an Air Force AC-130 and a destroyer. Although the preparation 
and the assault were successful, a number of problems occurred 
which caused the artillery and naval gunfire portions to be unsatis- 
factory. The artillery problems resulted from conflicts within the 
82nd Airborne Division. However, as Major McMichael observes, 
the failure of the naval gunfire has “its roots in the unstable soil of 
joint operations.” Major McMichael writes: 

When the preparation was initiated the destroyers did not 
fire. The ANGLICO was unable to discover why the destroyers 
were not firing. Apprised of the problem, the division fire sup- 
port element attempted to assist and was informed by the 
SACC that the Navy would not fire while friendly aircraft 
were over the target. The problem was not solved in time to 
have naval gunfire delivered on the target. Later, it was dis- 
covered that the CJTF [Commander, Joint Task Force], who re- 
served personal approval of all naval gunfire missions, had re- 
fused permission to fire because of his lack of confidence in 
ANGLICO destroyer communications. The question may legiti- 
mately be asked why the 82nd Airborne Division and the 
Rangers were not informed of these decisions prior to the initi- 
ation of the preparation. In stark contrast, support provided by 
the A7s and the AC-130 was uniformly superb. (“URGENT 
FURY: Looking Back and Forward,” page 11) 

These failures dramatically illustrate the inadequate attention 
paid to the conduct of joint operations. The fault rests with both 
the Army and the Navy. As Major McMichael observes, “No one 
from any service at the joint level apparently understood fire sup- 
port doctrine sufficiently to anticipate and resolve the problems 
which surfaced in Grenada. This problem carried over into the 
operational phase b e c a u s e  the CJTF did not augment his 
staff. ..with qualified A r m y  personnel.” (“URGENT FURY: Looking 
Back and Forward,” page 12) Surprisingly, there is no fire support 
manual that covers the particular conditions of URGENT FURY- 
a combined arms joint attack on an island. 

However, all was not bad. There were certainly bright spots. For 
example, on the afternoon of October 26, Army Rangers, by then 
attached to the 82nd, conducted an air mobile raid at Grand Anse 
to rescue American medical students. The Ranger FSO (fire sup- 
port officer) coordinated fire from Navy A - 7 s ,  Army artillery and 
Marine attack helicopters with no apparent problem. 
4. Lack of a Unified Ground Commander 

Other problems were apparently caused by the failure to appoint 
a single ground commander. The Marines on the northern half of 
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the island were designated as the 22nd MAU and the Army forces 
on the southern half were designated as JTF 123 (Rangers and Air 
Force gunships) and JTF 121 (82nd Airborne). These units reported 
directly to Admiral Metcalf, the commander of the Joint Task 
Force abroad the USS Guam. 

At one point the boundary between the Marines and the Army 
was adjusted southward so that the Marines could conduct a heli- 
copter and amphibious assault at Grand Mal near St. Georges. By 
all available accounts, the operation went well, but the absence of 
“unity of command” on the ground prompted General Farris to 
comment: 

We never had a joint land [commander]. We never had a 
land forces commander in Grenada. Now, it wasn’t necessary 
as long as the Marines were way up there in Pearls and the 
Army’s way down there at Point Salines, but when the forces 
come in proximity —like they were there after the marines 
came in north of St. Georges -then you have forces operating 
in proximity and they must coordinate their efforts. And when 
you don’t have a common commander, then what happens is 
that people have some disagreements and than they bicker and 
then they argue. And it takes time to do all that and to debate 
things and to decide what’s going to be done. You don’t have 
time for that in combat. There needs to be a guy there that 
can say here’s the way we’re going to do it, here’s the re- 
sources we are going to use to do it with. (Navy Times, Novem- 
ber 4, 1984, page 12) 

It is reasonable to assume that at least some of the organization- 
al problems, such as the lack of coordination of fire support, could 
have been solved if a unified ground commander had been estab- 
lished. 
5. Logistics 

Similar organizational shortcomings caused serious logistics prob- 
lems. The initial attack elements (the Rangers, the Marines and 
the 82nd Airborne Division) were deployed so rapidly and with 
such little planning that they arrived with only what they could 
load on the initial aircraft. 

There was also a decision to exclude the Joint Deployment 
Agency (JDA) which was created in 1979 to coordinate the rapid 
deployment of forces. According to reports, the JDA was not includ- 
ed because it did not have adequate communications gear to proc- 
ess highly classified messages. The Department of Defense asserts 
that this problem has now been corrected. It is distressing that a 
joint organization established to coordinate operations like Grena- 
da was not employed. It is also clear that whatever the JDA had 
been doing for those four years, it had not solved the fundamental 
problems of the inability of the Services to work together jointly. 
Retired Army General Volney Warner, a former Commander-in- 
Chief of the Readiness Command, said, “The JDA’s major purpose 
in life is planning that kind of situation. To rule them out is uncon- 
scionable.” (“Grenada: Rampant Confusion,” page 22) 

There were problems even within the Services. For example, Lt. 
Col. Keith Nightingale, a battalion commander in the 82nd, said 
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“we deployed with virtually nothing except what was in our ruck- 
sacks”. The 82nd deployed with no vehicles. There was no room on 
any of the aircraft for the 150 transporters a battalion would nor- 
mally take on a mission. Without its trucks, the 82nd has no long 
range communications gear. “NO vehicles meant no radios” said 
Nightingale’s executive officer. The 82nd arrived without any 
heavy anti-armor weapons. TOW missiles did not arrive until D+3, 
The 82nd did not have the ability to communicate sophisticated in- 
telligence data because its radio teletype were “delayed because 
they earned a low ranking on the aircraft priority list.” (“Grenada: 
Rampant Confusion,” page 26). As a result, the Rangers and the 
82nd had to commandeer local trucks and gasoline. 

Once the Port Salines airstrip had been secured, a substantial 
airlift began but backups occurred almost at once. One principle 
reason was that the runway would only permit aircraft to land, 
unload, and take off one at a time. But there were other, more or- 
ganic problems. Duffy writes: 

Many units deployed from U.S. bases to Grenada actually 
spent more time circling the Point Salines airfield than in 
transit. Some aircraft had to return to Puerto Rico and other 
locations to refuel. “Aircraft were stacked up to the ionos- 
phere,” says one commander, who added that lift operations 
might have been aborted had the enemy had longer range anti- 
aircraft capability. 

The airlift back-up was complicated by a number of factors. 
All requests for supplies and access to the island were chan- 
neled through the Military Airlift Command’s liaison working 
with the task force commander. But many units, both in Gre- 
nada and in the United States, tried to obtain direct flights to 
the island regardless of the pecking order. The conflicting sys- 
tems kept a lot of people in the air and probably delayed the 
arrival of needed equipment. (“Grenada: Rampant Confusion,’’ 
pages 26-27) 

In addition there were a number of other problems. Native food 
had to be bought in great quantities because much of the rations 
shipped to the island for U.S. soldiers had to be diverted to feed the 
more than 800 prisoners of war. The Army also had to create a 
unique supply system because its existing supply channels proved 
to be too cumbersome: According to reports, the 82nd Airborne Di- 
vision resorted to using messengers who would return to Ft. Bragg 
and order supplies directly from various Army depots. The supplies 
would then be sent by Express Mail to Ft. Bragg where they were 
loaded on aircraft bound for Grenada. Even with this expedited 
process, the first delivery took eight days. 

URGENT FURY revealed many shortcomings in the logistical 
support for the rapid deployment of joint forces. Vice Admiral Wil- 
liam Cowhill, the Director of Logistics for the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
during the operation, has observed: 

You’ve got to get the logistics in early. You get different 
forces from different services and it causes overlaps and short- 
ages. Unless you get the staffs together early, you can’t do the 
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proper coordinating. (“Grenada: Rampant Confusion,” page 
22) 

As in the other areas examined in this analysis, it seems reason- 
able to conclude that better organization would have avoided many 
of these problems. 
6. Conclusions 

The operation in Grenada was a success, and organizational 
shortcomings should not detract from that success or from the 
bravery and ingenuity displayed by American servicemen. 

However, serious problems resulted from organizational short- 
falls which should be corrected. URGENT FURY demonstrated 
that there are major deficiencies in the ability of the Services to 
work jointly when deployed rapidly. The poor communications be- 
tween the Army and the Navy are unacceptable. The Services are 
aware of some of these problems and have created a number of 
units and procedures to coordinate communications, such as the 
Joint Communications Support Element and the Joint Deployment 
Agency. However, in Grenada, they either were not used or did not 
work. More fundamentally, one must ask why such coordinating 
mechanisms are necessary. Is it not possible to buy equipment that 

some bureaucracies so that the Services can talk to one another? 
Are the unified commands so lacking in unity that they cannot 
mount joint operations without elaborate coordinating mecha- 
nisms? In a war, these mechanisms would probably be discarded in 
favor of a much more direct procedure, as happened in several in- 
stances in Grenada. 

Similar problems arose because of differences in doctrine and 
training. The lack of understanding on the part of very senior com- 
manders in all Services about the capabilities, assets and tactics of 
the other Services resulted in serious shortcomings. Far more at- 
tention must be paid to joint operations because employment of 
force by the United States in all but the most unusual circum- 
stances will be joint. 

The JCS is not unaware of this problem. In its report of April 
1982, the Chairman’s Special Study Group on the Organization and 
Functions of the JCS concluded: 

The military organizations given the responsibility for the 
planning and execution of Joint activities-notably the JCS, 
the Joint Staff and its subordinate agencies such as the Joint 
Deployment Agency, and the various Unified Command head- 
quarters-simply do not have the authority, stature, trained 
personnel, or support needed to carry out their jobs effectively. 
(page 54) 

This inability to work together has its roots in organizational 
shortcomings. The Services continue to operate as largely inde- 
pendent agencies, even at the level of the unified commands. The 
failure of the Joint Task Force Commander in Grenada to be famil- 
iar with Army and Air Force tactics and assets, and the failure of 
the senior Army commanders to be aware of the problems of work- 
ing with the Navy, clearly demonstrate this problem. 

In future conflicts, we may not be so successful. 

is compatible rather than having to improvise an d concoct cumber- 
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CONGRESS, MAY 17, 1985 

THE MILITARY CHAIN OF COMMAND 

The framework of the defense establishment is authorized in a 
handful of basic statutory authorities and several major reorgani- 
zations.2 Of course, at the top of the pyramid stands the President 
who, as Commander in Chief, Art. II, § 2, cl. 1, has “the supreme 
command and direction of the military and naval forces, as first 
General and Admiral of the Confederacy . . .” “His [the Presi- 
dent’s] duty and his power are purely military. As commander-in- 
chief, he is authorized to direct the movements of the naval and 
military forces placed by law at his command, and to employ them 
in the manner he may deem most effectual to harass and conquer 
and subdue the enemy.” 4 

The Department of Defense, the successor agency to the National 
Military Establishment authorized by section 201 of the National 
Security Act of 1947, was made an executive department of the 
United States by section 4 of the National Security Act Amend- 
ments of 1949.5 

Headed by the Secretary of Defense who “is the principal assist- 
ant to the President in all matters relating to the Department of 
Defense,” DoD includes the Office of the Secretary of Defense and 
the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Armed Forces 
Policy Council, the military departments and the military services 
within those departments, the unified and specified commands, and 

The phrase “chain of command” as best we can determine, does not appear in the United 
States Code. Its appearance in decisional authorit ies is almost as rare. One exception is Gregory 
v. Laird, 326 F. Supp. 704, 708 (S.D. Cal. 1971), where i t  was noted that in the military es tab l i sh-  
ment the phrase is used to describe a “hierarchy of responsible parties.” At the same time, the 
court stated that “there a re  numerous chains of command organized to serve different func- 
tions, and that certain individuals fit into more than one such chain.” For present purposes, the 

p h r a s e  is intended to suggest the hierarchy of responsible parties through which orders run for 
car ing out military missions. 

authorities, as implemented by regulations, see, generally, 32 CFR Chap. 1, parts 40- 
379, include the National Security Act of 1947, 61 Stat. 495, the National Security Act Amend- 
ments of 1949, 63 Stat. 578, the Act of October 21, 1977, 91 Stat. 1172, the Inspector General Act 
of 1978, 92 Stat. 1101, the Department of Defense Authorization Act of 1984, 97 Stat. 614, and 
Reorganization Plan No. 6 of 1953, effective June 30, 1953, 67 Stat. 638 and Department of De- 
fense Reorganization Act of 1958, 72 Stat. 514. 

The Federalist Papers, No. 69 (Hamilton). 

10 U.S.C. § 131. 
‘ Fleming v. Page, 9 How. (50 U.S.) 603, 614 (1850). 

(371) 
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such other agencies as the Secretary of Defense establishes to meet 
specific requirements. 

Although both provide staff assistance and advice to the Secre- 
tary of Defense, the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Or- 
ganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are separately identified and 
organized. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff are the principal military advisers to 
the President, the National Security Council and the Secretary of 
Defense. The individual service chief is the senior military officer 
of his service and is responsible for keeping the Secretary or civil- 
ian superior of his military department informed of matters consid- 
ered by the Joint Chief of Staff. While the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff is the ranking military officer, he may not exercise 
military command over the Joint Chiefs of Staff or any of the 
armed forces.8 

The military departments are separately organized under their 
respective Secretaries and function under the direction, authority 
and control of the Secretary of Defense. Each Secretary is responsi- 
ble to the Secretary of Defense for the operation of his department. 
Orders to the military departments are issued through the Secre- 
taries of these departments, or their designees, by the Secretary of 
Defense or under authority delegated by the Secretary or provided 
by law. 

Military missions are performed by unified combatant commands 
or specified combatant commands which are established by the 
President, through the Secretary of Defense, with the advice and 
assistance of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Combatant commands, which 
consist of forces assigned to them by the military departments are 
“under the full operational command” of the commander of the 
command to which they are assigned. Combatant commanders are 
responsible to the President and the Secretary of Defense for the 
accomplishment of the military missions assigned to them. The 
chain of command runs from the President to the Secretary of De- 
fense and through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the commanders of 
unified and specified commands. Orders to combatant commanders 
are issued by the President or by the Secretary of Defense, or by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff by authority and direction of the Secretary 
of Defense. 

The prerogatives of the President as Commander in Chief to 
specify the chain of command involves the creation of offices and 
the filling of offices, two separate and distinct powers. The Consti- 
tution by the Necessary and Proper Clause assigns the former to 
Congress,10 while it deals with the appointing power in Art. II § 2, 
cl. 2 which provides as follows: 

And he [the President] shall nominate, and by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate shall appoint ambas- 
sadors, other public ministers and consuls, judges of the 
Supreme Court, and all other officers of the United States, 

10 U.S.C. §§ 124, 133, 141, 171, 3010, 5011, 8010. 

10 U.S.C. § 142. 
10 U.S.C. § 124. 

‘I See 10 U.S.C. §§ 133 et seq., 141 et seq. 

l o  Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 138 (1978). 
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whose appointments are not herein otherwise provided for 
and which shall be established by law; but the Congress 
may by law vest the appointment of such inferior officers 
as they think proper in the President alone, in the courts 
of law, or in the heads of departments. 

As Commander in Chief, the President sits on a tremendous 
source of potential power. However, as in most other things affect- 
ing the President (except the powers to pardon, to receive ambassa- 
dors and to negotiate with foreign nations), he is dependent upon 
Congress for authority or money, or both, to convert a potential 
power into an actual one. So much was clearly stated by Justice 
Jackson, who concurring in the Steel Seizure Case,11 observed that 
“[w]hile Congress cannot deprive the President of the command of 
the army and navy, only Congress can provide him an army or navy 
to command. ” (Emphasis added.) 

Professor Edward S. Corwin, a noted constitutional scholar of the 
recent past and hardly a grudging or reluctant advocate of a strong 
Chief Executive, noted that insofar as selecting military subordi- 
nates is concerned, Congress had kept that power to itself. 

One power of supreme military command the President 
curiously lacks: that of choosing his subordinates. Not only 
does Congress determine the grades to which appoint- 
ments may be made and lay down the qualifications of ap- 
pointees, but it has always been assumed that the Senate 
shares the appointing power for military as well as civil of- 
ficers. Without doubt Congress could transfer the power to 
“the President alone,” but has never done so. Indeed, it 
has at times attempted to usurp the appointing power 
itself. 

So long as the distinction is maintained between the creation of 
positions and the fixing of appropriate grades with respect to such 
positions on the one hand and who the President actually consults 
in formulating and executing military policy on the other, congres- 
sional authority to fix the chain of command is significant. In the 
exercise of its necessary and proper power Congress both directly 
and indirectly through the determination of grades and laying 
down qualifications of appointees effectively establishes the chain 

Youngstown CO. v. Sawyer 343 U.S. 579 644 (1952). 
l 2  Edward S. Corwin, The President. Office and Powers 1787-1957 (New York, 1957). p. 261. 
In one of two footnotes to this paragraph, Corwin observes: “Polk was bitter because Congress 

would not create during the Mexican War the grade of Lieutenant General in order that  he 
might appoint somebody over the heads of Scott and Taylor. ‘My situation’, he  lamented, ‘is 
most embarassing. I am held respo nsible for the War, and I am required to entrust the chief 
command of the army to a g e n e r a l  whom I have no confidence.’ ” Id. a t  465, note 102. 

In another of Corwin’s well- regarded works, The Constitution And What It Means Today 125- 
126 (1973 rev. ed.), the  author describes limits placed on presidential choices by congressional 
authorization of positions and grades as follows: 

Legally, the President is limited in choosing his principal military subordinates, whose 
grades and qualifications are determined by Congress and whose appointment is ordinarily 
made by a n d  with the advice and consent of the S e n a t e ,  though undoubtedly Congress could 
if it  wished vest their appointment in “the President alone.” Also, the President s power to 
dismiss an officer from the service, once unlimited, is today confined by statute to require a 
trial by court-martial if the officer contends that he  “has been wrongfully d i s m i s s e d ”  and 
requests one in writing. But the provision is not regarded by the Court as preventing the 
President from displacing a n  officer of the Army or N a v y  by appointing with the advice and 
consent of the Senate another person in his place. The President’s power of dismissal in 
time of war Congress has never attempted to limit. 
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of command. The congressional role in the mentioned regards is re- 
inforced by traditional military reliance on rank and adherence to 
the seniority system, i.e., “time in grade, time in the service.” 
These factors tend to give Congress a large, if not decisive, role in 
establishing the formal chain of command. Insofar as lawful orders 
are concerned, the latter operates exclusively on the basis of 
“trickle down.” 

In addition to its power to create offices, art. I. § 8 C1. 14 empow- 
ers Congress “[t]o make Rules for the Government and Regulation 
of the land and naval Forces.” Judicial decisions applicable to this 
clause are few and guarded insofar as it relates to the President’s 
power as Commander in Chief. Justice Jackson did not go beyond 
the observation “that [by] the congressional power ‘to make rules 
for the Government and Regulation of land and naval Forces,’ . . . 
it [the Congress] may to some unknown extent impinge upon even 
command function.” 

The courts have failed to draw the line between his power and 
those of Congress, except to proclaim such self-evident dogmas as 
the President cannot by military orders evade legislative regula- 
tions and Congress cannot by rules and regulations impair the au- 
thority of the President as Commander in Chief. 4 

Although in establishing positions and grades Congress effective- 
ly fixes the line followed when the President transmits battle and 
other orders, legislative efforts to limit absolutely the exercise of 
command authority to a single mode or channel raises both consti- 
tutional and practical problems. Congress undertook to do that on 
one occasion and a short time later rescinded its efforts when rec- 
ommended to do so by President Grant. 

Section 2 of the Army Appropriation Act of 1867,’” among other 
things, provided that all army orders should pass through the Gen- 
eral of the Army, who was required to keep his headquarters at 
Washington and who should not be removed, suspended relieved 
from his command, or assigned to duty elsewhere, except at his 
own request or by approval of the Senate.lG 

Youngstown Co. v. Sawyer, 343 U.S. at 644. 

14 Stat. 486-487. 
l4 See. e.g., Swain v. United States, 28 Ct. C1. 173 (1893), aff 'd  165 U.S. 553 (1897). 

16 This provision was one of several legal restrictions that Congress imposed on the remov- 
al  of federal officials largely because of its differences over reconstruction with President John- 
son. The chief of these was the Tenure of Office Act. 14 Stat. 430 (1867). the violation of which 
led to President Johnson’s impeachment and trial and eventual acquittal. The opinion of the 
Court in Myers v. United States, 272 U.S. 52, 164-166 (1926), which gave the President broad 
powers to remove executive officials, describes these events as follows: 

We come now to a period in the history of the Government when both Houses of Congress 
attempted to reverse this constitutional construction and to subject the power of removing 
executive officers appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate to the control of 
the Senate-indeed, finally, to the assumed power in Congress to place the removal of such 
officers anywhere in the Government. 

This reversal grew out of the serious political difference between the two Houses of Con- 
gress and President Johnson. There was a two-thirds majority of the Republican party in 
control of each House of Congress, which resented what i t  feared would be Mr. Johnson’s 
obstructive course in the enforcement of the reconstruction measures, in respect of the 
States whose people had lately been at war against the National Government. This led the 
two Houses to enact legislation to curtail the then acknowledged powers of the  President. It 
is true that, during the latter part of Mr. Lincoln’s term, two important, voluminous acts 
were passed, each containing a section which seemed inconsistent with the  legislative deci- 
sion of 1789, (Act of February 25, 1863), 12 Stat. 665, c 58, § 1, Act of March 3, 1865, 13 Stat. 
489, c. 79, § 12); but they were adopted without discussion of the inconsistency and were not 
tested by executive or judicial inquiry. The real challenge to the decision of 1789 was begun 

Continued 
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Berdahl, whose studies on the commander-in-chief continue to be 
a frequently cited source in this area, states that “President John- 
son signed this [the Army Appropriation] act under protest, hold- 
ing that it in effect deprived the President of the command of the 
Army; and having obviously been passed as a measure designed to 
control him in particular, its injustice and inexpediency were soon 
recognized and it was soon repealed.” 4 7  Professor Corwin, previ- 
ously quoted in support of the view that the President lacks the 
power of “choosing his subordinates”, characterized the provision 
as follows: “. . . . the remarkable-and unquestionably unconstitu- 
tional-‘rider’ to the Army Appropriation Act of March 3, 1867, by 
which President Johnson’s power as Commander-in-Chief was par- 
tially transferred to General Grant. . . .” l 8  

The views expressed by Professor Corwin on section 2 of the 
Army Appropriation Act of 1867 and legislation authorizing and 
regulating the commander-in-chief s military subordinates are not 
inconsistent or contradictory. As indicated, the former was under- 
taken with the purpose and effect of depriving the President of 
command of the army and as such, was in contravention of one of 
the unquestioned powers conferred by the Commander in Chiefship 
Clause, i.e., “general direction of the military and naval oper- 
ations” and “control of the movements of the army and navy”19 
The 1867 law is a far cry from legislation authorizing officer posi- 
tions, grades and qualifications pursuant to the congressional nec- 
essary and proper powers. The latter, supplemented by the Armed 
Forces adherence to the seniority system, i.e., “time in grade, time 
in service”, may affect the order of hierarchy which is generally 
described as the chain of command, but it does not deny or prohibit 
the President from assuming personal direction of military oper- 
ations. The latter seems to be the prime reason that led Corwin to 

by the Act of July 13, 1866, 14 Stat. 92, c. 176, forbidding dismissals of Army and Navy 
officers in time of peace without a sentence by court-martial, which this Court, in Blake v. 
United States, 103 U.S. 227, at p. 235, attributed to the growing differences between Presi- 
dent Johnson and Congress. 

was a rider on a n  army appropr i a -  
tion act of March 2, 1867, 14 Stat. 487, c. 170, § 2, which fixed the headquarters of the  Gen- 

Another measure having the same origin and purpose 

a t  Washington, directed that a l  orders relating to 
Secretary of War should be issued through the Gen- 

removed, suspended, or relieved from command, or 
assigned to duty elsewhere, except at his own request, without the previous approval of the 
Senate; and that any orders or instructions relating to military operations issued contrary 
to this should be void; and tha t  any officer of the Army who should issue, knowingly trans- 
mit, or obey any orders i s s u e d  c o n t r a r y  to the provisions of this section, should be liable to 
imprisonment for years. By the Act of March 27, 1868, 15 Stat. 44, c. 34, § 2, the  next Con- 
gress repealed a statutory provision as to appeals in habeas corpus cases, with the design, as 
was avowed by Mr. Schenck, chairman of the House Committee on Ways and Means, of pre- 
venting this Court from passing on the validity of reconstruction legislation. 81 Congression- 
al Globe, pages 1881, 1883, Ex parte McArdle, 7 Wall. 506. 

But the chief legislation in support of the reconstruction policy of Congress was the 
Tenure of Office Act, of March 2, 1867, 14 Stat. 430, c. 154, providing that all officers a p -  
pointed by and with the consent of the Senate should hold their offices until their succes- 
sors should have in like manner been appointed and qualified, and that certain heads of 
departments, including the Secretary of War, should hold their offices during the term of 
the President by whom appointed and one month thereafter subject to removal by consent 
of the Senate. The Tenure of Office Act was vetoed, but it was passed over the veto. The 
House of Representative preferred articles of impeachment against President Johnson for 
refusal to comply with and for conspiracy to defeat, the  legislation above referred to, but he 
was acquitted for lack of a two-thirds vote for conviction in the Senate. 
War Powers of the Executive in the United States 128 (1921). 

l e  President: O f f i c e  and Powers, supra, at 463, note 89. 
l9 War Power of the Executive in the United States, supra, note 17, a t  117, 121. 
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conclude that the “rider” to the Army Appropriation Act of 1867 
was unquestionably unconstitutional. 

Clearly, Congress in authorizing (or refusing to authorize) posi- 
tions and grades can have a significant bearing on the President as 
Commander in Chief, but that fact alone does not make congres- 
sional action or inaction unconstitutional. Justice Brandeis, dis- 
senting, dissenting, Myers v. United States, 2 o  effectively stated that 
such disharmony is the price exacted by the separation of powers. 

The separation of the powers of government did not 
make each branch completely autonomous. It left each, in 
some measure, dependent upon the others, as it left to 
each power to exercise, in some respects, functions in their 
nature executive, legislative and judicial. Obviously the 
President cannot secure full execution of the laws, if Con- 
gress denies to him adequate means of doing so. Full exe- 
cution may be defeated because Congress declines to create 
offices indispensable for that purpose. Or, because Con- 
gress, having created the office, declines to make the indis- 
pensable appropriation. Or, because Congress, having both 
created the office and made the appropriation, prevents, 
by restrictions which it imposes, the appointment of offi- 
cials who in quality and character are indispensable to the 
efficient execution of the law. If, in any such way, ade- 
quate means are denied to the President, the fault will lie 
with Congress. The President performs his full constitu- 
tional duty, if, with the means and instruments provided 
by Congress and within the limitations perscribed by it, he 
uses his best endeavors to secure the faithful execution of 
the laws enacted. Compare Kendall v. United States, 12 
Pet. 524, 613, 626. 

Although Congress in establishing the hierarchy of responsible 
parties effectively fixes the line followed when the President gives 
orders, it seems that legislative efforts intended to limit his sources 
of advice on military matters would be a futile endeavor. 

In summary, Congress by law has effectively established the 
chain of command and by law has changed it or authorized the 
President, subject to congressional scrutiny, to change it. If Profes- 
sor Corwin can be relied on, Congress traditionally establishes the 
President’s military subordinates. 

To some extent, the congressional power to make rules for regu- 
lation of the armed forces seems supportive of this conclusion al- 
though case law is silent on the point. In any event, it is striking 
that the chain of command accords with the scheme set forth in 
the basic military legislation of the United States. 

The position of Chairman at the Joint Chiefs of staff was author- 
ized by the section 211 of the National Security Act Amendments 
of 1949,21 which specifically designated the incumbent to preside at 
meetings of the Joint Chiefs, but he was not to be considered Chief 
of Staff to either the President or the Secretary of Defense or of 
the Armed Services. The Act provided that he should have no vote. 

2o 272 U.S. at 291-292. 
2 1  10 U.S.C. § 142. 
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Briefly, the Chairman, so long as he remains chairman, is pro- 
hibited under existing law from exercising military command. Ac- 
cordingly, placing him in the chain of command for purposes of 
performing military missions would require two changes in existing 
law: (1) modification of 10 U.S.C. § 142(c) to permit him to exercise 
command generally or for particular purposes, and (2) modification 
of 10 U.S.C. § 124(c) to insert him in the chain of command between 
the President and Secretary of Defense and combatant command 
commanders. 

55-642 0 - 85 - 13 





CHAPTER 6 

MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 

A. EVOLUTION OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 

1. Introduction 
The origins of the three Military Departments in existence today 

can be traced in the history of the Federal Government to almost 
200 years ago with the creation, as executive departments, of the 
Department of War in 1789 and the Department of the Navy in 
1798. With the exception of uniformed military components under 
their jurisdiction, the Military Departments are the most abiding 
components of the present U.S. military establishment. 

Although numerous internal changes of an evolutionary nature 
occurred, the essential organizational structure of the War and 
Navy Departments as co-equal, executive-level departments re- 
mained unchanged through World War II. The experiences of that 
war led to a recognition of the need for major structural changes in 
the U.S. national security apparatus, especially within the military 
establishment. 

2. The National Security Act of 1947 
In April and May 1944, the House Select Committee on Post-War 

Military Policy held hearings on a “Proposal to Establish a Single 
Department of the Armed Forces.” During those hearings, War De- 
partment officials urged the establishment of a single Department 
of Armed Forces while officials of the Navy Department urged fur- 
ther study. 

In October 1945, a report from a committee established by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and forwarded to the President recom- 
mended (with one ember dissenting) that a single Department of 
Armed Forces be established. Both the proposal before the House 
Select Committee and the JCS committee report recommended the 
creation of a separate air force component within the single depart- 
ment. Also in October 1945, the Secretary of the Navy transmitted 
to the Congress a report prepared by Ferdinand Eberstadt at the 
request of the Secretary of the Navy and upon the suggestion of 
the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs. The 
Eberstadt report advised against the establishment of a single de- 
fense department, but did recommend the creation of a new, execu- 
tive-level air department to be headed by a Secretary who would be 
an equal of the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy. 

In October and December of 1945, the Senate Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs conducted hearings on two bills proposing the estab- 
lishment of a single defense department. During those hearings, 
the War Department favored a single department with three au- 
tonomous Services -Army, Navy, and Air. The Department of the 

(379) 



380 

Navy opposed the single department, suggested the organization 
proposed in the Eberstadt report, and urged further study of orga- 
nizational problems. 

On December 19, 1945, President Truman stated in a Message to 
the Congress: “...There is enough evidence now at hand to demon- 
strate beyond question the need for a unified department.” (The 
Department of Defense 1944-1978, page 11) The message also sug- 
gested a broad outline for reorganization. Among other things, it 
proposed a single “Department of National Defense” consisting of 
all armed and civilian forces then within the War and Navy De- 
partments and organized into three coordinated branches (land 
forces, naval forces, and air forces), each under a civilian Assistant 
Secretary of National Defense. Additionally, the outline suggested 
that there should be a Chief of Staff of the Department and com- 
manders of the three component branches and that these four mili- 
tary officers should constitute an advisory board to the Secretary of 
National Defense and the President. 

Throughout 1946, President Truman urged War and Navy De- 
partment officials to devise a mutually acceptable plan to provide 
greater unification of the Services. On January 16, 1947, the Secre- 
taries of War and the Navy reported to the President that they had 
reached agreement on a plan that both Departments would accept. 
On February 26, 1947, President Truman submitted to the Con- 
gress a draft bill for unification that had the approval of the Secre- 
taries of War and the Navy and the JCS. With minor changes, the 
Senate approved the bill on July 9, and the House of Representa- 
tives, with numerous changes, approved a bill on July 19, 1947. 
After conference action, the President signed the National Security 
Act of 1947 on July 26, 1947. 

The Act provided, among other things, for the creation of a uni- 
fied National Military Establishment headed by a Secretary of De- 
fense and composed of three departments: Department of the 
Army, Department of the Navy, and Department of the Air Force. 
The Secretary of Defense was given authority to “establish general 
policies and programs for the National Military Establishment and 
for all the departments or agencies therein” and to “exercise gener- 
al direction, authority, and control over such departments and 
agencies.” (emphasis added). 

The three Military Departments in the National Military Estab- 
lishment were to be administered as individual executive depart- 
ments by their respective Secretaries, and all powers and duties re- 
lating to such departments not specifically conferred upon the Sec- 
retary of Defense were retained by each of the respective Secretar- 
ies. Additionally, each Service Secretary was specifically author- 
ized, after first informing the Secretary of Defense, to present to 
the President or the Director of the Budget any report or recom- 
mendation relating to his respective department. Finally, the roles 
and missions assigned to each department were set forth in a very 
general fashion in the Act. 

The resolution of the detailed assignment of roles, missions, and 
functions was left to the JCS. When they were unable to resolve 
some basic differences, the Secretary of Defense met with the JCS 
at the Key West Naval Base in 1948. The agreement, produced by 
that meeting and ultimately approved by the President, was re- 
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flected in a document entitled “Functions of the Armed Forces and 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.” With only minor changes, the agreement 
reached in 1948, usually referred to as the Key West Agreement, 
remains in effect today. 

3. The 1949 Amendment to the National Security Act 
The first Secretary of Defense, James Forrestal, soon discovered 

that he did not have authority commensurate with his responsibil- 
ities. He pointed this out in his first report which covered the first 
15 months of operation under the National Security Act of 1947. In 
that report, he made several suggestions for change, including 
strengthening the Secretary of Defense’s authority over the three 
Military Departments. He suggested that if the statute were 
amended to clarify the authority of the Secretary of Defense to es- 
tablish policies and programs for and to exercise direction, author- 
ity, and control over the Military Departments (as opposed to es- 
tablishing “general” policies and programs and exercising “gener- 
al” direction, authority and control), then there would be no need 
to change the titles of the Service Secretaries, as they clearly 
would serve under the Secretary of Defense. 

In November 1948, a Committee on National Security Organiza- 
tion (known as the Eberstadt Task Force), of the Commission on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government (usually 
referred to as the Hoover Commission) submitted a report to the 
Hoover Commission expressing many of the same concerns as Sec- 
retary Forrestal. Included in the recommendations of this report 
were several specific changes to strengthen the Secretary of De- 
fense’s control and direction over the Military Departments. These 
may be summarized as follows: (1) removing the limiting term 
“general” from the Secretary of Defense’s basic authority statute; 
(2) giving the Secretary of Defense authority to exercise “direction 
and control” over the preparation of military budget estimates; (3) 
giving the Secretary of Defense authority to supervise expenditures 
of the Military Departments in accordance with appropriations and 
control and direction over requests for authorization; (4) repealing 
the Service Secretaries’ right to appeal to the President or the Di- 
rector of the Bud get and repealing the reservation to those Secre- 

fense; and (5) making the administration of the three departments 
by the respective Secretaries subject to the direction of the Secre- 
tary of Defense. 

The Hoover Commission itself, in its report of February 1949, 
agreed with the major recommendations of the Eberstadt Task 
Force, but also recommended that the Service Secretaries be desig- 
nated as Under Secretaries of Defense for the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force and that the three military Services be administered by 
these three under secretaries subject to the full direction and au- 
thority of the Secretary of Defense. 

In a message to the Congress transmitted on March 7, 1949, 
President Truman recommended most of the changes previously 
suggested by Secretary Forrestal, the Eberstadt Task Force, and 
the Hoover Commission. While recommending that the Secretary 
of Defense’s responsibility for exercising direction, authority, and 
control over the affairs of the Department of Defense be made 

taries of powershot specifically conferred on the Secretary of De- 
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clear, the President did not endorse abolition of the Departments of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force and their respective Service Secre- 
taries, as recommended by the Hoover Commission. Rather, he rec- 
ommended these departments be designated as “military depart- 
ments” (as opposed to executive departments), that the Secretaries 
of these departments no longer serve on the National Security 
Council, and that the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
administer their departments under the authority, direction, and 
control of the Secretary of Defense and without the right to appeal 
to the President or Director of the Budget. He specifically did not 
recommend blanket transfer of all statutory authority of the three 
Military Departments to the Secretary of Defense or any change to 
the statutory assignment of combat functions to the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force. 

The recommendations of the President, with two significant 
changes, were enacted into law on August 10,1949. The two signifi- 
cant changes were (1) that, while the Secretary of Defense’s author- 
ity over the Military Departments was made clear, the Secretary 
was prohibited by law, from transferring, reassigning, abolishing, 
or consolidating any of the combatant functions assigned to the 
various Military Departments, and (2) that, while the Secretaries 
lost their right of direct appeal to the President or the Director of 
the Budget, they, along with the members of the JCS, were given 
the right to present recommendations on their own initiative to the 
Congress a f t e r  first informing the Secretary of Defense. (The 
Senate position on this matter had been to terminate any right of 
the Service Secretary to direct appeal above the Secretary of De- 
fense. However, the House of Representatives insisted on such a 
right.) 

4. The 1953 Reorganization Plan 
In April 1953, President Eisenhower, after having received r e -  

ports from the Secretary of Defense and from a Committee appoint- 
ed by the Secretary and headed by Nelson Rockefeller, transmitted 
Reorganization Plan No. 6 to the Congress. That plan further 
strengthened the position of the Secretary of Defense as the head 
of the Department of Defense. At the same time, the President di- 
rected the Secretary of Defense to revise the Key West Agreement 
to clarify. that the chain of command to the unified commands was 
from the President to the Secretary of Defense and to the Secre- 
tary of the Military Department designated by the Secretary of De- 
fense as executive agent for the unified command concerned. This 
was designed to ensure clear lines of civilian control over the uni- 
fied commands. 
5. The 1958 Amendment to the National Security Act 
The final major historical step leading to the present organiza- 

tion, structure, and functions of the Military Departments occurred 
in 1958. This step followed the report of the second Hoover Com- 
mission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Govern- 
ment which, in short, recommended strengthening the role of the 
Secretary of Defense over the business affairs of the Department, 
and a Presidential Message to the Congress which, likewise, recom- 
mended increased authority for the Secretary of Defense. The re- 
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sulting legislation, Public Law 85-599 (the Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1958) was designed to leave little doubt that 
the management, control, and direction of the Department of De- 
fense were the responsibility of the Secretary of Defense. The ex- 
plicit changes of the 1958 amendment were as follows: 

(1) The Secretary of Defense was authorized to assign 
common supply or service activities to a single department or 
agency. 

(2) The Secretary of Defense was authorized to assign devel- 
opment and operational use of new weapons to any department 
or service. 

(3) Functions assigned by law could be transferred or abol- 
ished after 30 days notice to Congress, except major combatant 
functions could not be transferred or abolished if disapproved 
by either House of Congress. 

(4) Assistant Secretaries of Defense were permitted to issue 
orders to Secretaries of the Military Departments by written 
authorization of the Secretary of Defense. 

(5) The Secretaries of the Military Departments and the 
Service Chiefs were removed from the chain of command to 
the unified and specified commands. 

(6) The Military Departments were to be separately orga- 
nized (as opposed to being separately administered) under the 
Service Secretaries but would function under the direction, 
control, and authority of the Secretary of Defense, and the 
number of Assistant Secretaries of the Military Departments 
was reduced from 4 to 3. However, the Service Secretaries re- 
tained their right to make recommendations directly to the 
Congress after first informing the Secretary of Defense. (Once 
again, as had been the case in 1949, the Senate supported abo- 
lition of this Service Secretary authority. However, the House 
insisted that existing law be continued, and the House position 
prevailed in conference.) 

6. Developments Since 1958 
Since 1958, various minor changes have occurred in the organiza- 

tion, structure, and functions of the Military Departments, mostly 
relating to the number of assistant secretaries and the duties to be 
assigned to them. For example, Public Law 91-611 added a fifth As- 
sistant Secretary of the Army, mandated that one of those assist- 
an t  secretaries be Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works, 
and prescribed the duties of that position. In March 1978, the Sec- 
retary of Defense, exercising the reorganization authority of sec- 
tion 125(a) of title 10, United States Code, reduced the number of 
assistant secretaries in each of the Military Departments by one. 
Finally, the Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1984 (Public 
Law 98-94), enacted on September 24, 1983, restored one assistant 
secretary to both the Army and Navy. 
B. KEY ORGANIZATIONAL TRENDS 

the Expense of the Service Secretaries 
1. Strengthening of the Authority of the Secretary of Defense at 
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As the recent history of the Military Departments shows, the 
most important organizational trend since enactment of the Na- 
tional Security Act of 1947 has been the strengthening of the au- 
thority of the Secretary of Defense and his staff, usually to the 
derogation of the Service Secretaries and the Military Depart- 
ments. (Because there are four Services, “Secretaries of the Mili- 
tary Departments” would be the proper title for the civilian heads 
of the three Military Departments. However, the colloquial term 
“Service Secretaries” is used extensively and is adopted for use in 
this study.) In his book, Defense Management in the 1980s: The Role 
of the Service Secretaries, Colonel Richard J. Daleski, USAF notes 
this trend: 

Prior to 1947, Service Secretaries were the sole members of 
the President’s Cabinet responsible for military affairs. Howev- 
er, subsequent defense reorganizations have gutted the Service 
Secretaries’ legal prerogatives. Especially between 1949 and 
1958, there was a sharp erosion in the Service Secretaries’ or- 
ganizational position and opportunities for influence in defense 
matters. (page 5) 

Evidence of this trend is found in the following: 
0 the strengthening of the statutory authority of the Secretary of 

Defense by the 1949 and 1958 Amendments to the National Se- 
curity Act of 1947 and the 1953 Reorganization Plan; 

0 the substantial increase in the number of assistants to the Sec- 
retary of Defense provided in statute, especially the provisions 
resulting from the 1953 Reorganization Plan; 

0 the substantial increase in the number of personnel assigned 
to the Office of the Secretary of Defense; 

0 the consolidation of supply and service functions common to 
the Services in Defense Agencies and DoD Field Activities 
under the control of the Secretary of Defense; 

0 the assignment of nearly all Service combat forces to unified 
and specified commands which report (through the JCS) to the 
Secretary of Defense; 

0 the development of the Planning, Programming, and Budget- 
ing System which substantially enhanced the control of the 
Secretary of Defense over the Department’s resource allocation 
process; and 

0 the establishment of the Defense Systems Acquisition Review 
Council which strengthened the Secretary of Defense’s review 
and oversight of major research and development and acquisi- 
tion programs. 

The one change in executive authority that, perhaps, can be 
viewed as contrary to this trend was the presidentially approved 
revision in 1953 of the portion of the Key West Agreement dealing 
with the chain of command. This revision provided that the chain 
of command above each unified command was from the President, 
to the Secretary of Defense, to the Secretary of the Military De- 
partment designated as executive agent for that unified command, 
to the Chief of the Service, to the unified commander. However, 
while the Service Secretary had not been previously included in 
the chain of command, the 1953 revision was designed to clarify 
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the authority of the Secretary of Defense at least as much as it was 
designed to clarify the authority of the Service Secretaries. More- 
over, even if this particular step were viewed as a reversal of the 
overall trend of increasing authority of the Secretary of Defense, 
that reversal was short-lived. In his Message to the Congress in 
1958, President Eisenhower explained that he was removing both 
the Service Secretaries and the Service Chiefs from the operational 
chain of command. 

Overlaying the basic trend of increased authority for the Secre- 
tary of Defense has been the management styles of various Secre- 
taries of Defense. Some Secretaries, notably Secretary McNamara, 
favored a highly centralized decision-making process. Others, espe- 
cially Secretaries Laird and Weinberger, promoted a greater degree 
of decentralization. In particular, Secretary Weinberger has sought 
to shift more authority and accountability to the Service Secretar- 
ies than had been the case during the previous Administration. 
This shift is evidenced visibly by the inclusion of the Service Secre- 
taries as permanent members of the Defense Resources Board. The 
power and influence of the Service Secretaries and their Depart- 
ments have been increased or decreased as a result of the manage- 
ment style of the Secretary of Defense. These changes, however, 
can be viewed as marginal fluctuations when compared with the 
impact of the basic trend of increased authority for the Secretary 
of Defense. 

In summary, the overall trend for the past 40 or more years in 
the organization of the U.S. military establishment has been to 
invest more authority and responsibility in the Secretary of De- 
fense while decreasing the authority and responsibility of the Serv- 
ice Secretaries. Recognition of this trend does not, however, neces- 
sarily answer the question of what i s  the optimal balance (or sepa- 
ration) of powers between the Secretary of Defense and the three 
Service Secretaries within the single Department of Defense. 

2. Weakening of the Ties Between Service Secretaries and Serv- 
ice Chiefs of Staff 

The second major organizational trend is the weakening of the 
ties between Service Secretaries and Service Chiefs of Staff. These 
ties, especially in the War Department, were weakened by the cre- 
ation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1942 and the position of Secre- 
tary of Defense in 1947: As these two central organs in the unified 
Department of Defense consolidated their power and influence in 
the new bureaucracy, the ties between the Service Secretaries and 
Chiefs were further weakened. 

When the War and Navy Departments existed as separate execu- 
tive-level departments, there were powerful forces that could make 
the civilian Secretary and his military Chief natural allies. A 
strong alliance between the Secretary of War and his Chief of Staff 

dured through World War II, although its intensity declined during 
the war. (Hammond, Organizing For Defense, pages 24 and 183). In 

to the continuing search by senior naval officers “towards a way to 
minimize the power of the Secretary over naval affairs.’’ (Ham- 
mond, page 76) 

began to develop shortly after the Spanish-American War and en- 

the Navy Department, t h is natural alliance never materialized due 



386 

Both internal and external challenges forced the Secretary-Chief 
alliance in the War Department. The internal challenges were 
from the insubordinate, autonomous bureaus. The external chal- 
lenges were from the Congress. The Chief had to rely on the Secre- 
tary to gain and maintain control over the bureaus “for the bu- 
reaus were simply not subservient to the Chief.” (Hammond, page 
25). In addition, the Chief found the Secretary valuable in protect- 
ing the Army from involvement in politics and non-military policy- 
making. (Hammond, page 183). For his part, the Secretary 
the Chief to help provide central direction and control of the De- 
partment. 

The creation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff greatly affected this Sec- 
retary-chief alliance. Service Chiefs became powerful figures, work- 
ing directly with the President and having an  important role in the 
direction of the U.S. war effort. Paul Hammond comments on the 
results of the new stature of the Service Chiefs: 

... Where before the central authority of the Chief of Staff 
had never been secure from successful challenge, so that he 
always required the Secretary’s active support, in World War 
II the risk of challenge all but disappeared. (page 183) 

Moreover, the JCS gave the Service Chiefs an avenue independ- 
ent of the Service Secretary for pursuing the interests of the uni- 
formed Services and for assuming the role of Service spokesmen. In 
his book, The Management of Defense, John C. Ries confirms this 
outcome: 

...As individuals, the Joint Chiefs were responsible to their 
service secretaries. Collectively, the Joint Chiefs constituted 
the military of defense. And since the 

with a statutory role in the departmental policy process, they 
became the spokesmen for the services. The service 

secretaries... were bypassed. (page 148) 
In addition, as the Secretary of Defense became a more powerful 
figure, the Service Chiefs began to use the JCS channel on non-JCS 
issues in order to circumvent the Service Secretaries and present 
their views directly to the Secreta 

In Organizing for Defense, Paul Hammond discusses the weaken- 

sulting erosion in the role of the Secretaries: 
In the 1950’s, the Secretary was less necessary to the service, 

for its Chief was often a more effective champion than he in 
OSD, the new layer of government where so many of the ques- 
tions vital to it were settled. And by this time, bureau inde- 
pendence was negligible. As the bonds of the Secretary-Chief 
alliance were weakened by unification, nothing took their 
place, for the alternative basis for secretarial control, a civilian 
staff, had neither the cohesion nor the position in the military 
establishment necessary to make it a counterweight to the 
policy planning of the Chief of Staff. In the service depart- 
ments the civilian Secretaries have therefore been largely ad- 
vocates and expediters of policies formulated by others. (page 
298) 

eeded 

advisors of the secretary 
Joint Chiefs were the only service depa r tmen t  representatives 

of Defense. 

ing of t h e ties between Service Secretaries and Chiefs and the re- 
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3. Erasion of the Contributions of Service Secretaries to Civilian 
Control of the Military 

The trend discussed in the preceding subsection has been the 
major factor in the erosion of the Service Secretaries’ contributions 
to civilian control of the military. It was only in an environment in 
which the Service Chief and his staff had to depend on the Secre- 
tary for its own authority that the Secretary was able to exercise 
responsible control. The Service Secretary has lost the independ- 
ence from the military headquarters staff that their former de- 
pendence on him provided. While there have been exceptions to 
this general rule— a contemporary example being the forceful man- 
agement style of the current Secretary of the Navy, John 
Lehman— the overall trend has been unaltered. 

The Service Secretary, as a result, has become heavily dependent 
on, if not the captive of, the Service Chief and the military head- 
quarters staff. In The Joint Chiefs of Staff, Dr. Lawrence J .  Korb 
comments on this situation: 

Except in rare cases, the service secretaries play a very 
small part in the major areas of the service policy-making 
process. The initiatives and positions are developed by the 
service chief and his military staff, and the secretary usually 
contents himself with acting as a spokesman for these service 
positions. For example, the secretary usually has very little say 
in the preparation of his departmental budget. (page 4) 

Noting the strong orientation of Service Secretaries to the role of 
advocate, the Symington Committee concluded that the Service 
Secretaries diminished, rather than enhanced, civilian control: 

... The Committee (including its Chairman) now believes, how- 
ever, that, by perpetuating separate Service secretariats, it will 
be more difficult to subordinate service interest to national in- 
terest. The Committee therefore considers that it would be 
wise to discontinue what is now a dual system of civilian con- 
trol as a result of interposing between the Secretary of Defense 
and the Service themselves a set of Secretaries identified with 
each service. (page8) 

Identification of this trend does not suggest that the Service Sec- 
retaries do not have an important role to play in providing civilian 
control of the military. The trend merely signifies that, whatever 
their role, Service Secretaries are having less success in fulfilling 
it. 

4. Trends in the Personnel Strengths of the Top Management 
Headquarters of the Military Departments 

The history of the personnel strengths of the top management 
headquarters of the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force are shown in Tables 6-1, 6-2, and 6-3 respectively. Within 
the scope of this study, it was not possible to determine the reasons 
for fluctuations in the number of personnel assigned to these top 
management headquarters. In many instances, activities and their 
assigned personnel were transferred from headquarters to field ac- 
tivities. The trends for the Secretariats, military headquarters 
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staffs, and combined staffs are evaluated in the following para- 
graphs. 

ACTUAL END STRENGTHS 

T A B L E  6-1 

IN THE TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE A R M Y  





TABLE 6-3  

ACTUAL END STRENGTHS IN THE TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS OF THE' 
DEPARTMENT OF THE A I R  FORCE 
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a. Secretariats 
Since the end of World War II, the overall trend has been a sub- 

stantial reduction in the number of personnel assigned to the Serv- 
ice Secretariats. The numbers of personnel authorized to be as- 
signed to the three Secretariats in 1985 are a t  or near their lowest 
levels in the last 40 years. 

The Army Secretariat reached its peak end strength in 1946 
(2,156 personnel). While the end strength was reduced substantially 
in 1947 (531 personnel) with the creation of the Department of the 
Air Force, by 1948, it had nearly doubled (1,005 personnel). Modest 
growth continued over the next several years with a spike during 
the Korean War year of 1951 (1,241 personnel). Since 1951, the 
trend has been a near continuous decrease in assigned personnel. 

Like the Army Secretariat, the end strength of the Navy Secre- 
tariat peaked in 1946 (4,331 personnel). From 1948 through 1963, 
the end strength remained relatively constant. The downward 
trend in the personnel strength of the Navy Secretariat began in 
1964 although reversed briefly in 1967 and 1968. 

The Air Force Secretariat has a different history of end 
strengths. After the Department of the Air Force was created, the 
personnel strength grew steadily from 382 in 1948 to 541 in 1951. 
Between 1953 and 1976, the size of the Secretariat staff remained 
relatively constant, reaching a peak strength of 583 in 1962. The 
Secretariat was substantially reduced in 1977 and has continued a 
downward trend in subsequent years: 

The overall downward trend in the end strengths is shown in the 
following summary table: 

TRENDS IN PERSONNEL STRENGTHS OF SERVICE 
SECRETARIATS 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

Army ............. 1,045 869 789 359 368 

Navy ............... 1,665 1,739 1,313 807 806 

Air Force ....... 452 536 484 320 304 

Regarding the relative number of civilian and military personnel 
assigned to the Service Secretariats, there is a trend toward great- 
er percentages of military personnel. This trend is pronounced in 
the Army, modest in the Navy, and small in the Air Force. The fol- 
lowing table presents the data reflecting this trend: 
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MILITARY PERSONNEL AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE 
SERVICE SECRETARIATS 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

Army ............. 11.5 17.4 17.2 32.5 31.8 

Navy .............. 25.3 22.0 30.2 34.9 32.1 

Air Force ....... 32.1 40.9 37.8 43.4 43.8 

b. Military Headquarters Staffs 
While the personnel strengths of the military headquarters staffs 

also have a downward trend, the history of these staff sizes varies 
from that of the Secretariats. In general, these staffs grew in size 
and reached their peak strength sometime during the 1950’s 
(except the Marine Corps whose peak was reached in 1969). 

The Army Staff grew steadily from 4,996 personnel in 1946 to 
19,958 personnel in 1952, nearly four times its strength at the end 
of World War II. Since 1952, the Army Staff has continued to de- 
cline in personnel strength. Its authorized strength in 1985 is its 
lowest level in the postwar period. 

The Office of the Chief of Naval Operations also grew in the im- 
mediate postwar period, reaching a peak of 2,798 personnel in 1956. 
As data for this entire staff is not available prior to 1949, this 
statement is based upon the growth of the staff beginning in 1950 
and the growth in the military component of this staff from the 
1947 level. After 1956, the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 
began to decline in personnel, although this reduction was not con- 
tinuous. 

Data for the personnel strengths of Headquarters, Marine Corps 
are available only for 1950 and subsequent years. After 1951, the 
number of personnel assigned to this staff continued to decrease 
until 1961, with an overall reduction of 35 percent. After stabilizing 
briefly, the personnel strength of Headquarters, Marine Corps grew 
sharply from 1965 to 1969, reaching a postwar high of 3,490 person- 
nel in 1969. Beginning in 1970, the trend has been downward with 
a significant reduction in 1977. 

The Air Staff also grew in the immediate postwar period: from 
4,874 personnel in 1948 to a peak of 8,339 personnel in 1956. Since 
that time, the size of the Air Staff has continued to decline. The 
authorized strength in 1985 is a postwar low. 

The overall downward trend in the end strengths of the military 
headquarters staffs is shown in the following summary table: 
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TRENDS IN PERSONNEL STRENGTHS OF MILITARY 
HEADQUARTERS STAFFS 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

Army ............. 12,990 14,423 8,023 3,319 3,211 

Navy .............. 1,971 2,364 2,414 1,729 2,029 

Marine 
Corps .......... 2,509 2,203 2,596 508 503 

Air Force ....... 6,682 6,569 4,612 2,930 2,769 

Regarding the relative number of civilian and military personnel 
assigned to the military headquarters staffs, there is a significant 
trend toward greater percentages of military personnel in all four 
staffs. The data in the following table show this trend: 

MILITARY PERSONNEL AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE 
MILITARY HEADQUARTERS STAFFS 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

Army ............. 23.1 22.7 38.5 47.1 44.2 
Navy .............. 47.4 52.8 56.8 68.1 64.8 
Marine 

Corps .......... 42.2 43.8 55.2 74.6 73.6 
Air Force ....... 40.6 41.1 47.7 57.1 58.9 

c. Combined Staffs 
When the perso nnel data for the Service Secretariats and mili- 

tary h e a d q u a r t e r  s t a f f s  are combined, the greater extent to which 
the work of the top management headquarters of the Military De- 
partments is conducted by military personnel is quite clear. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE TOP 
MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS OF THE MILITARY DE- 
PARTMENTS 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

Army ............. 22.2 22.4 36.6 45.7 44.2 
Navy .............. 39.3 41.2 50.6 60.4 58.2 
Air Force ....... 40.1 41.1 46.7 55.8 57.3 
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In the Army and Air Force, the Secretariats have increased as a 
percentage of the total personnel assigned to the top management 
headquarters. While the Navy Secretariat represents a substantial- 
ly greater portion of the total work force of the top management 
headquarters, its current percentage is lower than in 1950 and 
1960. 

PERSONNEL STRENGTHS OF THE SERVICE SECRETARIATS 
AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE TOP MANAGEMENT HEAD- 
QUARTERS 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

Army ............. 7.4 5.7 9.0 9.8 10.3 
Navy .............. 27.1 27.6 20.8 26.5 24.1 
Air Force ....... 6.3 7.5 9.5 9.8 9.9 

C. CURRENT ORGANIZATION OF THE MILITARY DEPART- 
MENTS 

The Military Departments are large organizations encompassing 
both Washington headquarters organizations and substantial field 
commands, bureaus, and activities. The major organizational ele- 
ments of the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force are 
graphically presented in Charts 6-1, 6-2, and 6-3, respectively. 
This study will focus on seven organizations that constitute the top 
management headquarters of the three Military Departments: 

Office of the Secretary of the Army 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy 
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force 
Office of the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army 
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 
Office of the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force 
Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps 

While organizations subordinate to these seven headquarters may 
be in need of structural and management reform, evaluation of 
such needs are beyond the scope of this study. 





CHART 6-2 



Department of the Air Force 

CHART 6-3 
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1. Service Secretariats 
a. Organization 
The current structure of each Military Department is generally 

similar. Each is headed by a Secretary whose position and general 
duties are mandated by statute (Sections 3012, 5031, and 8012 of 
title 10, United States Code). Under these statutes, only the Secre- 
tary of the Air Force is required to be “appointed from civilian life 
by the President, and by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate.” (Requirements and procedures for appointment of the Sec- 
retaries of the Army and Navy are not prescribed in statute.) How- 
ever, the Air Force requirement and procedure are followed for all 
three Service Secretaries. 

Additionally, each Military Department is authorized an Under 
Secretary who is appointed by the President from civilian life, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate. Each Under Secre- 
tary succeeds to the duties of the respective Service Secretary if 
there is a vacancy in that office or during the Secretary’s tempo- 
rary absence. The duties of the Service Under Secretaries are not 
prescribed by law. 

Each Military Department has a number of assistant secretaries. 
The Department of the Army is authorized five; the Department of 
the Navy, four; and the Department of the Air Force, three. Under 
the authorizing statutes, each Military Department must designate 
one of its assistant secretaries as Assistant Secretary for Manpower 
and Reserve Affairs, and the duties of that position are prescribed 
by law. In addition, the Department of the Army also must desig- 
nate one of its assistant secretaries as Assistant Secretary for Civil 
Works, and the duties of that position are prescribed by law. The 
titles and duties of the remaining authorized assistant secretaries 
(three in the Army, three in the Navy, and two in the Air Force) 
are not mandated by law. Administratively, the departments have 
established these positions as follows. Each Military Department 
has an Assistant Secretary for Financial Management. Likewise, 
an assistant secretary exists in each Department to handle re- 
search and development and related activities. Finally, the Army 
has an Assistant Secretary for Installations and Logistics while the 
Navy has an Assistant Secretary for Shipbuilding and Logistics. In 
the Air Force, the logistics function is assigned to the assistant sec- 
retary who handles research and development. 

Additionally, each Military Department is required by law to 
have a Comptroller and Deputy Comptroller, to be appointed by 
the Service Secretary. The authorizing statutes specify the duties of 
these positions and require that at least one of these two positions 
in each department be occupied by a civilian. 

Finally, within each Secretary’s Office, there is an Office of Gen- 
eral Counsel, an office for public affairs, an office for legislative af- 
fairs, and an administrative assistant to the Secretary. (In the 
Army, the position of Administrative Assistant is authorized by 
law.) 

The organization of the three Service Secretariats is graphically 
depicted in Charts 6-4, 6-5, and 6-6. 



CHART 6-4 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 



CHART 6-5 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 



CHART 6-6 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
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b. Personnel Strengths 
The number of military and civilian personnel authorized to be 

assigned during fiscal year 1985 to the three Service Secretariats 
are shown in the following table: 

PERSONNEL ASSIGNED TO SERVICE SECRETARIATS 
[Fiscal Year 1985] 

Military Civilian Total 

Army Secretariat ...................................... 117 251 368 
Navy Secretariat ....................................... 259 547 806 
Air Force Secretariat ................................ 133 171 304 

As these personnel strengths indicate, there is a wide disparity 
in the size of the three Secretariats. The Navy Secretariat is more 
than twice as large as the Army office and 21/2 times the size of the 
Air Force office. Section 1303 of the DoD Authorization Act, 1985 
requested the Secretary of Defense to submit a report to the Con- 
gress on the reasons for these disparities. 

In response to this requirement, Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Taft submitted on January 7, 1985 a report, entitled Report on the 
Size of the Service Secretariats in the Department of Defense. This 
report concludes that: 

... the differences among the three organizations are attribut- 
able to the fact that each secretariat is tailored to meet the 
particular needs of the military department which it oversees 
and the management style of its chief executive, the military 
department secretary. They do not reflect the existence of 
more or less “fat” in one secretariat as compared to another, 
or greater efficiency in the management of one military de- 
partment as compared to another. Further, the size of the sec- 
retariat, alone, does not accurately represent the management 
overhead of a military department. To get a complete picture, 
the service secretariat and service staff must be considered to- 
gether. When this is done, the departmental staffs of the three 
military departments appear to be sized comparably in relation 
to the total forces which they are required to manage. (page 
14) 

In arriving at these conclusions, this report analyzes the number 
of personnel in each Military Department assigned to perform 19 
major functions. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 
6-4. Based upon this functional comparison, the report placed the 
reasons for a Secretariat to have a substantially higher staffing 
level for particular functions into four major categories: 

Service-unique function -A function is performed in one Secre- 
tariat, but not in others, because it is a unique requirement of 
that Military Department’s mission. 
organizational placement decision -A function is performed in 
a particular Secretariat, but not in others, because of a deci- 
sion by a Service Secretary. 
expanded function -A function exists in all three Secretariats, 
but it is substantially broader in one Secretariat compared to 
another. 
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0 program/workload emphasis -A function exists in all three 
Secretariats, but it is staffed more heavily in one compared to 
another, because of greater workload or a decision by a Service 
Secretary to emphasize oversight of that function at the Secre- 
tariat level. 

The following table shows the disparities between Service Secre- 
tariat staffing of functions grouped in the four categories listed 
above. In parenthesis behind each entry is the number of personnel 
assigned to that function above the lowest level assigned to either 
of the other two Secretariats. 
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DISPARITIES IN SECRETARIAT STAFFING OF 
VARIOUS FUNCTIONS 

The following observations can be drawn from this table: 
0 while each Service has one unique function, they do not have a 

noticeable impact on the size of the Secretariat because of the 
relatively similar number of personnel assigned to them; 

0 the placement of the Judge Advocate General and the Comp- 
troller in the Navy Secretariat is a major cause of its larger 
staff size; 

0 the expanded functions for Administrative Services and Gener- 
al Counsel in the Navy Secretariat also are major causes of its 
larger staff size; and 
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0 while the Navy Secretariat has more personnel assigned to 
Manpower and Reserve Affairs and Research and Develop- 
ment, these are more modest differences than in other func- 
tions. 

The Report on the Size of the Service Secretariats in the Depart- 
ment of Defense justifies several of these increased staff levels for 
the Navy Secretariat in light of the dual-Service (Navy and Marine 
Corps) structure of the Department of the Navy: 

0 the Office of the Judge Advocate General is located in the 
Navy Secretariat because, by law, it must provide support to 
two military Services, the Navy and Marine Corps. (page 12) 

0 the Comptroller’s Office is located in the Navy Secretariat be- 
cause it must oversee and integrate budget activities for two 
Services. In addition, a large portion of the Comptroller’s orga- 
nization, the Office of Budgets and Reports, is required, by law, 
to be located in the Navy Secretariat. (page 12) 

0 the Manpower and Reserve Affairs staff in the Navy Secretar- 
iat must be concerned with two separate personnel systems, 
each with its own particular occupational specialties, promo- 
tion and assignment practices, rank structure, manpower utili- 
zation priorities, and training needs. (pages 3 and 4) 

0 certain other functions demand higher staffing levels due to 
the increased number of staff actions required to oversee, co- 
ordinate, and integrate the activities of two separate Services 
and to interface with two separate Service headquarters staffs. 
(page 3) 

There are increased staff levels for two functions that do not fit 
into the category of being caused by the dual-Service nature of the 
Department of the Navy: Administrative Services and General 
Counsel. These are justified in the Report on the Size of  the  Service 
Secretariats in the Department of Defense as follows: 

0 The Navy Secretariat provides for most of its administrative 
support on an in-house basis and, in addition, supports other 
Navy organizations, such as the Office of the Chief of Naval 
Operations, in such areas as civilian personnel, mail, and cor- 
respondence control. (page 13) 

0 In addition to supporting its secretariat, the Navy General 
Counsel provides department-wide legal advice and services 
and, also, has a large centralized litigation staff which handles 
all major law suits involving the Navy. (page 12) 

2. Service Military Headquarters Staffs 
a. Organization 
The headquarters staffs of the four Services are organized under 

the Chief of Staff of the Army, the Chief of Naval Operations, the 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and the Commandant of the Marine 
Corps. These positions are each mandated by statute (sections 3034, 
5081, 8034, and 5201 respectively of title 10, United States Code), 
and the incumbents are appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. While each of these officers 
performs his duties under the direction of his Service Secretary, 
the statutes clearly provide for such direction only for the Army 
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and Air Force Chiefs of Staff. In statute, the Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations is given a special status not provided to the other Service 
Chiefs: 

The Chief of Naval Operations is the principal naval adviser 
to the President and to the Secretary of the Navy on the con- 
duct of war... (section 5081, title 10, United States Code) 

The headquarters staffs that support the four Service Chiefs are 
addressed differently in the statutes. For the Army and Air Force, 
these staffs are identified in statute as the Army Staff and the Air 
Staff (Chapters 305 and 805, respectively, of title 10, United S t a t e s  
Code). The composition of these two staffs and a limitation on the 
number of military officers that may be assigned to them in peace- 
time are prescribed in the statutes. In the case of the Army Staff, 
the limit is 3,000 officers. For the Air Staff, no more than 2,800 of- 
ficers may be so assigned. 

The Office of the Chief of Naval Operations and the Headquar- 
ters, U.S. Marine Corps are not prescribed in statute. In addition, 
there are no limitations on the number of officers who may be as- 
signed in peacetime to these headquarters staffs. 

Each Service Chief has a Vice Chief, entitled Vice Chief of Staff 
in the Army and Air Force, Vice Chief of Naval Operations in the 
Navy, and Assistant Commandant in the Marine Corps. Of these 
four officers, only the Vice Chief of Naval Operations is required 
by law to be appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. 

The statutes also differ in prescribing the positions of less senior 
military officials in these four headquarters staffs: 

Army—the Army Staff may have four Deputy Chiefs of Staff 
and five Assistant Chiefs of Staff; 

Navy—the Chief of Naval Operations may have six Deputy 
Chiefs of Naval Operations, and there is no limit on the 
number of Assistant Chiefs of Naval Operations; 

Marine Corps—there is no limit on the number of Deputy 
Chiefs of Staff serving the Commandant; and 

Staff, and there is no limit on the number of Assistant Chiefs 
of staff. 

The senior leadership positions in each of the four military head- 
quarters staffs are compared in Table 6-5. The organization of 
these staffs is graphically depicted in Charts 6-7 through 6-10. 

The statutes also vary widely in terms of military officials who 
must be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. These differences are shown in Table 6-6. 

Air Force the Air Staff may have five Deputy Chiefs of 
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THE ARMY STAFF 
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OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
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HEADQUARTERS, MARINE CORPS 



CHART 6-10 

THE AIR STAFF 
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b. Personnel Strengths 
The number of military and civilian personnel authorized to be 

assigned during fiscal year 1985 to the Service headquarters staffs 
are shown in the following table. To establish the total size of the 
top management headquarters of each Military Department, the 
personnel strengths of the Secretariats are also included in this 
table. 

PERSONNEL ASSIGNED TO THE TOP 

MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS OF THE MILITARY 
DEPARTMENTS 

[Fiscal Year 1985] 

Service Staffs Service Secretariats Combined 

Mil. Civ. Total Mil. Civ. Total Mil. Civ. Total 

Army .................. 1,419 1,792 3,211 117 251 368 1,536 2,043 3,579 
Navy / Marine 

Corps .............. 1,685 847 2,532 259 547 806 1,944 1,394 3,338 
Air Force ........... 1,630 1,139 2,769 133 171 304 1,763 1,310 3,073 

D. PROBLEM AREAS AND CAUSES 
The predominance of the power and influence of the four Serv- 

ices in decision-making is the most critical organizational problem 
of DoD. As John G. Kester states in his paper, “DO We Need the 
Service Secretary?”: 

... the greatest organizational shortcoming of the Department 
of Defense always has been dominance by the services at the 
expense of truly joint military preparation and planning. That 
difficulty has been papered over, since McNamara’s time, by 
building a large OSD staff around the secretary of defense to 
do things that the parochial services cannot be trusted to do. 
The underlying defect has never been cured. (The Washington 
Quarterly, Winter 1981, page 166) 

Parochial Service positions have dominated for three basic rea- 
sons: (1) OSD is not organized to effectively integrate Service capa- 
bilities and programs into the forces needed to fulfill the major 
missions of DoD; (2) the JCS system is dominated by the Services 
who retain an effective veto over nearly every JCS action; and (3) 
the unified commands are also dominated by the Services primari- 
ly through the strength and independence of the Service compo- 
nent commanders and constraints placed upon the power and influ- 
ence of the unified commanders. In sum, the problem of undue 
Service influence arises principally from the weaknesses of organi- 
zations that are responsible for “truly joint military preparation 
and planning.” 

Noting this critical problem, some have urged that the four sepa- 
rate Services be disestablished and combined into one uniformed 
Service, as Canada has done. There is little evidence to support the 
need for such drastic action in the U.S. military establishment. 
First, there are substantial benefits to having the four separate 
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Services. Former Secretary of Defense Harold Brown addresses this 
issue in his book, Thinking About National Security: 

Any organization as large as the Department of Defense 
must be divided into major operating units, with appropriate 
authority delegated to them. Historically, having an Army, 
Navy, Air Force, and Marines has made considerable sense. 
Each service has definable functions, and the land, sea, and air 
environments differ sufficiently to call for differing skills, ex- 
perience, and sometimes even equipment. The morale and 
esprit in the military have largely come from service identifi- 
cations. Recruiting, training, and personnel functions up to a 
certain level are clearly best carried out in such a structure. 
Attempts to substitute for service identification some general 
professional military identification, or a functional identifica- 
tion that would go with the activities of particular unified or 
specified commands, are unlikely to work as well. (page 207) 

Former Secretary of the Air Force Eugene M. Zuckert supported 
this view in his article, “The Service Secretary: Has He a Useful 
Role?’’: 

Looking at the big picture of service roles and missions, no 
reason for separate services seems more important than the 
freedom to apply many years of thinking and experience to 
operational concepts and weapon requirements. In the Army, 
Navy and Air Force, and in the Marines, too, a sense of profes- 
sionalism has been distilled to: develop each requirement; 
design and produce the suitable weapon; devise the doctrine to 
govern its proper use in battle; then train and supply the 
troops to operate that weapon effectively in a familiar medium. 
(Foreign Affairs, April 1966, pages 477 and 478) 

The second reason for retaining the four-Service structure of DoD 
is that there are numerous and less drastic actions that can be 
taken -as presented in this study -to provide for more effective 
integration of Service capabilities and for more useful joint mili- 
tary preparation and planning. For these reasons, the basic four- 
Service structure of the Department of Defense remains a viable 
concept. 

While the larger problem of undue Service power and influence 
can most effectively be corrected by changes outside of the Military 
Departments, there are deficiencies internal to the Departments 
that, if corrected, could improve their organizational performance. 
This section discusses four problem areas that have been identified 
within the Military Departments and presents analyses of their 
contributing causes. First, there is substantial confusion about the 
authorities, responsibilities, and roles of the Service Secretaries. 
Second, there are unnecessary staff layers and duplication of effort 
within the top management headquarters of the Military Depart- 
ments. The third problem area is that the Military Departments, 
like OSD, suffer from inexperienced political appointees. The last 
problem area is the limited utility of the current assignments of 
Service roles and missions and the absence of effective mechanisms 
for changing those assignments. 



416 

1. CONFUSION CONCERNING THE ROLES OF THE SERVICE SECRETARIES 
The confusion concerning the roles of Service Secretaries is most 

clearly confirmed by the divergent views of those roles by individ- 
uals who are or have been a part of the U.S. military establish- 
ment. These individuals share some common views. Most believe 
that the Service Secretary has an important role as an implemen- 
tor of effective civilian control of the military although those who 
cited this role did not agree upon the meaning of civilian control. 
Many others, but not all, believe that it is the Service Secretary’s 
role to be an advocate for his Military Department’s point of view. 
While some common views were found, conflicting views were prev- 
alent. 

In testimony before the Senate Committee on Armed Services, 
the three incumbent Service Secretaries and one former Service 
Secretary presented divergent views on principal Service Secretary 
roles. The Secretary of the Army, John 0. Marsh, Jr., emphasized 
the role of Service advocate: 

... if Service Secretaries and their staffs are eliminated it 
would deny one element in the present structure which I be- 
lieve to be a considerable source of strength. That element is 
the role of the Service Secretary as the advocate for the Serv- 
ice ... (Part 6, page 217) 

In contrast, the Secretary of the Navy, John Lehman, stated: 
... In practice the Service Secretaries should be the senior ci- 

vilian counselors to the Secretary of Defense on all military 
matters, operational as well as administrative. (Part 6, page 
226) 

In line with this, Secretary Lehman stated: 
... The Secretary of Defense and the Service Secretaries must 

worry as much about the soundness of military strategy, mili- 
tary operations, military weapons and military leadership as 
they do about the soundness of contract procedures and spare 
parts procurement. (Part 6, page 225) 

In this same context, he adds: 
The Secretaries of the Military Departments, as the princi- 

pal civilian advisors to the Secretary of Defense, have a voice 
in the formulation of military strategy. (Part 6, page 260) 

Secretary Lehman’s views regarding the similarity of the roles of 
the Secretary of Defense and Service Secretaries can be better un- 
derstood by his statement that 

... I am sure had I been Secretary of the Navy in the fifties, I 
would have opposed strongly the deletion of the Service Secre- 
taries from both the chain of command and the Cabinet ... (Part 
6, page 228) 

The Secretary of the Air Force, Verne Orr, emphasized the role of 
exercising civilian supervision of Military Department programs as 
well as the following role: 
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... I also perform a coordinating role between the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense and its staff and the Air Force. (Part 6, 
page 231) 

Former Secretary of the Air Force John L. McLucas emphasized a 
different role: 

... it seems to me that their [Service Secretaries] principal 
role is and ought to be a managerial one. (Part 6 ,  page 255) 

John G. Kester, a former Deputy Assistant Secretary of the 
Army and a former Special Assistant to the Secretary and Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, has written that: 

Today how a service secretary fills his day depends mostly 
on himself. Although there are few limits on what an active 
secretary might do, there are few particular things he must do. 
Staffs above and below would be happy to take over most of his 
activities. His office, though it has a traditional title, really is 
defined so broadly as hardly to be described at all. (“Do We 
Need the Service Secretary?”, The Washington Quarterly, 
Winter 1981, page 154) 

From the foregoing, there can be little doubt that there is confu- 
sion and lack of understanding about what the Service Secretary 
should be doing as the “head” of a Military Department. There are 
three basic causes of confusion concerning the roles of the Service 
Secretaries: (1) misconceptions about the roles of the Service Secre- 
taries in the unified Department of Defense; (2) efforts to provide 
independence for the Service Secretaries from the Secretary of De- 
fense; and (3) lack of consistency and specificity in statutory de- 
scriptions of Service Secretary positions. 

a. Misconceptions about the Roles of Service Secretaries 
As in many other areas, there has been a failure to determine 

what role the Service Secretaries should play in the unified Depart- 
ment of Defense. With the creation of the National Military Estab- 
lishment in 1947, the Service Secretaries remained powerful indi- 
viduals. Their relationship to the Secretary of Defense, however, 
was never precisely defined. As the role of the Secretary of Defense 
was clarified and strengthened in 1949, 1953, and 1958, little atten- 
tion was given to what roles could usefully be fulfilled by the Serv- 
ice Secretaries. In essence, there has been little, if any, redefining 
of the Service Secretary’s roles during his transition from head of 
an independent, executive-level department to a subordinate of a 
powerful Secretary of Defense. As John Kester notes: 

The role secretaries of Defense have allocated for service sec- 
retaries never has been fixed. (“Do We Need the Service Secre- 
tary?”, The Washington Quarterly, Winter 1981, page 159) 

Similarly, the Defense Manpower Commission stated: 
In all of the services there is a distinct lack of definition as 

to what the duties of this layer (service secretaries) are other 
than being “responsible” for policy. (Volume I, Working Paper 
C, page 25) 
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Similarly, Eugene M. Zuckert discusses the confusion concerning 
the roles of the Service Secretaries that existed when he assumed 
the duties of Secretary of the Air Force in 1961 —14 years after the 
position of Secretary of Defense had been established. In his arti- 
cle, “The Service Secretary: Has He a Useful Role?”, Zuckert con- 
firms that the roles of the Service Secretary had not been rede- 
fined: 

Those first six months [of Zuckert’s tenure as Secretary of 
the Air Force] were frankly disappointing because the scope 
and duties of the job were stripped down from those which had 
surrounded Symington’s stewardship [as Assistant Secretary of 
War for Air in the immediate post World War II period]. A 
comprehensive management study was prepared by my staff 
and the barriers that lay between my office and the job I 
thought I had been hired to do were laid out in detail. (page 
465) 

While Zuckert later recognized the emergence of “a new, impor- 
tant job for the Air Force Secretary as a defense manager,” (page 
465) it is uncertain that such a clarification of the roles of the Serv- 
ice Secretary were understood or accepted by many others, either 
during the 1960’s or now. 

The most important change in the position of the Service Secre- 
tary is that he no longer is at the top of the organization, but 
rather in the middle. While he continues to represent his Service 
-his principal role prior to 1947 -the Service Secretary must now 
also meet the needs of the Secretary of Defense. John Kester com- 
ments on this new role and its demands: 

The secretary inevitably is a man in the middle -in part an 
advocate for his service to the secretary of defense, in part a 
firm preceptor who must persuade his service and the Congress 
that it should accept the secretary of defense’s program and 
the president’s budget, even if he personally disagrees with 
some of the decisions. He has to know what balance to strike, 
and when to inject some ideas of his own. If his service per- 
ceives him as a politically ambitious transient or a supine tool 
of the Defense staff [OSD], he will be unable to keep them from 
running around him to the Congress and the press, and will 
lose their needed help. But if he becomes simply a loudspeaker 
for service demands, he will not be able to help his service a t  
all. The secretary of defense will pay him no heed (as hap- 
pened in the 1950s with Army Secretary Wilber Brucker). (“DO 
We Need the Service Secretary?”, pages 157 and 158) 

Misconceptions about their roles have precluded Service Secre- 
taries from striking the proper balance between their two major re- 
sponsibilities. They have generally given much more attention to 
their role as Service advocates. Kester notes the problem of over- 
emphasis of the advocacy role: 

As these three offices are used now, they are misconceived. 
The service secretaries are not needed in order to bolster the 
services. The service staffs are too strong already. What the 
service secretaries ought to be doing is not acting as uncritical 
service advocates, but rather riding herd on the service staffs 
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to make sure that their activities really fit into the overall de- 
fense plan and that it is the overall defense needs that domi- 
nate. Their preoccupation should be, not service prerogatives, 
but rather to protect Defense activities from service parochial- 
ism. (page 165) 

... This is not to say that a service secretary should never 
argue for his service’s favorite programs. It does not deny that 
each service has perspectives that ought to be brought to the 
secretary of defense’s attention. It is, though, to suggest that 
the service secretary ought to use far more selectivity, and sup- 
port his service staff when he knows that its position really fits 
into the larger defense needs. “They ought to be filters,’ one 
secretary of defense complained. “Instead, they’re amplifiers. 
The service secretary’s reason for being is not to provide yet 
another voice for parochialism in a department that is far less 
effectively centralized, and far less capable of joint military ac- 
tivities, than many people imagine. (page 166) 

The Departmental Headquarters Study also noted a lack of balance 
in the roles played by Service Secretaries: 

... The time has passed when the Service Secretary’s role can 
be confined to advocacy alone. The Department of Defense, 
after all, is a single department with its component elements 
constituting a Defense team. As such, the Service Secretary 
must be both an advocate for his Service as well as a repre- 
sentative at the Service level of the Secretary of Defense. If the 
job is to be carried out proper1y, it must be regarded by both 
the Service Secretary and the Secretary of Defense as consist- 
ing of two parts -the proponent head of a major operating ele- 
ment, and an official of the DoD as a whole, subject to the au- 
thority and direction of the Secretary of Defense. (page 42) 

Secretaries of Defense apparently are also confused about the 
roles of the Service Secretaries. Consistently, Secretaries of Defense 
have failed to understand the important roles that Service Secre- 
taries can play and have increasingly paid less attention to them. 
Too often the Secretary of Defense and OSD have dealt directly 
with Service Chiefs on issues that should be taken up with the 
Service Secretaries. The Secretary of Defense has also permitted 
Service Chiefs to end-run their Secretaries by raising issues 
through the JCS system that should not be addressed in that 
forum. Both of these actions undercut the Service Secretaries. 

Secretaries of Defense have also failed to ensure that highly 
qualified and skilled personnel are appointed as Service Secretar- 
ies. John Kester cites this fact: 

There has always been a temptation, for presidents and sec- 
retaries of defense, to assume that the services run themselves 
well enough, so that the service secretary positions can safely 
be distributed as political patronage or to satisfy particular 
constituencies. (page 156) 

Captain Paul R. Schratz, USN (Retired) believes that there may 
also be a desire by Secretaries of Defense to avoid the appointment 
of powerful Service Secretaries who could challenge the authority 
of the Secretary of Defense and be ”divisive obstacles to progress.“ 
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This could be especially troubling if they were heavily focused on 
advocating Service interests. Captain Schratz cites this as the ini- 
tial view of Secretary McNamara (who later changed his position 
and sought strong Service Secretaries): 

... McNamara initially saw a strong, analytical type of service 
secretary as a rallying point for service loyalties and hence a 
divisive threat to his own full exercise of authority. (“The Role 
of the Service Secretary in the National Security Organiza- 
tion,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, September 1975, page 
23) 

As a result of these tendencies by Secretaries of Defense and 
Presidents, the capabilities of Service Secretaries have varied 
greatly. Colonel Daleski, USAF comments as follows on the capa- 
bilities of Service Secretaries: 

... it has been argued convincingly that the Service Secretar- 
ies’ actual contributions. ..have been minimal because of the 
personal characteristics of many who have served in those po- 
sitions. More often than not, secretarial positions have been 
seen as ways of satisfying political debts with the result that 
incumbents typically have suffered from little or no relevant 
experience in defense management. (Defense Management in 
the 1980s: The Role of the Service Secretaries, page 12) 

b. Efforts to Provide Independence for the Service Secretaries 
from the Secretary of Defense 

Since enactment of the National Security Act of 1947, there has 
been a concerted effort to ensure that the Military Departments 
and their civilian Secretaries retained sufficient influence to pro- 
tect Service interests and to voice Service points of view. At issue is 
whether such efforts have gone too far and have given the Services 
too much power to pursue their narrow interests. The evidence sug- 
gests that the degree of Service independence hinders unified direc- 
tion and control of the Department of Defense. 

Specifically, ‘efforts to provide independence for the Services and 
their Secretaries have led to a lack of assurance that decisions by 
higher authority will be faithfully executed by the Military Depart- 
ments. While seeking to ensure that the Military Departments 
have the ability to forcefully present divergent views in the DoD 
decision-making process, the independence provided to them and 
their Secretaries from various sources has given them the ability to 
impede the execution of major decisions. 

While the Services employ numerous methods for impeding exe- 
cution of major decisions, a frequent tactic is delay. During a 
period of delay, a Service will seek to develop new considerations 
that will force a formal reexamination of the issue. While these 
new considerations may sometimes lead to a better decision, this 
period of delay may frequently result in the loss of important op- 
portunities. Given their remoteness from actual implementation, 
the Secretary of Defense and his staff are not likely to be aware for 
an extended period that implementation is being delayed. The Sec- 
retary of Defense needs the forceful support of the Service Secre- 
taries to protect the integrity of his decisions. The support that the 
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Secretary of Defense has traditionally received has been inad- 
equate. 

There is, however, another point of view on this issue: the capac- 
ity of the Military Departments to impede the execution of major 
decisions is a necessary check upon the centralized power of the 
Secretary of Defense. That is, the ability of the Military Depart- 
ments to exercise this type of veto power on some apparently final 
decisions is really a part of the decision-making process, because it 
assures the fullest consideration of the military’s point of view. 
This view, however, appears to contradict the underlying principles 
of a unified Department of Defense and of a Secretary of Defense 
with “authority, direction, and control of the Department of De- 
fense. ’ ’ 

It also is said that leadership, not organization, is at the heart of 
this problem. Some observers doubt that any organizational change 
will alter this practice. Rather, they believe this type of practice 
exists in any large organization and that the leadership qualities of 
the Secretary of Defense and his relationship to his Service Secre- 
taries are far more important in getting decisions executed than 
are organizational arrangements. For example, Martin Hoffman, a 
former Secretary of the Army, former General Counsel of the De- 
partment of Defense, and former Special Assistant to the Secretary 
and Deputy Secretary of Defense, holds this view. In his opinion, 
the present organizational structure in the Department of Defense 
is capable of making optimal decisions and obtaining effective exe- 
cution if, but probably only if, the Secretary of Defense and the 
Service Secretaries are each good leaders and the Secretary of De- 
fense uses the Service Secretaries as a “kitchen-cabinet .’’ Hoffman 
believes that this type of organizational relationship was the one 
intended by the National Security Act of 1947 and its amendments. 

In line with this view, observers believe that the Secretary of De- 
fense presently has the legal authority to ensure that decisions are 
properly executed by the Military Departments, and it is only be- 
cause the Secretary of Defense fails or chooses not to exercise that 
power that the Military Departments can hinder apparently final 
DoD decisions. While it is clear that the Secretary of Defense has 
the necessary legal authority, there are many obstacles to his use 
of that authority and to his efforts to exert stronger leadership. 

Independence for the Service Secretaries and the Military De- 
partments results from: (1) statutory authority for independent rec- 
ommendations by the Service Secretaries to the Congress; (2) inde- 
pendent political bases of Service Secretaries and other senior civil- 
ian officials in the Military Departments; and (3) the sheer size of 
the top management headquarters of the Military Departments. 
(1) Statutory Authority for Independent Recommendations 

When the position of Secretary of Defense was created in 1947, 
opponents of unification and those who desired to check the power 
of this new official sought to preserve a degree of independence for 
the three Service Secretaries. One of the means that the Congress 
chose in 1947 to provide independence was to give statutory author- 
ity to each Service Secretary, after first informing the Secretary of 
Defense, to make any recommendation to the President or to the 
Director of the Budget relating to his department as that Servic 
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Secretary deemed appropriate. In 1949, the Congress changed this 
authority to permit the Service Secretaries (and JCS members), 
after first informing the Secretary of Defense, to make any recom- 
mendation to the Congress relating to the Department of Defense. 
This latter statutory authority -which still exists -contributes to 
confusion about the authority, responsibility, and role of the Serv- 
ice Secretaries. The history of this authority is traced in more 
detail in the following paragraphs. 

When the National Military Establishment was created in 1947, 
the three Military Departments were executive level departments 
and the Service Secretaries were permanent members of the Na- 
tional Security Council along with the Secretary of Defense. During 
that organizational era, the Congress gave the three Secretaries 
the right, after first informing the Secretary of Defense, to present 
any report to the President or the Director of the Budget. Presi- 
dent Truman, in his Message to Congress on March 7, 1949, recom- 
mended that the Secretaries lose that right of appeal as part of the 
reorganization of the U.S.  military establishment and the redesig- 
nation of the three executive departments as Military Depart- 
ments. (The Department of Defense 1944-1978, page 79) 

In considering the legislation encompassing the President’s rec- 
ommendations, the Senate supported the abolition of the Service 
Secretaries’ right to appeal directly to the President. The Senate 
Committee on Armed Services said in its report on the bill: 

This proviso as set forth in the 1947 act specifically contin- 
ued to the Secretaries of the military departments their au- 
thority as heads of executive departments to present recom- 
mendations and reports directly to the President or the Direc- 
tor of the Budget, after first informing the Secretary of De- 
fense. The elimination of this wording is considered essential 
by the committee in view of the fact that under the proposed 
legislation the three military departments no longer have 
status as executive departments, as they did under the 1947 
act. This change reflects the evidence presented to this effect 
by the overwhelming majority of witnesses which testified 
before the Committee. It is, of course, quite obvious that noth- 
ing in the 1947 act or the amendments proposed herein limits 
in any way the power or the propriety of the Congress calling 
upon the Secretaries of the military departments, or anyone 
else in the Military Establishment, for such reports or recom- 
mendations as the Congress may desire. (Senate Report No. 
366, 81st Congress, 1st Session, to accompany S. 1843, page 7). 

The House of Representatives did not, however, agree with the 
Senate position. As a result, the conference committee adopted lan- 
guage permitting the Service Secretaries and members of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to present to the Congress (vice the President or the 
Director of the Budget) any recommendation on national defense, 
after first informing the Secretary of Defense. 

Despite the objections of President Truman to the statutory inde- 
pendence provided the Service Secretaries, the net effect of con- 
gressional action on the 1949 amendment was to strengthen this in- 
dependence. While the earlier authority of the Service Secretaries 
permitted them to circumvent the Secretary of Defense, after 1949, 
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they were also authorized to end-run the President. In addition, 
while the earlier authority was restricted to addressing Executive 
Branch relations, the 1949 amendment authorized direct appeal 
outside the Executive Branch. The Congress essentially trans- 
formed the Service Secretaries and JCS members into quasi-agents 
of the Legislative Branch. 

In 1958, this issue again arose after President Eisenhower sent a 
Message to the Congress suggesting certain reorganizations of the 
Department of Defense. In that message, President Eisenhower had 
emphasized that, “(We) must remove all doubt as to the full au- 
thority of the Secretary of Defense,” and that “we be done with 
prescribing controversy by law.’’ He further recommended “elimi- 
nating from the National Security Act ... the other needless and in- 
jurious restraints on the authority of the Secretary of Defense.” 
Shortly thereafter, the President transmitted proposed legislation 
to the Congress which would have abolished the right of the Serv- 
ice Secretaries and members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to make 
recommendations to the Congress on their own initiative, after 
first informing the Secretary of Defense. The resulting bill, as re- 
ported by the Senate Committee on Armed Services and passed by 
the Senate, would have abolished the Service Secretaries’ right to 
make recommendations to the Congress on their own initiative, but 
would have permitted the Joint Chiefs of Staff, either individually 
or as a group, to make such recommendations to committees of the 
Congress. 

However, the bill reported by the House Committee on Armed 
Services continued the existing authorities. When the President ob- 
jected in writing to this provision, which he viewed as an invitation 
to “legalized insubordination”, an amendment in support of the 
President’s objection failed on the House floor by a vote of 192 to 
211. In conference, the House position once again prevailed and 
was explained in the conference report as a “simple repetition” of 
the “law which has been in existence for the past 9 years. 

This right of Service Secretaries to present recommendations to 
the Congress, still in law 36 years after the Military Departments 
lost their executive department status and 38 years after the Serv- 
ice Secretaries became subordinates of the Secretary of Defense, 
continues to contribute to the confusion surrounding the role of the 
Service Secretaries. By continuing the authority of the Service Sec- 
retaries to present independent recommendations to the Congress, 
the Congress has encouraged Service Secretaries and their staffs to 
take the case for their point of view outside of DoD. 

A contemporary example of this capacity is the Navy’s successful 
blockage of the Secretary of Defense’s decision to consolidate the 
Army’s Military Traffic Management Command and the Navy’s 
Military Sealift Command. In that situation, discussed fully in 
Chapter 9, the Secretary of the Navy directly sought support from 
Members of the Congress to legislatively block this consolidation 
even though the Secretary of Defense, supported unanimously by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, had decided and directed that the consoli- 
dation occur. This situation provides clear evidence of the lack of a 
clearly defined superior-subordinate relationship between a Secre- 
tary of Defense and a Secretary of a Military Department. The 
source of this particular problem again is the historical status of 
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the Military Departments as separate, independent, executive-level 
entities. 
(2) Independent Political Bases 

Beyond the independence provided to the Service Secretaries in 
statute, there have also been concerted efforts to appoint senior ci- 
vilian officials in the Military Departments who have independent 
political bases either in the White House or the Congress. Service 
officials with substantial outside political support can effectively 
frustrate initiatives of the Secretary of Defense, either by prevent- 
ing issues from being raised or blocking implementation of deci- 
sions. Even when the Secretary of Defense is aware of such activi- 
ties by the Service Secretaries, he may not have the political 
muscle to discipline or fire them. As John Kester notes: 

... the secretary of defense, if he wants to be sure of their loy- 
alty, is better off with service secretaries who do not have pow- 
erful independent political bases on Capitol Hill or in the 
White House, or who for any reason can think of themselves as 
“fire-proof.” (“Do We Need the Service Secretary?”, page 158) 

Former Secretary of Defense Harold Brown also notes this prob- 
lem: 

... In recent years Assistant Secretaries of the Military de- 
partments have often been appointed from the ranks of Con- 
gressional staffers in an attempt to cement departmental rela- 
tions with Congress. Unfortunately, this practice has increased 
the likelihood of Service Secretariats’ trying to bypass the Sec- 
retary of Defense in dealing with Congress.... short circuits 
result, as the former Congressional staffers revert to their ear- 
lier loyalties. (Thinking About National Security, page 208) 

(3) Size of the Top Management Headquarters of the Military De- 
partments 

Statutory and political independence, combined with the sheer 
size of their top management headquarters, give the Military De- 
partments substantial capacity to block decisions that are not con- 
sistent with their point of view from being made or implemented. 
As Edward N. Luttwak observed about the military headquarters 
staffs in his book, The Pentagon and the Art of War: 

... At present, they [the military headquarters staffs of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force] employ almost 
9,000 people in uniform (mostly officers, and many of them of 
middle rank) -far more than in the Office of the Secretary, 
the Joint Staff (1,300) and the civilian-run secretariats of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force combined (1,600). These numbers 
reveal the true balance of power: although the official table of 
organization puts them at the bottom -below the civilian sec- 
retariats, who are in turn below the Secretary of Defense and 
his Office -it is in fact the service headquarters that have the 
greatest power. Their huge size is only partly explained by 
their supervisory role over their own services (which is already 
the second layer of supervision, the first being provided by the 
management and force commands outside the Pentagon). In 
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fact, the size of the Washington headquarters of each service 
also reflects their undeclared function, which is to manipulate 
the Joint Staff and even more to outmaneuver the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense. When a civilian official in that office pro- 
duces a ten-page paper to argue for some decision or other that 
is uncongenial to a service, its Washington staff can reply with 
a one-hundred-page refutation; when three civilian officials 
probe a questionable service proposal, its staff can assign ten 
officers to  defend the service point of view. By controlling the 
information on detailed matters within the service domain, 
and by sheer numbers, the headquarters of each service thus 
systematically resist central direction. If only because of the 
lively possibility of a hostile Congressional reaction, stimulated 
by the friends of each service on Capitol Hill, Secretaries of 
Defense are usually reluctant to overrule professional military 
advice -which now comes from the service headquarters 
alone; and to seek alternative options from the Joint Chiefs 
and Joint Staff is futile. (pages 280 and 281) 

Luttwak notes only the power of the military headquarters 
staffs. However, if the military headquarters staffs have the capa- 
bility to block decisions by the Secretary of Defense, the Military 
Departments -with the resources of both the military headquar- 
ters staffs and the Service Secretariats working in concert -have 
an even greater capacity to ensure that many unfavorable deci- 
sions are not made or, being made, are not implemented. 

c. Lack of Consistency and Specificity in Statutory Descriptions 
of Service Secretary Positions 

Part of the confusion about the authorities, responsibilities, and 
roles of the Service Secretaries results from the different statutory 
descriptions of those positions. The position of Service Secretary is 
mandated by law, and the statutes describe each Service Secretary 
as the “head” of the respective Military Department. However, 
those same statutes, in attempting to describe what it is that the 
three Service Secretaries shall do as the “head” of their Depart- 
ments, are neither consistent nor specific. Table 6-7 presents the 
statutory description of the roles of the three Service Secretaries. 



TABLE 6-7 

STATUTORY POWERS AND DUTIES OF SERVICE SECRETARIES 
(As Specified in Title 10, United States Code) 
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The lack of consistency in these descriptions can be explained, to 
a limited extent, by the differences in forces, roles, and missions as- 
signed to the three Military Departments. However, these differ- 
ences do not explain, for example, why the Secretary of the Navy 
has been given the specific statutory responsibility and authority to 
“execute such orders as he receives from the President relative to” 
the procurement of naval stores and materials, the construction, 
armament, equipment and employment of naval vessels, and all 
matters connected with the Navy. (Section 5031 of title 10, United 
States Code) While both the Secretaries of the Army and Air Force 
have the statutory responsibility and authority to conduct activities 
prescribed by the President and to conduct departmental affairs di- 
rected by either the President or Secretary of Defense, neither of 
these two Service Secretaries have the special statutory responsibil- 
ity for Presidential orders as does the Secretary of the Navy. 

It appears that this special statutory relationship between the 
President and the Secretary of the Navy is a holdover from an ear- 
lier organizational era when there was no government official 
other than the President to whom the Secretary of the Navy was 
subordinate. That is no longer the case and has not been since the 
creation of the position of Secretary of Defense. The continued ex- 
istence of this apparently special responsibility of the Secretary of 
the Navy, without any evidence of need, can cause confusion and 
misunderstanding when attempting to define the role of the Serv- 
ice Secretaries. 
2. UNNECESSARY STAFF LAYERS AND DUPLICATION OF EFFORT IN THE 

TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS OF THE MILITARY DEPART- 

A problem area that has frequently been identified is the exist- 
ence of two separate headquarters staffs (three in the Navy) in the 
Military Departments: the Secretariat and the military headquar- 
ters staff. Critics believe that this arrangement results in an un- 
necessary layer of supervision and duplication of effort. This criti- 
cism must be considered in the context of the numerous staff 
layers that are involved in virtually every issue having multi-Serv- 
ice considerations: substantial staffs at one or more field commands 
or activities of each Service, the large military headquarters staffs, 
the Service Secretariats, the staff of the Secretary of Defense, and 
often the staffs of one or more unified or specified commands and 
the Joint Staff. 

It is a generally accepted principle of organization that unneces- 
sary layers of supervision result in delays and micro-management 
and are counterproductive and inefficient. Additional1y, while du- 
plication of effort within an organization may be useful at times, if 
that duplication of effort does not result in some specific benefit to 
the organization, then the duplication is unnecessary and ineffi- 
cient. 

The problem of unnecessary staff layers and duplication of effort 
in the top management headquarters of the Military Departments 
is compounded by the excessive spans of control of the Service 
Chiefs of Staff. (For this discussion of span of control, the Service 
Chief, Vice Chief, and senior administrative officer (e.g., Director of 
the Army Staff) are treated as one entity.) The Army Chief of Staff 

MENTS 
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has 42 officials reporting directly to him (25 of whom are on the 
Army Staff); the Chief of Naval Operations, 48 officials (23 in the 
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations); the Air Force Chief of 
Staff, 35 officials (21 on the Air Staff); and the Marine Corps Com- 
mandant, 41 officials (23 in Headquarters, Marine Corps). The large 
and cumbersome spans of control make effective supervision and 
coordination much more difficult. 

A number of studies of DoD organization have identified the ex- 
istence of two separate headquarters staffs in the Military Depart- 
ments as a problem. In December 1960, the report of the Commit- 
tee on the Defense Establishment, chaired by Senator Stuart Sy- 
mington, identified this issue as a problem and emphasized the 
need 

... to minimize the duplication and delay growing out of the 

Similarly, the Report of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel in July 
1970 found: 

There also appears to be substantial duplication in all Mili- 
tary Departments between the Secretariat staffs and the mili- 
tary staffs. (page 38) 

The April 1976 report of the Defense Manpower Commission cast 
the issue of duplication of effort in a large context: 

Three layers [OSD, Service Secretariats, and military head- 
quarters staffs] at the Department of Defense (DoD) executive 
level involved in manpower and personnel policy, planning and 
programming, and to some extent, operations, appear to be ex- 
cessive. Given the basic nature of the Department of Defense, 
two layers -Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the 
Services [military headquarters staffs] -should suffice... (De- 
fense Manpower: The Keystone of National Security, page 89) 

The Departmental Headquarters Study, submitted in June 1978, 
also focused upon layering in the top management headquarters of 
the Military Departments and its associated redundancy and dupli- 
cation. In this regard, the study stated: 

... we believe that layers should be reduced when their 
number produces duplication rather than a needed diversity of 
views. (page 45) 

In his book, Thinking About National Security, former Secretary of 
Defense Harold Brown argued that within the Military Depart- 
ments there is a need 

To reduce the number of levels in an  overly layered manage- 

Some integration of the Service Secretariat and the military 
headquarters staff has been undertaken in each of the Military De- 
partments. In each department, there is only one staff for legisla- 
tive affairs and only one staff for public affairs. Each of these staffs 
have civilian and military members, but the staffs in both of these 
areas provide single-source s u p p o r t  for both the Service Secretary 
and Chief. A number of years ago, the Air Force integrated its two 
staffs for civilian personnel matters into one staff, and the Army 

present multiple layers of control...(p age 7) 

rial structure...(p age 208) 
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has recently completed an integration of its two staffs in this func- 
tional area. 

However, not everyone agrees that the existence of two separate 
Service headquarters staffs results in either an  unnecessary layer 
of supervision or unnecessary duplication of effort. There is a body 
of opinion that the two staffs serve separate and necessary func- 
tions. Some believe, for example, that the advice and recommenda- 
tions by the military headquarters staff, not only in operational 
areas but also on resource allocation issues, should be unfettered 
by political considerations. These individuals argue that it is the 
responsibility of the Service Secretariats to interpose these consid- 
erations and that this responsibility is necessarily separate from 
the responsibility of the military headquarters staff. 

Others urge that the Service Secretariats provide a measure of 
continuity and “corporate memory” to the Military Departments 
which is not possible with an  essentially “transient” military head- 
quarters staff. Such arguments are based, however, upon the mis- 
taken assumption that the Service Secretariat is composed of per- 
manent civilian, as opposed to transient military, personnel. In 
fact, between 32 percent and 44 percent of the Service Secretariats 
are military personnel. In addition, between 26 percent and 56 per- 
cent of the military headquarters staffs are composed of permanent 
civilian employees. Assuming that continuity and corporate 
memory come from permanent civilian employees as compared to 
military personnel, it seems those factors are not unique to the 
Service Secretariats. It should also be noted that in the senior lead- 
ership positions, the Secretariats are just as transient as the mili- 
tary headquarters staffs, given the relatively rapid rate of turnover 
of political appointees. 

Finally, others note that the Service Secretaries and their staffs 
bring a different set of experiences and viewpoints to bear on pro- 
gram management and on many other military departmental mat- 
ters which are helpful in reaching optimum decisions. That is, the 
political, budgeting, acquisition management, civic, and academic 
points of view and skills interposed into the decision-making proc- 
ess by the Service Secretariat can help provide better overall deci- 
sions than if only military skills and points of view are present. 
For example, the opportunity to manage or the experience in over- 
seeing budgets of hundreds of millions of dollars or programs 
having nationwide political impact does not often arise in the mili- 
tary environment. Yet, a Service Secretary needs people on his 
staff that have that experience and expertise. 

The need of a Service Secretary to have such experience and ex- 
pertise available to him does not seem, however, to be relative to 
the issue of whether separate staffs are necessary, but only wheth- 
er the Service Secretary will be permitted appropriate flexibility to 
obtain those experts and experienced personnel who are necessary 
to advise him. That is, it may be sufficient to ensure that such ex- 
perience and expertise is available to the Service Secretary, with- 
out regard to whether it comes from the Secretariat, military head- 
quarters staff, or an integrated staff. In short, this issue seems 
more related to the Secretary’s ability to obtain needed support, 
not whether unnecessary supervision and duplication exist. 
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There are two causes of the unnecessary staff layers and duplica- 
tion of effort: (1) the current organizational arrangements are a 
holdover from an earlier era when the Service Secretaries headed 
executive-level departments; and (2) inability of the Service Secre- 
taries to effectively control the military headquarters staffs. 

a. Holdover from an Earlier Era 
The existence of two separate headquarters staffs predates the 

creation of the Department of Defense. Prior to the National Secu- 
rity Act of 1947, the staff of each Service Secretary as a head of an 
executive-level department was a very small cadre of advisors. 
Under the 1947 Act, the departments were continued as executive- 
level departments and the Service Secretaries retained their own 
staffs. This organizational scheme continued through the 1949 
amendments to the National Security Act of 1947, even though the 
departments lost their status as executive departments and even 
though the Service Secretaries were removed from the National Se- 
curity Council. Although there have been minor changes in the 
Service Secretariats in the intervening 30 years, the existence of a 
Service Secretariat and a military headquarters staff in each of the 
Military Departments essentially is the result of the structure in 
effect prior to the creation of the Department of Defense. 

b. Failure of the Service Secretaries to Effectively Control the 
Military Headquarters Staffs 

The second cause of unnecessary staff layers and duplication of 
effort in the top management headquarters of the Military Depart- 
ments is the failure of the Service Secretaries to effectively control 
the military headquarters staffs. Given this failure, the Service 
Secretaries created or maintained large Secretariats in an attempt 
to provide this control. 

John Kester comments on this issue as follows: 
DoD officials have not been immune to the bureaucratic ten- 

dencies to build new staffs rather than try to make the exist- 
ing ones work, and to assume, contrary to managerial logic, 
that any new task assigned should mean not reordering of pri- 
orities, but addition of more people. For instance, the endemic 
failures of the JCS to support successive secretaries of defense 
led not to reform of the JCS, but rather to a mammoth Office 
of the Secretary of Defense. The failure of service secretaries to 
get control of the military staffs of their departments led to 
the expansion of secretariats of their own that they could 
order around without having to worry about footdragging by a 
double-hatted chief of staff and his deputies.... In spite of ritual 
complaints, the chiefs of staff have not particularly resisted 
the trend of service secretariat expansion; for if the civilian 
secretary has his own secretariat to play with, he may stay 
more out of the chiefs hair and leave the large military staff 
to him. (“DO We Need the Service Secretary?”, pages 161-162) 

In essence, the large Service Secretariats exist because the Secre- 
taries could not make the military headquarters staffs responsive 
to them. Instead of attacking the basic problem, the solution was to 
create or maintain a large bureaucracy -the Secretariat -to sup 
posedly provide this control. It is not evident that the desired con- 
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trol has been achieved. It is evident that unnecessary layers and 
duplication have resulted. 
3. INEXPERIENCED POLITICAL APPOINTEES AND POOR CONTINUITY IN 

In Chapter 3 dealing with the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
the problem area of inexperienced political appointees and poor 
continuity in senior civilian positions was identified. The Service 
Secretariats have the identical problem with many of the same 
causes. The basic causes identified in Chapter 3 are: (1) appoint- 
ment of senior civilian executives who lack a substantial back- 
ground in national security affairs primarily because senior civil- 
ian appointments are used as political patronage; (2) a high turnov- 
er  rate of senior civilians; (3) numerous and lengthy vacancies in 
these positions; and (4) substantial financial disincentives for indi- 
viduals appointed to such positions. As these causes are presented 
in detail in Chapter 3, they will not be repeated here. 

The problem of inexperienced political appointees is even more 
critical in the Service Secretariats than in OSD. This results from 
the unfavorable perceptions of key offices in the Secretariats, in- 
cluding the position of Service Secretary. John Kester discusses the 
unfavorable perception of the position of Service Secretary: 

We do not have to search long to find civilians -many close 
to the secretary of defense -who sneer that the secretaries of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force are today about as obsolete as 
the rigging on the Pinafore. Nor is there a shortage of uni- 
formed officers who maintain that civilian appointees in the 
Department of Defense in general, and the three service secre- 
taries in particular, too often are naive and transient amateurs 
who know little about their jobs; who act at the whim of a 
mysterious and unprincipled force called politics; who if they 
begin to learn anything about their duties will leave office 
soon after; and who are best treated like a senile great-uncle - 
with honor, compassion, comfortable surroundings, and no im- 
portant responsibilities. By that view, such eminences are to be 
piped aboard, chauffeured about, and generally kept harmless- 
ly amused while the serious work of the world goes on around 
them. (“DO We Need the Service Secretary?”, page 149) 

Colonel Daleski also found unfavorable views of the Service Secre- 
taries: 

... To some, Service Secretaries are anachronisms -without 
useful function, irrelevant to contemporary defense policy - 
and indeed major contributors to the “confusion” that sur- 
rounds the discussion of important defense issues. (Defense 
Management in the 1980s: The Role of the Service Secretaries, 
Page 1) 

These attitudes result from misconceptions of the role of the Sec- 
retary and his staff and from the failure of the Secretary of De- 
fense to emphasize these important positions. Since there is no 
clear understanding of what a Service Secretary and his principal 
assistants should do, there is not clear understanding of the types 
of experience and qualifications which should be sought for these 

THE SERVICE SECRETARIATS 
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positions. As to the failure of Secretaries of Defense to emphasize 
these positions, Kester notes: 

... secretaries of defense in recent years have acted less and 
less as if service secretaries mattered; that sends a message, 
too. ("Do We Need the Service Secretary?", page 150) 

Given this unfavorable perception, Service positions have limited 
appeal to talented and experienced candidates. 

4. LIMITED UTILITY OF THE CURRENT ASSIGNMENT OF SERVICE ROLES 
AND MISSIONS AND ABSENCE OF EFFECTIVE MECHANISMS FOR 
CHANGE 

A final problem area relating to the Military Departments is the 
limited utility of the general statutory and administrative assign- 
ment of roles and missions among the Services and the absence of 
effective mechanisms for changes to these assignments. The assign- 
ment of roles and missions was an overriding concern since the 
earliest proposals for unification. While the Congress prescribed 
the general functions of each Service in the National Security Act 
of 1947, the fundamental document that assigns more detailed 
functions, or roles and missions, to the Services is the Key West 
Agreement negotiated in March 1948. While some Service wit- 
nesses have testified that the assignment of roles and missions is 
constantly under review, it is difficult to understand how, in light 
of the tremendous changes in technology, strategy, and tactics over 
the past 40 years, there has been no major change in the roles and 
missions of the Services since 1948. As The Department of the Army 
Manual states: 

Service roles and missions require continuing reexamination 
to keep pace with the changing nature of war and with the ac- 
celerating pace of technological change. (page 4-20) 

The problem arises because this continuing reexamination has not 
taken place to the extent necessary to avoid wasteful duplication 
and to maximize force effectiveness. 
a. History of the Assignment of Service Roles and Missions 
In Organizing for Defense, Paul Hammond notes that the princi- 

pal focus of congressional consideration of unification legislation 
from early 1946 to July 1947 was on roles and missions issues. Ac- 
cording to Hammond, this period 

... was dominated by the practical and profoundly political I 

questions about the forces, functions, and status of the 
Navy.. .proposals for major structural change had originated 
out of the roles and missions disputes and their acceptance fi- 
nally turned on some kind of settlement of the latter, largely 
in the Navy's favor. (page 222) 

On January 16, 1947, Secretary of War Patterson and Secretary 
of the Navy Forrestal reported to President Truman their agree- 
ment on a plan for unification. As part of this agreement, the two 
Secretaries had drafted a mutually agreed Executive Order to 
specify Service functions. In their letter to President Truman, Sec- 
retaries Patterson and Forrestal stated: 
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We are agreed that the proper method of setting forth the 
functions (so-called roles and missions) of the armed forces is 
by the issuance of an Executive Order concurrently with your 
approval of the appropriate legislation. (The Department of De- 
fense 1944-1978, pages 32-33) 

This proposed Executive Order was discussed at length during the 
1947 hearings on unification legislation. 

The Congress, however, was concerned about the sole use of an 
Executive Order to specify Service roles and missions. The Con- 
gress viewed the roles and missions issue as a problem of Execu- 
tive-Legislative relations. In The Management of Defense, John C. 
Ries stated the dilemma facing the Congress as follows: 

... If Congress permitted any executive officer to reallocate or 
restrict service roles and missions, it would be delegating him 
some of its own prerogatives. But if Congress did not allow an 
executive officer to consolidate or reassign service functions, its 
prerogatives would be preserved, but existing duplication 
would be perpetuated. (page 96) 

The Congress attempted to resolve this dilemma in two ways. 
First, it prescribed minimum functions for each Service in the Na- 
tional Security Act of 1947. These Service functions as embodied in 
title 10, United States Code, are presented in Table 6-8. These con- 
gressional prescriptions have been altered in only one instance 
since 1947: the Marine Corps Act of 1952 introduced specific lan- 
guage on the composition of the Marine Corps which shall “,..in- 
clude not less than three combat divisions and three air wings ...” 
The second way that the Congress sought to resolve this dilemma 
was its agreement to the use of an  Executive Order, concurred in 
by the Services, which specified respective functions in greater 
detail. 



TABLE 6-8 

FUNCTIONS OF THE ARMY, NAVY, MARINE CORPS, AND AIR FORCE 

PRESCRIBED IN TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE 
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On July 26, 1947 -the same day that he signed the National Se- 
curity Act of 1947 -President Truman issued Executive Order 
9877 setting forth the more detailed assignment of Service roles 
and missions. However, differences in language between this execu- 
tive order and the general statements of Service functions that the 
Congress decided to include in the National Security Act led to ef- 
forts to revise the Executive Order. The key language differences 
were over Navy and Air Force responsibilities for air missions. 

On January 20, 1948, Secretary of Defense Forrestal sent a draft 
revision of the Executive Order to the JCS for comment. The JCS 
was unable to reach agreement on a revision. As a result, Secre- 
tary Forrestal met with the Service Chiefs at the Key West Naval 
Base in Florida from March 11-14, 1948. At this conference and a 
subsequent meeting in Washington on March 20, agreement was 
negotiated on the assignment of Service roles and missions. Presi- 
dent Truman approved this agreement on April 21, 1948, and on 
the same day, Secretary Forrestal released a paper, entitled “Func- 
tions of the Armed Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff’, that docu- 
mented the agreement. This paper has been commonly referred to 
as the “Key West Agreement.” This agreement is now embodied in 
DoD Directive 5100.1, “Functions of the Department of Defense and 
its Major Components,” first promulgated on March 16, 1954. 

The Key West Agreement assigns primary and collateral func- 
tions to each Service. The use of collateral or secondary functions 
was the most innovative feature of the Key West Agreement. 
Where it had been impossible to define Service responsibilities, col- 
lateral functions were assigned in an effort to foster joint activity. 
In summary, the Key West Agreement assigns key primary func- 
tions as follows: 

Army 
0 sustained combat operations on land 
0 Army antiaircraft artillery 
0 primary interest in the development of airborne doctrine, pro- 

cedures, and equipment 
Navy and Marine Corps 
0 sustained combat operations at sea, including operations of sea- 

based aircraft and their land-based naval air components 
0 naval forces, including naval close air support forces, for the 

conduct of joint amphibious operations 
0 seizure or defense of advanced naval bases and for the conduct 

of such land operations as may be essential to the prosecution 
of a naval campaign 

Air Force 
0 sustained combat operations in the air 
0 strategic air warfare 
0 close combat and logistical air support for the Army 
0 air transport for the Armed Forces 
In their paper, “The Key West Key”, Morton H. Halperin and 

David Halperin characterize this agreement as follows: 
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The Key West agreement represented a compromise of sorts. 
The Navy gained many of its goals: retention of the Navy- 
based Marine Corps; the authority to provide close air support 
for Marine land operations; and the authority to carry out 
those air operations, including ground-launched missions, 
which are required for sea battles. The Army and the Air 
Force, convinced that the services should avoid excessive dupli- 
cation, were willing to give the Navy control over almost all 
sea operations. And the Army and Air Force agreed to cooper- 
ate with each other as a team on joint missions. Specifically, 
this meant that the Air Force pledged to provide the Army 
with airlift and close air support. (Foreign Policy, #53, Winter 
1983-84, page 117) 

While there have been no major changes to the portions of the 
Key West Agreement dealing with Service roles and missions, 
there have been a number of clarifications: 

0 Memorandum for the Record of the Newport Conference of 
August 20-22, 1948 -Two roles and missions clarifications re- 
sulted from this conference. The first was a clarification of the 
term “primary mission” so that “the Air Force could not deny 
the Navy access to atomic weapons or exclude it from planning 
for strategic air operations.” (Steven L. Rearden, The Forma- 
tive Years, page 401) The second was the placement of the 
Armed Forces Special Weapons Project-an interservice orga- 
nization responsible for the handling and assembly of nuclear 
weapons-under Air Force control on an “interim” basis. 

0 Memorandum of Understanding between the Secretary of the 
Army and the Secretary of the Air Force,, October 2, 1951 - 
This memorandum, known as the Pace-Finletter agreement 
(after the two Service Secretaries who negotiated it), sought to 
delineate the meaning of the phrase in the National Security 
Act of 1947 that specified that the Army shall include land 
combat and services forces and “such aviation ... as may be or- 
ganic therein.” Army organic aviation was defined to consist of 
aircraft utilized by the Army within the Army combat zone 
which was defined as not normally exceeding 50 to 75 miles in 
depth. The functions that could be performed by Army aircraft 
were specified as were functions for which Army aircraft were 
not to duplicate Air Force functions. 

0 Memorandum of Understanding Relating to Army Organic 
Aviation, November 4, 1952 -This second Pace-Finletter agree- 
ment modified the previous agreement to: (1) redefine the 
combat zone to normally be 50 to 100 miles in depth; and (2) 
more importantly, limit Army fixed wing aircraft to an empty 
weight of not more than 5,000 pounds. 

0 Memorandum for Members of the Armed Forces Policy Council, 
November 26, 1956 -This clarification addressed five subjects: 

-use of aircraft by the Army. Specific limitations were 
placed on the use of aircraft by the Army. Key among 
these was the reaffirmation of the limitation that Army 
fixed wing aircraft would have an empty weight not to 
exceed 5,000 pounds. 
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-adequacy of airlift -Air Force capability to provide 
airborne lift was viewed as being adequate “in the light of 
currently approved strategic concepts.’’ 

- a i r  de defense -The Army was assigned responsibilit for 

(100 nautical miles), and the Air Force was assigned re- 
sponsibility for such missile systems for area defense. 

-Air Force tactical support of the Army -The Army 
would develop surface-to-surface missiles for use against 
tactical targets not more than 100 miles beyond the front 
lines. Other tactical air support functions were to remain 
the responsibility of the Air Force. 

--Intermediate Range Ballistic Missile (IRBM) -Oper- 
ational employment of the land-based IRBM system was 
assigned as a sole responsibility of the Air Force, thus re- 
moving the Army from this function. 

0 Department of Defense Directive 5160.22, March 18, 1957 -The 
Army and Air Force continued to have sharp disagreements 
over the provision of tactical air support for the Army. This di- 
rective, which superceded the Pace-Finletter agreements of 
1951 and 1952, sought to clarify these disputes. On March 8, 
1971, this directive was cancelled, especially in light of the 
view that the 5,000-pound limitation on Army fixed-wing air- 
craft was inappropriate. 

0 Department of Defense Directive 5160.32, March 6, 1961 -The 
advent of military satellite and space vehicle systems in the 
late 1950’s created problems of control and coordination within 
the Department of Defense. This directive assigned responsibil- 
ity to the Air Force for research, development, test, and engi- 
neering of space development programs or projects. This direc- 
tive was revised on September 8, 1970 to enable the other Serv- 
ices to pursue space development programs related to the 
major weapon systems for which they had responsibility. 

0 Agreement between Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, and Chief of 
Staff, U.S. Air Force, April 6, 1966 -This Army-Air Force 
agreement, known as the Johnson-McConnell agreement (after 
the two Chiefs of Staff), sought to reach an understanding on 
the control .and employment of certain types of fixed and 
rotary wing aircraft. Disputes in this area had been intensified 
by increasing levels of warfare in Southeast Asia. For its part, 
the Army agreed “to relinquish all claims for CV-2 [CARI- 
BOU] and CV-7 [BUFFALO] aircraft and for future fixed wing 
aircraft designed for tactical airlift.” Under this agreement, all 
CV-2 and CV-7 aircraft in the Army inventory were trans- 
ferred to the Air Force. The Air Force agreed “to relinquish all 
claims for helicopters and follow-on rotary wing aircraft which 
are designed and operated for intra-theater movement, fire 
support, supply and resupply of Army forces’’ and for certain 
Air Force control elements. 

0 Navy-Air Force Agreement, May 22, 1974 -This agreement cov- 
ered the use of B-52 aircraft to provide aerial delivery of Navy 
sea mines. 

0 Navy-Air Force Memorandum of Agreement on the Concept of 
Operations for USAF Forces Collateral Functions Training, 

land-based surface-to-air missile systems for point de fense 
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September 2, 1975 -This agreement provided a general concept 
of operations for Air Force resources training to perform col- 
lateral functions in sea control operations. It was envisioned 
that Air Force capabilities might be employed to perform the 
following tasks as part of sea control operations: 

-search and identification; 
-electronic warfare; 
-tactical deception; 
-attack against surface and air units; and 
-aerial minelaying. 

0 Memorandum of Agreement on U.S. Army -U.S. Air Force 
Joint Force Development Process, May 22, 1984 --In this agree- 
ment-signed by the respective Chiefs of Staff, Generals Wick- 
ham and Gabriel-the Army and Air Force affirmed that 
“they must organize, train, and equip a compatible, comple- 
mentary and affordable Total Force that will maximize our 
joint combat capability to execute airland combat operations.” 
The initial agreement contained 31 initiatives for action by the 
Army and Air Force; this list was later expanded to 34 initia- 
tives. These initiatives addressed several areas where the 
Army and Air Force have traditionally experienced jurisdic- 
tional disputes: air defense, close air support, guided missiles, 
and intratheater airlift. About half of the initiatives directly 
addressed these areas. However, initiatives were taken in a 
number of new areas such as air base ground defense, combat 
search and rescue, Special Operations Forces, and night 
combat. 

Beyond these specific initiatives, the Army-Air Force agreement 
of May 1984 sought to institutionalize a joint force development 
process. With this objective in mind, the agreement provided for: 

-establishment of a long-term process that would include an 
annual update and review of the initiatives for action; 

-expansion of the agreement to include future initiatives; 
-annual exchange between the Army and Air Force of a 

formal priority list of those sister Service programs essential 
to the support of their conduct of successful airland combat 
operations, the purpose of which is to ensure the develop- 
ment of’ complementary systems without duplication; 

-resolution of joint or complementary system differences prior 
to program development; 

-high priority in the Army and Air Force development and 
acquisition processes for programs supporting joint airland 
combat operations; and 

-dedication to providing the best combat capability to the uni- 
fied and specified commanders, 

b. Evaluation of the Key West Agreement and Subsequent Clari- 
fications 
(1) Key West Agreement 

The Key West Agreement and subsequent revisions did little to 
settle roles and missions disputes among the four Services. It did 
resolve some of the most fundamental issues raised by unification 
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-in particular, preservation of naval aviation and the Marine 
Corps. Beyond these issues, however, jurisdictional boundaries re- 
mained blurred. In essence, the Key West Agreement “called for 
the Services, under the guidance of the Joint Chiefs, to coordinate 
their efforts closely, avoid duplication, and work toward ‘maximum 
practicable’ integration of policies and procedures.” (The Formative 
Years, page 396) Given the environment of extensive suspicion and 
rivalry among the Services, effective coordination did not result. As 
Steven L. Rearden noted in The Formative Years: 

... Until the actual cooperation matched the resourcefulness 
of the semantic compromises [of the Key West Agreement], 
there could be no genuine harmony or teamwork, and no true 
resolution of the more troublesome roles and missions ques- 
tions. (page 397) 

In Organizing for Defense, Paul Hammond also concludes that 
the Key West Agreement had limited utility in solving the issues of 
Service jurisdiction: 

... Its delineation of service functions has endured, though 
only because there is little of a general character which can be 
said about service functions, not because it settled anything. 

...[ Secretary of Defense] Forrestal found little immediate 
comfort in the agreement. Before he could publish it, Generals 
Spaatz and Norstad of the Air Force had qualified their a p  
proval by indicating that they accepted it as an interpretation 
of the National Security Act, but disagreed with it in principle. 
Since a major purpose of the agreement was to circumscribe 
the behavior of the Chiefs and their services with the public 
and Congress, the practical effect of such a qualification was to 
nullify the agreement, for the major roles and missions dispute 
in the military establishment, between the Navy and the Air 
Force over naval aviation, had never turned on the interpreta- 
tion of the statute, but always on the contended merits of the 
roles and missions issue. (pages 237 and 238) 

John C. Ries in The Management of Defense reached similar con- 

... The product of this meeting, the Key West Agreement, 
failed completely as a basis for service agreement. In fact, the 
services disagreed about correct interpretation even before 
publication. 

As in any attempt to state policy separate from the specific 
means of implementation, the Key West Agreement did not 
contain clear criteria for choosing one particular set of means 
over another. The agreement could not substitute for a final 
choice or negotiation among specific service proposals. And in 
spite of the agreement, the JCS, a committee of equals, could 
not do more than endorse the proposals of each individual 
service. (page 126) 

In The Uncertain Trumpet, written in 1959, General Maxwell D. 
Taylor, USA (Retired) cited the need to rewrite the assignment of 
Services roles and missions in light of the limited utility of the Key 
West Agreement: 

clusions: 
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This housecleaning should start with a rewriting of the roles 
and missions of the three services. The present roles and mis- 
sions were promulgated in 1947 at the time of the famous Key 
West conference and have not been changed in any significant 
way since then. In their initial form, their statement was little 
more than a description of the capabilities of the services at 
the time of the promulgation of the Key West Agreement. 
Since that time, weapons systems, tactics, and strategy have 
changed, and with them the capabilities of the services. (page 
165) 

(2) Clarifications of the Key West Agreement 
There have been ten clarifications (of varying degrees of signifi- 

cance) of the Key West Agreement over a 37-year period. Six of 
these clarifications involved only the Army and the Air Force and 
were usually focused on aviation support for Army combat forces. 
The first clarification, resulting from the Newport Conference, 
sought to end a dispute between the Navy and Air Force over 
access to atomic weapons. The eighth clarification was made neces- 
sary by military use of space and involved all four Services. The 
remaining two clarifications, involving the Navy and Air Force, 
were focused on Air Force collateral functions in sea control oper- 
ations. 

The first seven chronological clarifications sought to resolve spe- 
cific disputes and did not reflect an approach by the Services in 
Reardon’s words “to coordinate their efforts closely, avoid duplica- 
tion, and work toward ‘maximum practicable’ integration of poli- 
cies and procedures.’’ In his book, The Department of Defense, Carl 
W. Borklund characterized the nature of inter-Service conflict and 
controversies, of which these seven clarifications were a part, as 
follows: 

In general terms, during all these squabbles, where separate 
service functions and combat capabilities supposedly inter- 
locked, the tendency was to neglect those links. Where the 
weapon system had glamour and could command or attract 
large amounts of budget appropriations, each service concen- 
trated on it, especially if the weapon function was to deliver an 
atomic warhead. The emphasis was on competition, rather 
than on complementary effort toward a common combat capa- 
bility goal. (page 271) 

While a more cooperative approach began to emerge in the minor 
Navy-Air Force agreements of 1974 and 1975, it was not until the 
Army-Air Force Memorandum of Agreement in 1984 that this ap- 
proach was clearly evident. It is particularly notable that the 1984 
agreement not only proposed to resolve numerous specific issues, 
but also sought to institutionalize a process by which Army/Air 
Force cooperation and coordination could be maximized. In the 
press conference, General Gabriel noted the significance of the 
agreement: 

What we have come up with, I think, is a very historic thing. 
It’s kind of a revolutionary approach...Pentagon News Briefing, 
May 22, 1984, page 2). 
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c. Reasons for Concern 
Underlying concerns about the adequacy of Service roles and 

missions assignments are three facts: (1) the Key West Agreement 
of 1948 made only general assignments of areas of jurisdiction; (2) 
no major changes to the Key West Agreement have been made; 
and (3) despite the Army -Air Force agreement of 1984, there do 
not appear to be effective mechanisms for considering necessary re- 
visions to roles and missions assignments. The second and third 
facts may be more significant. The agreement negotiated in 1948 
may have gone as far as the Services could go during the immedi- 
ate post-war period which was characterized by substantial bureau- 
cratic turmoil. Samuel P. Huntington describes this environment 
as follows: 

... In the immediate postwar period, fundamental issues of 
service existence and strategy were at stake. After a major 
war, military policy is in a state of flux. The cake of custom, 
bureaucratic routine, and sustained habits of behavior— execu- 
tive, congressional, and popular-are broken. Change is not 
only possible, but expected. In such periods, existing organiza- 
tional units have the most to fear from major threats to their 
existence, and new organizational units have the best prospects 
for an easy birth or growth. (“Inter-Service Competition and 
the Political Roles of the Armed Services”, Problems of Nation- 
al Strategy, page 469) 

In such an environment with many important issues of strategy 
and concepts still evolving, it would be extremely difficult, if not 
impossible, to reach wide agreement on the jurisdiction of each 
Service. Huntington cast Service activity during the immediate, 
post-war period in the following terms: 

After World War II, each service and hoped-for service was 
anxious to carve out a role for itself suitable to its ambitions 
and self-conceptions before a postwar equilibrium was estab- 
lished and the patterns of organization and behavior jelled into 
enduring form. The unification battle involved the general pat- 
tern of postwar organizational relationships for all the services 
and, specifically, the formal recognition of the separate exist- 
ence of the Air Force. Closely linked with this were the legiti- 
mate fears of the Navy and Marine Corps for their future 
being. “Why should we have a Navy at all?” asked the com- 
manding general of the Army Air Forces, and answered him- 
self by declaring that, “There are no enemies for it to fight 
except apparently the Army Air Force.” Similarly, the then 
Chief of Staff of the Army, Dwight D. Eisenhower, made it 
quite clear that the Marines ought to be maintained as only a 
minor landing force. The uneasiness these views inspired in 
the sea-going services was not allayed until their functions 
were carefully defined in the National Security Act and the 
Key West roles-and-missions paper, the Forrestals [a 4-ship 
class of aircraft carriers] floated forth on the flood of Korean 
War appropriations, and the Marine position was sanctified in 
the Marine Corps Act of 1952. By 1952, the United States had 
four recognized services instead of the two it had had in 1940. 

55-642 0 - 85 - 15 
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After 1952, whatever the vicissitudes of budgets and strategy, 
the existence of no service was in serious danger from another. 
An equilibrium had been reached. (pages 469 and 470) 

Once this equilibrium had been reached, there was greater po- 
tential for more specificity in the assignment of Service roles and 
missions. This potential has never been realized (for reasons ex- 
plained later in this subsection). 

The failure to more adequately and continuously address Service 
roles and missions is of concern for three basic reasons: (1) the Key 
West Agreement permitted duplication of effort among the Serv- 
ices in many areas; (2) the advance of technology posed many new 
jurisdictional issues not anticipated at the time of the Key West 
Agreement; and (3) the Key West Agreement may have artificially 
constrained the development of force capabilities necessary to meet 
the changing needs of warfare. 
(1) duplication of effort 

Duplication of effort is a topic that needs to be addressed careful- 
ly. Duplication is normally viewed as unnecessary and, therefore, 
wasteful. However, for the Department of Defense, duplication may 
provide a degree of insurance against unforeseen changes in the 
threat or evolution of warfare and against the pursuit of a single 
solution to a complex military requirement. In The Management of 
Defense, John C. Ries articulates this point: 

... The greatest threat to adequate defense comes from gaps in 
defense capabilities, not from duplication. The existence of sev- 
eral agencies [the Military Departments] with overlapping mis- 
sions encourages competition in determining alternative ways 
of doing the same job and provides the incentive to find gaps 
that need filling. Competition, far from being extravagant, is 
probably the surest and cheapest insurance that can be pur- 
chased against a fatal gap in defense capabilities. Even if gaps 
do not occur, the single way is often the most expensive way. 
The costs are the undiscovered cheaper ways of developing the 
same capability. (page 207) 

In The Pentagon and the Art of War, Edward N. Luttwak dis- 
cusses the benefits of duplication, or diversity, in conflict. Luttwak 
argues that efforts to standardize and avoid duplication are focused 
on business efficiency whereas military effectiveness in combat de- 
mands diversity. He argues that 

... less standardized military forces are more resilient. (page 

Luttwak uses the following among many examples to explain this 
point: 

... If, for example, our forces use a single, standardized type of 
antiaircraft missile for the sake of efficiency, enemy pilots will 
be able to underfly its minimum operating altitude or overfly 
its maximum ceiling, and the enemy’s electronic wizards can 
devote all their efforts to countering its specific detection and 
guidance systems. If efficiency is sacrificed and a second, differ- 
ent type of missile is added with higher or lower altitude 

135) 
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limits, or merely different electronic specifications, the 
enemy’s pilots will find it that much more difficult to avoid 
both missiles, while the enemy’s electronic countermeasures 
must cope with two different challenges. (page 135) 

While the points made by Ries and Luttwak have merit, uncon- 
strained duplicative activities are not the answer. Just as an exces- 
sive focus on business efficiency can lead to the pursuit of single, 
high-risk solutions and vulnerable forces, duplication can be unnec- 
essary and wasteful of scare defense resources. This is of particular 
concern because the costs of unnecessary duplication in DoD are 
greater than for other organizations, particularly those in private 
business. This is so because of the separateness of the Services. 
Once unnecessary duplication has been determined to exist, it is 
much more difficult to eliminate. In The Organizational Politics of 
Defense, William A. Lucas and Raymond H. Dawson explain these 
points: 

If the central management can cut through the debate and 
make a firm conclusion that an  activity is wasteful duplication, 
that does not mean the activity is necessarily closed down. A 
weakness of using the budget as an instrument of control is 
that by the time an activity is recognized as duplicative, it may 
be too late to do much about it. “Sunk costs” and organization- 
al barriers to transferring activities often make it simpler to 
accept the duplication. 

... A commercial firm might firmly consolidate activities by 
transferring personnel, assigning the responsibility to one of 
the competitors. This step can be difficult for a business firm, 
but transferring defense activities can be extraordinarily diffi- 
cult because of the powerful traditions surrounding the mili- 
tary services. Consider the consequences should the Secretary 
of Defense choose to transfer a group of career Air Force offi- 
cers doing meterological work to the Navy. While it would be a 
technically feasible task, although administratively horren- 
dous, such a step is especially difficult because the services are 
indeed separate. This special uniqueness of the military serv- 
ices is reinforced by the support offered the services by con- 
stituencies outside the Department of Defense. Foremost 
among these is Congress, which includes many partisans of the 
different services. In addition, for each military uniform, there 
are reserve organizations, National Guard components, veter- 
ans and all of their formidable political allies ready to leap to 
the defense of the sanctity of service traditions. 

If conflict over jurisdiction does develop in the military es- 
tablishment, it thus has to center around the transfer of juris- 
dictions alone. But it is difficult to close down an on-going ac- 
tivity in any business, and doubly so in the Defense Depart- 
ment. To establish a program, to buy the material necessary, 
and to train the personnel is often a major investment. Once in 
operation, the costs of the activity are relatively small. If faced 
with the prospect of having to close one program and expand 
the same activity in another department, the central manage- 
ment of any company or bureaucracy is likely to leave well 
enough alone. The major investment in expertise from training 
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and experience is not transferable when the personnel are not; 
the costs of moving a jurisdiction from one military service to 
another, therefore, become virtually prohibitive. Even when an  
iron-clad case can be made for the transfer and consolidation 
of an activity, it is often not worth the political costs. The dis- 
tinctive nature of the military services thus helps to preclude 
simple reallocation of established jurisdictions. Duplication, 
once established and allowed to grow to significant proportions, 
is very hard to eliminate. (pages 45 and 46) 

Given the costs associated with unnecessary duplication, DoD 
must make every effort to ensure that appropriate jurisdictional 
boundaries are established. It is not clear that the rigorous analysis 
required to establish these boundaries has been conducted at any 
time since enactment of the National Security Act of 1947. 
(2) advance of technology 

Technology with application to warfare has advanced at an ever 
increasing rate. The emergence of new technology has posed new 
jurisdictional issues. Unfortunately, there has been no effective 
mechanism for resolving them until the costs of duplicative efforts 
become substantial. Key examples of DoD jurisdictional disputes 
arising from new technology include the intermediate-range ballis- 
tic missile competition between the Army’s Jupiter and Air Force’s 
Thor and the guided missile competition between the Army’s Nike 
Hercules and the Air Force’s Bomarc and land-based Talos. 

Lucas and Dawson discuss duplication in new fields, which they 
term “pre-emptive duplication,” as follows: 

Duplication in new fields is usually the result of the absence 
of jurisdictional boundaries, or of boundaries made obsolete or 
ambiguous by rapid social or technological change. In areas the 
organization has not previously entered, no “zoning laws” de- 
limit where a department can and cannot probe. The explora- 
tion of new fields is thus a tempting opportunity to establish 
small activities that may prove fruitful, particularly in view of 
the natural tendency of organizations to allocate an emerging 
activity to the department that has already developed some fa- 
miliarity with it. The leadership of departments is only too 
well aware of the fact that small decisions awarding jurisdic- 
tion over marginal functions to a department may be decisive 
in future organizational bargaining over that function if and 
when it has taken on importance. There is, then, a powerful 
incentive to set up shop in a field before jurisdictional bound- 
aries are established. An activity has only to offer faint prom- 
ise, and departments will tend to establish some proprietary 
program. As a consequence, management frequently finds that 
the departments are already engaged in small-scale duplicative 
activity in a new field. 

Once established, these activities may gradually grow or be 
maintained at a low level until the goals they serve take on 
new importance. When that occurs, the central management 
may find several activities, each arguing that it alone should 
be the recipient of further organizational growth in the same 
general area. In each case, managers and specialists have de- 
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veloped expertise in solving the managerial and technical prob- 
lems associated with that area. Relevant equipment has often 
already been obtained. The organization finds it has “sunk 
costs” in fostering more than one department’s ability to cope 
with the given problem area. (page 45) 

Lucas and Dawson draw the following analogy to pre-emptive du- 
plication: 

... One is reminded of the practice of the explorers of the Age 
of Discovery, who carried the royal banner onto the beach and 
claimed all the lands they had discovered in the name of their 
king. (page 85) 

John C. Ries describes the situation: 
... the first service to develop a suitable weapon would acquire 

The absence of a continuing review of Service roles and missions 
has precluded the establishment of jurisdictional lines that would 
bring duplicative conflict among the Services under control. 
(3) artificial constraints 

The third area of concern is that the Key West Agreement 
placed artificial constraints on the development of force capabili- 
ties to meet the changing needs of warfare. In their article, “The 
Key West Key”, Morton H. Halperin and David Halperin describe 
the overriding influence of the Key West Agreement on today’s 
military operations, procurement, and thinking. They conclude 
that the Key West Agreement and subsequent revisions “have con- 
tributed to some of the most glaring failures and shortcomings of 
American military policy in the postwar era.” (Foreign Policy, #53, 
Winter 1983-84, page 114) 

In support of this conclusion, Morton and David Halperin cite: 

the mission that went with it. (page 130) 

the overreliance of the Army on the helicopter because of limi- 
tations on Army aviation; 
the failure of the Air Force to provide adequate close air s u p  
port for the Army; 
the failures of the Navy to acquire sufficient sealift and the 
Air Force to acquire sufficient airlift; 
the inability to provide an  effective force to conduct the Irani- 
an hostage rescue mission; and 
the inability to consider a sea-based alternative for the MX 
missile. 

The Halperins argue that the constraints of the Key West Agree- 
ment have hindered the search for more effective forces and pro- 
gram alternatives. They argue the need for a comprehensive re- 
evaluation of the Key West Agreement in the following terms: 

An examination of the agreements and their sometimes dis- 
astrous consequences suggests that the Key West approach was 
fundamentally flawed. If the United States is to continue to 
defend its interests effectively without wasting vast sums of 
money, serious revisions of the responsibilities and missions of 
the armed forces will be needed. (page 116) 
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d. nature of DoD review of Service roles and missions 
In testimony before the Senate Committee on Armed Services, 

the three Service Secretaries and four Service Chiefs were ques- 
tioned on the nature of DoD review of Service roles and missions. 
Their responses offer supporting evidence of the inadequacy of this 
review process. Secretary of the Army Marsh stated: 

... I know of no present effort within DoD to make a funda- 
mental re-examination of the assignment of Service roles and 

missions.... I’m not aware of any deliberate, periodic effort to 
examine roles and missions on a regular basis; nor do I believe 
a need exists to do this at the present time. (Part 6, page 264) 

There are no formal efforts within DoD to re-examine roles 

Secretary of the Navy Lehman had an  apparent, although not nec- 
essarily, contrary view if considered in the context of the Service 
Chief statements which follow: 

... the assignments of functions, roles, and missions within 
and among the Services is a subject of almost daily discussion 
and review. (Part 6, page 264) 

Similarly, Secretary of the Air Force Orr stated: 

and missions. (Part 6, page 264) 

The Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Watkins, stated: 
We don’t have an annual roles and missions conference... but 

I have to say in the budget development, the Defense Re- 
sources Board procedure, our debate with the Congress and the 
like, we essentially mold the roles and missions so they do 
evolve and they do change. 

... This is a roles and missions shift in a sense, but we are 
doing it not in the context of meeting and discussing it, but 
getting on with what do we need to fight our forces better and, 
out of that, roles and missions changes are taking place. 

... I believe that if we try to formalize or institutionalize the 
process, it could be very unwieldy and debilitating. (Part 8, 
page 353) 

The Army Chief of Staff, General Wickham, added: 
The DRB [Defense Resources Board] process, I believe, forces 

a good degree of review of roles and missions through the pro- 
grammatic dimensions. (Part 8, page 353) 

General Gabriel, Air Force Chief of Staff, commented: 
In the effort that General Wickham just mentioned-roles 

and missions are not the driving factor. 
It is who can do what, what is the smartest way to do it and 

the most affordable way to do it. We have really thrown out 
the roles and missions issues... 

It is working well and the more we do this, of course, the 
more we find out there are other things that we can help each 
other on without bumping into the parochial problems of the 
past. (Part 8, page 354) 

Commandant of the Marine Corps, General Kelley, stated: 
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... I don’t think the subject is necessarily a change of roles 
and missions but rather a continued emphasis on this harmoni- 

United States. (Part 8, page 354) 
zation of capabilities that exist within t h e Armed Forces of the 

These seven statements reveal the nature of DoD review of Serv- 
ice roles and missions. First, there is no mechanism for formal 
review of roles and missions assignments. Formal reviews are being 
avoided apparently because they are expected to be “debilitating 
given the historical record of roles and missions disputes. Second, 
the budget, through the Defense Resources Board process, is used 
as the sole source of roles and missions changes. This is of concern 
because as the previously quoted conclusion from Lucas and 
Dawson noted: 

... A weakness of using the budget as an instrument of con- 
trol is that by the time an activity is recognized as duplicative, 
it may be too late to do much about it. 

Third, the central management of DoD appears to be playing a pas- 
sive role in reexamining roles and missions issues. The major activ- 
ity appears to be allowing the Services to cooperate as they see fit. 
e. causes of the problem 

The causes of the problem of an absence of a comprehensive and 
objective review of Service roles and missions are clearer than the 
source of any other problem. There are two causes: (1) statutory re- 
strictions on changes to the combatant functions of each Service 
which have served to inhibit central management in this area; and 
(2) the desire of the Services to avoid reconsideration of these con- 
troversial issues. 
(1) Statutory Restrictions on Changes to the Combatant Functions 

The present statutory language regarding the authority of the 
Secretary of Defense to make changes to combatant functions, codi- 
fied in section 125 of title 10, United States Code, was enacted as 
part of the Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, 
which amended the National Security Act of 1947. Under present 
law, the Secretary of Defense must notify the Congress of a pro- 
posed transfer, reassignment, consolidation, or abolition of a major 
combatant function, power, or duty assigned by law to the Army, 
Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps. Congressional power to block 
such changes was provided for in a one-House veto. While this con- 
gressional obstacle has been rendered constitutionally suspect by 
recent Supreme Court rulings, it is clear that the Secretary of De- 
fense could anticipate substantial congressional scrutiny and oppo- 
sition to any such attempted changes. 

An historical review of the statutory limitations placed on the 
the authority of the Secretary of Defense in the assignment of 
Service roles and missions reveals a clear concern on the part of 
the Congress not to surrender its constitutional authority in this 
field. Congressman Carl Vinson elaborated on this concern in the 
House Armed Services Committee report on the Department of De- 
fense Reorganization Act of 1958: 

of the Services 
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Congress cannot abdicate the responsibility vested in it by 
the Constitution. It must continue to reserve to itself decisions 
as to the basic duties of each of the four services (Army, Navy, 
Air Force and Marine Corps) is to perform. This has the great 
advantage of insuring that matters of such vital import to the 
defense of the nation are not left to the Executive alone, but 
are subject to the collective judgment of the Congress. (page 37) 

The first explicit statutory limitation on Executive changes to 
combatant functions was contained in the 1949 amendments to the 
National Security Act. The National Security Act of 1947 had been 
silent on this issue. Ironically, one of the main purposes of the 1949 
amendments was to clarify and strengthen the powers of the Secre- 
tary of Defense. While this goal was achieved in many areas, a 
direct prohibition was placed on the Secretary of Defense's ability 
to change combatant functions. Interestingly, a version of this pro- 
hibition was part of the Administration s legislative proposal. 
During the Senate hearings on the 1949 amendments, Secretary of 
Defense Forrestal told the Senate Armed Services Committee that 
the Administration recognized congressional authority in this area. 

As part of its legislative proposal for the Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1958, the Eisenhower Administration called 
for the repeal of the restrictions on the authority of the Secretary 
of Defense to change combatant functions. Secretary of Defense 
McElroy gave the following explanation to the House Armed Serv- 
ices Committee for this proposal: 

The changes in the law which we are proposing do not 
change the present statement of functions of the armed serv- 
ices. The crux of the discussions, therefore, is the question of 
the authority of the Secretary of Defense to eliminate overlap- 
ping in combat functions as may be required by changing cir- 
cumstances. This provision is considered necessary because the 
advent of modern weapons has eliminated the clear distinction 
which could at one time be made between combat on land, 
combat at sea, and combat in the air. Thus the advent of 
modern weapons has led to overlapping which is confusing and 
wasteful, and has underscored the vital need for unified direc- 
tion and operational use of combatant forces. (page 6392) 

This desire for greater flexibility on the part of the Secretary of 
Defense in order to avoid duplication and overlapping ran counter 
to congressional interest in maintaining control over the assign- 
ment of Service roles and missions. Congressman Rivers stated the 
basic issue during the House Armed Services Committee hearings 
on the 1958 legislation: 

The more executive authority we put in one man, the less 
constitutional-mandated authority we retain for ourselves. 
(page 6216) 

The result of this debate was the compromise embodied in cur- 
rent law. For the first time, the Secretary of Defense was given ex- 
plicit authority to change combatant functions, but this new au- 
thority was made subject to congressional review and veto. 

Despite this congressional obstacle, the Secretary of Defense has 
substantial discretion, in theory, over the assignment of more de- 
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tailed roles and missions to the Services as long as he does not vio- 
late the general statements of Service roles and missions pre- 
scribed in various sections of title 10, United States Code. In prac- 
tice, Secretaries of Defense have avoided roles and missions contro- 
versies because they apparently believe that Service opposition will 
be translated into congressional opposition. In his book, On Watch, 
Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., USN (Retired) confirms that this 
belief has led to inaction by the Secretary of Defense. Admiral 
Zumwalt had proposed that at least some Air Force aircraft should 
be required to be capable of operating from aircraft carriers. He re- 
lates the outcome of his effort after failing at the Military Depart- 
ment level: 

... I then went to Melvin Laird and his deputy David Packard 
and urged that they get it done. Both of them thought it was a 
good idea, yet both declined to touch it. Their reason was prob- 
ably a good one, that the Congress and its lobbies would not 
permit it, and a jurisdictional wrangle would hurt the Defense 
budget. (page 70) 

(2) Desire of the Services to Avoid Reconsideration of Controversial 
Roles and Missions Issues 

In the immediate post-World War II period, the Services were 
unable to reach agreement on the assignment of roles and mis- 
sions. Secretary of Defense James Forrestal was forced to intercede 
and forge the necessary (although general) compromises. The inten- 
sity of interservice conflict and suspicion during this period was so 
great that the Services have made every effort to keep roles and 
missions issues dormant. In The Common Defense, Samuel P. Hun- 
tington remarked of this period: 

... The years from the beginning of the struggle over unifica- 
tion in 1944 until the beginning of the Korean war in 1950 
stand out in American military history as a high-water mark 
of interservice competition. The issues at stake were vital to 
the services; the means employed were varied; the intensity 
and passion of the debate were unprecedented. (page 369) 

The Services have been successful in avoiding roles and missions 
issues. Unless substantial pressure is exerted on the Services to re- 
examine these assignments, they will not, as a general rule, volun- 
teer to address them. Admiral Zumwalt found this to be the case. 
During June 1971, he wrote to Admiral Moorer, then JCS Chair- 
man, proposing reconsideration of roles and missions assignments: 

... The current fiscal and domestic political climate makes it 
more and more important that we break away from rigid 
boundaries established by traditional service roles and mis- 
sions. To a limited degree, this has already begun. Examples 
are cooperation in Ocean surveillance and the USAF mining 
role. These represent a beginning —much more can be done; for 
example, the Air Force can contribute to ASW and to the 
Navy s sea control requirements (both of which are essential to 
providing the logistics for deployed tactical AF units). What 
makes each service avoid this kind of thinking is that if accept- 
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ed, it may result in de facto alteration of relative funding pro- 
files. (On Watch, page 71) 

The outcome, in the words of Admiral Zumwalt, was that: 
... the problem was put in the “too hard to” file. (page 71) 

While this study project has not attempted to conduct an in- 
depth analysis of the present assignment of the roles and missions 
of the Services, it appears that a comprehensive analysis of present 
day requirements, capabilities, and roles and missions is as neces- 
sary to ensuring an optimal national defense structure as is the 
study of any other set of relationships in the U.S. military estab- 
lishment. 
E. DESCRIPTION OF SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEM AREAS 

Possible solutions to the problem areas of the Military Depart- 
ments are described in this section. The options presented in this 
section may or may not be mutually exclusive. In some instances, 
the implementation of one option would preclude the implementa- 
tion of other options; in other cases, several options could be imple- 
mented. 
1. PROBLEM AREA #1— CONFUSION CONCERNING THE ROLES OF 

The Service Secretaries currently play a limited and confusing 
role in the management of the U.S. defense effort. In response to 
this unsatisfactory situation, two broad approaches are possible: (1) 
abolish the three Military Departments and three Service Secre- 
tary positions while retaining the four-Service structure of DoD; 
and (2) clarify the roles of the Service Secretaries and their respon- 
sibilities to the Secretary of Defense. Within these two broad cate- 
gories, a total of ten options have been developed. 

a. abolish the three Military Departments and three Service Sec- 
retary positions 

If one believed that the position of Service Secretary were no 
longer needed or that its disadvantages were greater than its ad- 
vantages, two options are possible: (1) make each Service Chief the 
senior official responsible for organizing, manning, equipping, s u p -  
plying, and training Service forces and have him report directly to 
the Secretary of Defense; and (2) create Under Secretaries of De- 
fense for the Army, Navy, and Air Force. These options are based 
on the view that integration of Service capabilities cannot be at- 
tained so long as three separate Military Departments-each 
headed by a relatively independent Secretary-continue to exist, or 
that integration of Service capabilities can only be attained if 
senior members of the staff of the Secretary of Defense, having an 
integration mission and owing no duty to the separate Services, ex- 
ercise direction and control over them. 

0 Option 1A -have the four Service Chiefs report directly to the 

This option was recommended by the Committee on the Defense 
Establishment, headed by Senator Stuart Symington, whose report 

SERVICE SECRETARIES 

Secretary of Defense 
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was submitted to President-Elect Kennedy on December 5, 1960. 
The Symington Committee Report recommended: 

... the elimination of the present departmental structure of 
the Army, Navy and Air Force, but would preserve the mili- 
tary Services as separate organic units within a single Defense 
Department. Such a step would do away with the present de- 
partmental Service Secretaries and their Under and Assistant 
Secretaries, fifteen in all. (page 7) 

In line with this recommendation, this option envisions the aboli- 
tion of the three Military Departments, Service Secretaries, and 
Secretariats. The four Service Chiefs would become the senior offi- 
cials responsible for organizing, manning, equipping, supplying, 
and training Service forces. The four Service Chiefs would report 
directly to the Secretary of Defense. 

0 Option 1B --create Under Secretaries of Defense for the Army, 

This option envisions the abolition of the three Military Depart- 
ments and the three Service Secretaries. The three Secretariats 
would be substantially reduced in size and transferred to the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). Within OSD, these Service-ori- 
ented offices would each be headed by an  Under Secretary of De- 
fense. This option was studied, although not recommended, by the 
Departmental Headquarters Study. In commenting on this option, 
the Departmental Headquarters Study stated: 

... Proponents of this concept have more in mind than merely 
a change in titles; what is intended is a single level of civilian 
authority with designated civilians in OSD responsible for 
overseeing the operations of the Military Services. (page 39) 

b. clarify the roles of the Service Secretaries and their responsi- 
bilities to the Secretary of Defense 

The options developed within this broad category are based upon 
the premise that the Service Secretaries can make important con- 
tributions to defense management if confusion about their roles 
can be clarified. 

0 Option 1C --specify in statute the responsibilities of the Serv- 

The responsibilities of the Service Secretaries to the Secretary of 
Defense are stated in very general terms in title 10, United States 
Code. Each Service Secretary's responsibilities are stated in an 
identical sentence in three separate sections of law: 

... The Secretary [of the Army, Navy, or Air Force] is respon- 
sible to the Secretary of Defense for the operation and efficien- 
cy of the Department [of the Army, Navy, or Air Force]. (sec- 
tions 3012, 5031, and 8012) 

Given that Service Secretaries have failed to balance their Serv- 
ice advocate roles with their roles as principal assistants to the Sec- 
retary of Defense, it appears that it might be useful to more pre- 
cisely specify in statute the responsibilities of the Service Secretar- 
ies to the Secretary of Defense. This option proposes appropriate 

Navy, and Air Force 

ice Secretaries to the Secretary of Defense 
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revisions to title 10, United States Code, based at least upon the 
following principles: 

0 beyond their roles of heads of Military Departments, the Serv- 
ice Secretaries are officials of the Department of Defense as a 
whole; 

0 as such, Service Secretaries should ensure that the policies and 
programs of their Departments are consistent with broad na- 
tional security policy and the resource allocation needs of DoD; 

0 the Service Secretaries are the principal assistants of the Sec- 
retary of Defense in the formulation and execution of the re- 
source allocation process; 

0 the Service Secretaries are responsible for ensuring that deci- 
sions of higher civilian authority are implemented by the Mili- 
tary Departments. 

0 Option 1D -remove inconsistencies in statutory descriptions of 
roles and authorities of Service Secretaries 

This option is based on the belief that the present statutory de- 
scriptions of roles and authorities contain unnecessary distinctions 
among the Service Secretaries and that such inconsistencies pro- 
mote uncertainty in terms of their authority and responsibility. In 
particular, the specific responsibilities of the Secretary of the Navy 
to the President appear to be an anachronism that would be elimi- 
nated under this option. 

0 Option 1E -repeal the Service Secretaries’ authority to submit 

The three sections of title 10, United States Code, dealing with 
the powers and duties of the Service Secretaries contain the follow- 
ing provision: 

... After first informing the Secretary of Defense, the Secre- 
tary [of the Army, Navy, or Air Force] may make such recom- 
mendations to Congress relating to the Department of Defense 
as he may consider appropriate. (sections 3012, 5031, and 8012) 

This option would repeal this authority. Such action would be 
based on the belief that this statutory authority contradicts the 
role of the Service Secretary as a subordinate of the Secretary of 
Defense and the President, permits the Military Departments to 
operate outside of the direction and control of the Secretary of De- 
fense, and even if not exercised, creates uncertainty about the Sec- 
retary of Defense’s authority to control the Military Departments. 

0 Option 1F -give the Secretary of Defense the authority to ap- 

Article II of the Constitution of the United States provides au- 
thority for the Congress to vest appointment powers in officials 
other than the President. The pertinent portion of Article II is: 

He [the President]... by and with the Advice and Consent of 
the Senate, shall appoint Ambassadors, other public Ministers 
and Consuls, Judges of the supreme Court, and all other Offi- 
cers of the United States, whose Appointments are not herein 
otherwise provided for, and which shall be established by Law: 
but the Congress may by Law vest the Appointment of such in- 

matters, on their own initiative, directly to the Congress 

point Service Secretaries 
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ferior Officers, as they think proper, in the President alone, in 
the Courts of Law, or in the Heads of Departments. (emphasis 
added) 

This option would exercise congressional authority to vest appoint- 
ment power in the Head of a Department, in this instance, the Sec- 
retary of Defense. 

This option is designed to ensure that the Secretary of Defense, 
as opposed to other Executive Branch power centers, selects his 
principal executives and advisors in the Military Departments, the 
Service Secretaries. This option is based upon the premise that the 
Secretary of Defense is more knowledgeable than anyone else in 
evaluating the qualifications of prospective candidates and more 
capable of identifying his management needs. This option also rec- 

o g n i z e s  the importance of the Secretary of Defense having a 
“team” management approach comprised of individuals who will 
owe their loyalty to him. Only in this way can the Secretary of De- 
fense be confident that his policies will be faithfully executed, par- 
ticularly with the diffused authority that exists in the Department 
of Defense. As a last point, this option would likely give the Secre- 
tary of Defense greater flexibility in the removal of Service Secre- 
taries who, for whatever reason, were unable to meet the needs of 
the Secretary of Defense. 

0 Option 1G -strengthen the role of Service Secretaries in DoD 

If the Secretary of Defense expects to utilize the three Service 
Secretaries as principal advisors with perspectives and concerns 
similar to his, he must seek to broaden their vision from relatively 
narrow Service interests and issues. This option proposes that the 
Secretary of Defense develop a pattern of involvement of Service 
Secretaries on broad defense issues. This effort could include (1) 
participation of the Service Secretaries in the strategic planning 
process; and (2) occasionally, assignment to the Service Secretaries 
of DoD-wide issues for study, organization, or resolution. 

0 Option 1H -strengthen the role of the Military Departments 
in mission integration efforts by formally assigning the Service 
Under Secretaries responsibilities for cross-Service cooperation 
and coordination 

This option is an extension of the concept presented in Option 
1G. Given the needs of DoD for improved mission integration, it 
might be useful to assign to the second-ranking civilian official in 
each Military Department formal responsibilities for cross-Service 
cooperation and coordination. Among the specific roles that it rec- 
ommended for Service Under Secretaries, the Departmental Head- 
quarters Study proposed that each Under Secretary serve as “Exec- 
utive for the Service Secretary for multi-service assignments and 
initiatives.” (page 74) 

0 Option 1I -prevent the Service Chiefs from circumventing the 

The Service Chiefs circumvent the Service Secretaries on topics 
which the civilian heads of the Military Departments should be in- 
volved by raising issues directly with OSD or through the JCS 

policymaking and other DoD-wide activities 

Service secretaries 
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system. Without the active support of OSD and the Secretary of 
Defense, the Service Secretaries do not have an  effective means of 
curtailing this disruptive practice. This option proposes that the 
Secretary of Defense carefully monitor such efforts and bring them 
to an  end. The Secretary of Defense will need to establish guide- 
lines on actions he finds undesirable. Forceful action against any 
violations should help end such efforts and restore the authority of 
Service Secretaries. 

0 Option 1J -remove the Service Chiefs from the institution 

Chapter 4 concerning the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff develops two options that would remove the Service Chiefs 
from the institution that provides unified military advice. Argu- 
ments for such actions are presented in detail in that chapter. This 
option is presented here in recognition of its contribution to clarify- 
ing and strengthening the role of the Service Secretaries. Specifi- 
cally, as John Kester notes, removing a Service Chief from the JCS 
system would “make him and the military staff more dependent 
on, and therefore more responsive to, the service secretary.” (“Do 
We Need the Service Secretary?”, page 163) In essence, this option 
would seek to restore the Secretary-Chief alliance that provided ef- 
fective civilian control and management in the War Department 
prior to and during World War II. 

that provides unified military advice 

2. PROBLEM AREA #2- UNNECESSARY STAFF LAYERS A N D  DUPLICA- 
TION OF EFFORT 

The most forceful options to correct the problem of unnecessary 
staff layers and duplication of effort in the top management head- 
quarters of the Military Departments involve either full or partial 
integration of the Secretariats and military headquarters staffs. 
There is also the possibility that this problem could be lessened by 
unilateral reductions in the size of the military headquarters staffs. 

0 Option 2A -fully integrate the Secretariats and military head- 
quarters staffs in the Departments of the Army and Air Force 
and partially integrate the Secretariat and military headquar- 
ters staffs in the Department of the Navy 

This option proposes an across-the-board merger of the Army and 
Air Force Secretariats and military headquarters staffs. The single 
integrated staffs would serve both the Secretary and Chief of Staff 
in the Army and Air Force. The dual-Service structure of the De- 
partment of the Navy precludes full integration of the Secretariat 
and the Navy and Marine Corps headquarters staffs. The Navy 
Secretariat continues to be necessary as a separate organization 
providing overall management of the department. Despite the con- 
tinuing requirement for a Navy Secretariat, there appear to be o p  
portunities for partial integration of the Secretariat and military 
headquarters staffs. 

The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel appeared to be proposing this 
option when it recommended: 

... The Secretariats and Service staffs should be integrated to 
the extent necessary to eliminate duplication... A study of the 
present staffs indicates that the Secretariats and Service staffs 
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combined should total no more than 2,000 people for each De- 
partment. (page 42) 

The Departmental Headquarters Study made three recommenda- 
tions concerning selective integration of the Service Secretariats 
and military headquarters staffs. Specifically, it proposed to: 

0 conduct the manpower, reserve affairs, and logistics functions 
only in the military headquarters staffs in support of both the 
Service Secretary and Chief; 

0 integrate the research and development staffs of the Secretar- 
iats and military headquarters staffs under a Service assistant 
secretary; and 

0 provide common access for both the Service Secretary and 
Chief to the systems analysis, inspector general, and audit 
service capabilities. 

While this option includes these three recommendations for the 
Army and Air Force, it goes beyond the theme of selective integra- 
tion and proposes fully integrated top management headquarters 
staffs for these two Military Departments. For the Department of 
the Navy, only the first of the three recommendations of the De- 
partmental Headquarters Study is included in this option. 

Under this proposal, each Military Department would be author- 
ized a civilian secretary and under secretary, two civilian assistant 
secretaries (one for financial management and one for research, de- 
velopment, and acquisition), and a civilian general counsel. All 
other functional offices would be headed by a military officer. The 
Service Secretary and Under Secretary would be assisted by an ex- 
ecutive office of not more than 25 personnel to be organized as they 
deem appropriate. 

In the following paragraphs, specific proposals to integrate the 
Secretariats and military headquarters staffs are presented. These 
proposals-despite the detail in which they are portrayed-are pro- 
vided only for illustrative purposes. They represent only one of 
many possible schemes of integrating these staffs. Accordingly, 
they should not be considered recommended courses of action. 
Their purposes are solely to: (1) demonstrate that the concept o f  an 
integrated staff is a valid alternative; (2) serve as a starting point 
for efforts to design a more logical integrated staff; and (3) identify 
for the Congress the underlying principles to be addressed in legis- 
lation. 

a. Department of the Army 
At present, 13 senior civilian and military officials in the Secre- 

tariat report directly to the Secretary and Under Secretary of the 
Army and 25 senior military officials in the Army Staff report to 
the Chief of Staff, Vice Chief, and Director of the Army Staff. 
While integration of the two staffs would eliminate some of these 
officials, a general streamlining of the integrated staff would be 
necessary to permit effective management by the Secretary and 
Chief of Staff. 
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Chart 6-11 presents an illustrative proposal for integrating the 
Army Secretariat and military headquarters staff. The major 
changes reflected in this chart are: 

-three Assistant Secretary positions would be eliminated: 
Civil Works, Manpower and Reserve Affairs, and Installa- 
tions and Logistics; 

-the two Deputy Under Secretary positions would be eliminat- 
ed; 

-the position of Administrative Assistant to the Secretary 
would be eliminated; 

-the position of Deputy Chief of Staff for Research, Develop- 
ment, and Acquisition would be eliminated; 

-the Comptroller of the Army and the Auditor General would 
report to the Assistant Secretary (Financial Management) in- 
stead of the Chief of Staff; 

-the Assistant Chief of Staff (Information Management) and 
Director of the Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business 
Utilization would report to the Assistant Secretary (Re- 
search, Development, and Acquisition) instead of the Chief of 
Staff and Secretary respectively; 

-the Judge Advocate General would report to the General 
Counsel instead of the Chief of Staff; 

-the Assistant Chief of Staff (Intelligence) would report to the 
Deputy Chief of Staff (Operations and Plans) instead of the 
Chief of Staff; 

-the Surgeon General, the Adjutant General, and the Chief of 
Chaplains would report to the Deputy Chief of Staff (Person- 
nel) instead of the Chief of Staff; 

-the title of the Deputy Chief of Staff (Logistics) would be 
changed to Deputy Chief of Staff (Installations and Logistics) 
to reflect sole responsibility for the installations function; 
and 

-a new position of Assistant Chief of Staff (Program Analysis 
and Evaluation) would be created to replace the Program 
Analysis and Evaluation Directorate in the Office of the 
Chief of Staff. 

b. Department of the Navy 
At present, 12 senior civilian and military officials in the Secre- 

tariat report directly to the Secretary and Under Secretary of the 
Navy. Within the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, 23 senior 
military officials report to the Chief, Vice Chief, and Assistant Vice 
Chief of Naval Operations. Within Headquarters, Marine Corps, 23 
senior civilian and military officials report to the Commandant, As- 
sistant Commandant, and Chief of Staff. Beyond partial integration 
of the Secretariat and the military headquarters staffs, some 
streamlining of these organizations will be necessary to permit ef- 
fective management. 
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Chart 6-12 presents an illustrative proposal for partially inte- 
grating the Navy Secretariat, Office of the Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations, and Headquarters, Marine Corps. The major changes re- 
flected in this chart are: 

-the positions of Assistant Secretary (Manpower and Reserve 
Affairs) and Assistant Secretary (Shipbuilding and Logistics) 
would be eliminated; 

-the Auditor General would report to the Assistant Secretary 
(Financial Management) instead of the Secretary; 

-the Fiscal Director of the Marine Corps would report to the 
Assistant Secretary (Financial Management) instead of the 
Commandant of the Marine Corps; 

-the Judge Advocate General would report to the General 
Counsel instead of the Secretary; 

-the Office of Program Appraisal would be retitled the Office 
of Naval Program Integration and would assume responsibil- 
ity for ensuring that Navy and Marine Corps programs are 
consistent and complementary; 

-the Inspector General would report to the Secretary instead 
of the Chief of Naval Operations; 

-the Director of Naval Medicine and the Chief of Chaplains 
would report to the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Man- 
power, Personnel, and Training) instead of the Chief of 
Naval Operations; 

-the Director of Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation 
would be retitled the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Re- 
search, Development, Test, and Evaluation); 

-the Director of Space, Command and Control would report to 
the new Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Research, Devel- 
opment, Test, and Evaluation) instead of the Chief of Naval 
Operations; 

-the Director of Naval Warfare and the Director of Naval In- 
telligence would report to the Deputy Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations (Plans, Policy, and Operations) instead of the Chief of 
Naval Operations; 

-the position of Director of Naval Program Planning would be 
retitled Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Program Plan- 
ning); 

-the Deputy Chiefs of Naval Operations for Air Warfare, Sur- 
face Warfare, and Submarine Warfare would be retitled As- 
sistant Chiefs of Naval Operations and report to the Deputy 
Chief of Naval Operations (Program Planning); 

-the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics) would be re- 
titled to include the installations function; 

-the position of Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Shipbuild- 
ing) would be established; 

-the Deputy Chief of Staff (Training) of the Marine Corps 
would be retitled Assistant Chief of Staff and would report to 
the Deputy Chief of Staff (Manpower) instead of the Com- 
mandant; and 

-the Deputy Chief of Staff (Aviation) of the Marine Corps 
would be retitled Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff and would 
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report to the Deputy Chief of Staff (Requirements and Pro- 
grams) instead of the Commandant. 

c. Department of the Air Force 
At the present time, the Secretary and Under Secretary of the 

Air Force have 12 senior civilian and military officials in the Secre- 
tariat who report directly to them. Within the Air Staff, the Chief, 
Vice Chief, and Assistant Vice Chief of Staff have 21 senior civilian 
and military officials reporting directly to them. Given the man- 
agement problems associated with such wide spans of control, the 
integration of the two staffs should also focus on streamlining the 
organization. 
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Chart 6-13 presents an  illustrative proposal for integrating the 
Air Force Secretariat and military headquarters staff. The major 
changes reflected in this chart are: 

-the position of Assistant Secretary (Manpower, Reserve Af- 
fairs, and Installations) would be eliminated; 

-the position of Deputy Chief of Staff (Research, Development, 
and Acquisition) would be eliminated; 

-the position of Deputy Under Secretary (Space Systems) 
would be eliminated; 

-the position of Special Assistant (International Affairs) 
would be eliminated; 

-the position of Administrative Assistant to the Secretary 
would be eliminated; 

-the Comptroller of the Air Force would report to the Assist- 
ant Secretary (Financial Management) instead of the Chief 
of Staff; 

-the Auditor General would report to the Assistant Secretary 
(Financial Management) instead of the Secretary; 

-the title of the Assistant Secretary (Research, Development, 
and Logistics) would be changed to Assistant Secretary (Re- 
search, Development, and Acquisition) to reflect the loss of 
the logistics function and responsibility for the acquisition 
function; 

-the Chief Scientist, USAF Scientific Advisory Board, and As- 
sistant Chief of Staff (Information Systems) would report to 
the Assistant Secretary (Research, Development, and Acqui- 
sition) instead of the Chief of Staff; 

-the Director of the Office of Small and Disadvantaged Busi- 
ness Utilization would report to the Assistant Secretary (Re- 
search, Development, and Acquisition) instead of the Secre- 
tary; 

-the Judge Advocate General would report to the General 
Counsel instead of the Chief of Staff; 

-the Assistant Chief of Staff (Intelligence) and the Chief of 
the Office of Air Force History would report to the Deputy 
Chief of Staff (Plans and Operations) instead of the Chief of 
Staff; 

-the Surgeon General and Chief of Chaplains would report to 
the Deputy Chief of Staff (Manpower and Personnel) instead 
of the Chief of Staff; and 

-the title of the Deputy Chief of Staff (Logistics and Engineer- 
ing) would be changed to Deputy Chief of Staff (Installations, 
Logistics, and Engineering) to reflect sole responsibility for 
the installations function. 

0 Option 2B -selectively integrate the Service Secretariats and 
military headquarters staffs 

This option differs from Option 2A in that it would integrate the 
Secretariats and military staffs in only four functional areas: man- 
power, reserve affairs, installations, and logistics. Officials and of- 
fices in the Secretariats dealing with these four areas would be 
eliminated, and the Secretary and Chief would depend on the same 
offices, headed by a military officer, for staff assistance. 
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The Departmental Headquarters Study included this option as 

... As a start toward reducing staff layers and individual staff 
components, authorize the Service Secretaries to eliminate 
their Assistant Secretaries for the Manpower, Reserve Affairs, 
and Logistics functions, placing reliance for conduct of these 
functions on the respective Service Chiefs and on the OSD 
staffs in the two functional areas. (pages 74 and 75) 

For the Department of the Navy, the organizational changes pro- 
posed in this option are identical to those proposed in Option 2A. 
However, for the Department of the Army and Air Force, the staff 
integration proposed in this option is considerably less extensive 
than in Option 2A. The specific changes resulting from this selec- 
tive staff integration in the Departments of the Army and Air 
Force are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

one of its recommendations for the Military Departments: 

a. Department of the Army 
Under this option, the Army Secretariat would continue to exist. 

The number of assistant secretaries, however, would be reduced 
from five to three. The positions and offices of the Assistant Secre- 
tary (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) and Assistant Secretary (In- 
stallations and Logistics) would be eliminated. The Secretary and 
Chief of Staff would receive their staff support in these functional 
areas from the same offices, headed by the Deputy Chief of Staff 
(Personnel) and the retitled Deputy Chief of Staff (Installations and 
Logistics). While no offices in the Army Staff would be abolished or 
created under this option, it might be desirable to make a number 
of the streamlining changes proposed in Option 2A for the Army 
Staff as well as for the Secretariat. 

b. Department of the Air Force 
Under this option, the Air Force Secretariat would continue to 

exist. The number of assistant secretaries, however, would be re- 
duced from three to two. The position and office of the Assistant 
Secretary (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Installations) would be 
eliminated. In addition, the Assistant Secretary (Research, Develop- 
ment, and Logistics) would lose responsibility for the logistics func- 
tion; accordingly, this position would be retitled Assistant Secre- 
tary (Research, Development, and Acquisition). The Secretary and 
Chief of Staff would receive their staff support in the manpower, 
reserve affairs, installations, and logistics functions from the same 
offices, headed by the Deputy Chief of Staff (Manpower and Person- 
nel) and the retitled Deputy Chief of Staff (Installations, Logistics, 
and Engineering). While no offices in the Air Staff would be abol- 
ished or created under this option, it might be desirable to make a 
number of the streamlining changes proposed in Option 2A for the 
Air Staff as well as for the Secretariat. 

0 Option 2C -reduce the size of the Service military headquar- 

Options 2A and 2B would have the impact of eliminating or re- 
ducing the size of the Service Secretariats. If it is determined that 
such actions are not desirable, it may be possible as an alternative 
to reduce the size of the Service military headquarters staffs. This 

ters staffs 
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option proposes that additional reductions be made in the person- 
nel strengths of each Service military headquarters staff. The focus 
would be on those personnel who are unnecessarily duplicating 
work performed in the Secretariats, elsewhere in the Military De- 
partments, or in other DoD organizations. For example, Chapter 4 
dealing with the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff proposes 
a reduction of about 200 military officers in each Military Depart- 
ment who are assigned either full-or part-time to work on joint 
issues. In this regard, if the Service Chiefs are removed from the 
institution that provides unified military advice, the need for the 
operations, plans, and policy staffs in the military headquarters 
staffs should be reevaluated. 

The Departmental Headquarters Study included a recommenda- 
tion to reduce the size of the military headquarters staffs: 

... Encourage a continuation of the effort already underway to 
reduce headquarters military staffs by greater dependence on 
subordinate commands, particularly in the materiel area. 
(pages 78 and 79) 

3. PROBLEM AREA #3 -INEXPERIENCED POLITICAL APPOINTEES AND 
POOR CONTINUITY IN THE SERVICE SECRETARIATS 

The problem of inexperienced political appointees and poor conti- 
nuity in senior civilian positions affects all three Military Depart- 
ments and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). The o p  
tions developed in Chapter 3 dealing with this problem area in 
OSD can also be applied to the Service Secretariats. Three options 
appear to be most appropriate: 

0 require that political appointees have strong defense manage- 
ment credentials; 

0 require a longer commitment of service from political appoint- 
ees; and 

0 formulate monetary incentives or lessen the monetary disad- 
vantages for political appointees. 

As these options are described and evaluated in sufficient detail in 
Chapter 3, they will not be addressed here. 

There is one area where political appointments in the Service 
Secretaries differ from those in OSD: their generally unfavorable 
perception. Many of the options proposed for problem area # 1  re- 
lating to the confusion over the roles of the Service Secretaries 
would improve understanding of the importance of Secretariat posi- 
tions, especially the Service Secretary. However, given the serious- 
ness of this deficiency, a specific option is presented here. 

A second option is presented that would give each Service Secre- 
tary increased authority in the selection of political appointees in 
his Secretariat. Such a proposal is designed to ensure that the Sec- 
retary would be able to insist upon high quality assistants who 
would be responsive to his leadership. 

0 Option 3A -correct the unfavorable perception of political ap- 

Administrations will continue to have difficulty in recruiting tal- 
ented and experienced civilian officials for appointments in the 

pointments within the Military Departments 



465 

Military Departments if the perception persists that these positions 
are not important. This option proposes a concerted effort to cor- 
rect this negative perception. The best possible means of imple- 
menting this option is a change in the behavior patterns of the 
President, Secretary of Defense, and senior OSD officials. As long 
as these officials act as if Service appointments are not important, 
others will share this view. 

0 Option 3B -give the Service Secretaries authority to appoint 

This option is designed to help insulate the selection of political 
appointees in the Military Departments from excessive political 
considerations. A Service Secretary could increase the weight given 
to the qualifications and defense management credentials of vari- 
ous candidates. In addition, the Service Secretary would have a 
greater capacity to ensure that his principal assistants would be 
supportive of him and not oriented to a separate agenda. Moreover, 
the Service Secretary would be more likely to have available the 
advice and expertise that he believes will be needed in the perform- 
ance of his duties. 
4. PROBLEM AREA #4 -LIMITED UTILITY OF THE CURRENT ASSIGN- 

MENT OF SERVICE ROLES AND MISSIONS AND ABSENCE OF EFFEC- 
TIVE MECHANISMS FOR CHANGE 

As noted in Section D of this chapter, this study has not attempt- 
ed to conduct a detailed analysis of the present roles and missions 
assigned to the four Services. However, there have been sugges- 
tions that those assignments should be completely reviewed, that 
effective mechanisms for changes to roles and missions assign- 
ments be developed, and that the statutory impediments to the au- 
thority of the Secretary of Defense to change those assignments be 
repealed. Each of these suggestions has been developed into an 
option. 
0 Option 4A -require the submission by the President to the 

Congress of a onetime report on Service roles and missions 
Given the reluctance of the Services to address roles and mis- 

sions issues, this option would force a comprehensive review of 
these assignments. This report would, at a minimum, provide for 
the updating of the Key West Agreement. 

0 Option 4B -require the JCS Chairman to submit an annual 
report to the Secretary of Defense on Service roles and mis- 
sions 

This option would seek to institutionalize a continuing review of 
Service roles and missions that would identify at an early stage 
needed changes in such assignments. This report may correct the 
current deficiency of relying solely on the budgetary process as a 
means of identifying roles and missions changes. In preparing this 
report, the JCS Chairman should consider the impact of changes in 
the threat, technology, weapon systems, strategy, and tactics on the 
assignment of Service roles and missions. 

their under and assistant secretaries 
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0 Option 4C -authorize the Secretary of Defense, with the a p  
proval of the President, to alter the assignment of Service roles 
and missions 

This option would revise section 125 of title 10, United States 
Code, to authorize the Secretary of Defense, following presidential 
approval, to alter the assignment of roles and missions to the four 
Services. 
F. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

This section evaluates the specific options for reforming the Mili- 
tary Departments that were set forth in Section E. No effort will 
be made here to compare these options with each other or to iden- 
tify the most promising options for legislative action. Rather, this 
section seeks to set forth in the most objective way possible the 
pros and cons of each alternative solution. The options will be iden- 
tified by the same number and letter combination used in the pre- 
ceding section. 
1. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF CONFUSION CON- 

The fundamental issue in evaluating options to solve this prob- 
lem area is whether the Service Secretaries can play a useful role 
in the management of the U.S. defense effort and, therefore, con- 
tinue to be needed. In other terms, the issue can be stated as 
whether the Service Secretaries are assets or liabilities to the Sec- 
retary of Defense in his efforts to manage DoD. Too frequently, the 
Secretary of Defense is likely to have viewed the Service Secretar- 
ies more as liabilities. The heavy emphasis that Service Secretaries 
have placed on their roles as advocates has added to the Secretary 
of Defense’s problems. This has been especially true when Service 
Secretaries have used their independent political standing to vigor- 
ously pursue Service interests in external fora. Often the Secretary 
of Defense has been confronted with Service Secretaries who have 
sought to advance their personal agenda. Moreover, Service Secre- 
taries have rarely brought substantial expertise to their positions. 
As a last point, the Secretaries of the Military Departments have 
been playing a diminished role in providing civilian control of the 
military. 

Despite these shortcomings in past performance, there appears to 
be substantial potential in the positions of Service Secretary for 
meaningful contributions to DoD management. As Colonel Daleski 
has noted: 

Compelling as this case against the Service Secretaries may 
be, it is not conclusive. Several factors suggest a more positive 
view of the Secretaries and their potential contribution to de- 
fense management. Despite frequent DoD reorganizations, 
which have indeed diminished the Service Secretary’s legal au- 
thority, it does not necessarily follow that the Secretary’s abili- 
ty to contribute meaningfully to defense management has 
thereby been irreparably impaired. (Defense Management in 
the 1980’s, page 17) 

The Service Secretary can play a useful role in five areas: (1) civil- 
ian control of the military; (2) essential link between detailed Serv- 

CERNING THE ROLES OF SERVICE SECRETARIES 
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ice programs and broader DoD policy and strategy goals; (3) daily 
management of his Department; (4) political spokesman for the 
needs of his Department; and (5) salesman within his Department 
of the decisions of higher civilian authority. 

a. civilian control of the military 
Efforts to provide for civilian control of the military appear to be 

most effectively pursued on a decentralized basis. The Service Sec- 
retary is uniquely positioned to provide civilian control. Alterna- 
tive arrangements require a greater degree of centralization which 
is likely to be less effective. Colonel Daleski supports this view: 

... Service Secretaries continue to enhance civilian control be- 
cause they and their staffs are uniquely situated to exercise ci- 
vilian oversight on military departmental programs. As heads 
of departments, Secretaries alone can possess the requisite in- 
dependence, authority, credentials and intimate knowledge of 
operating programs to assure that departmental activities are 
conducted in the public interest. (Defense Management in the 
1980s: The Role of the Service Secretary, page 18) 

John Kester agrees: 
... the service secretary also is a unique engine of civilian con- 

trol-a slippery term that is invariably saluted but seldom de- 
fined. If civilian control refers to civilian appointees making 
the ultimate program and budget decisions, and being the ulti- 
mate command authority, we unquestionably have that now- 
but it comes from the secretary of defense, and does not re- 
quire the service secretaries. There is another aspect of civilian 
control, however, which the secretary of defense, busy and dis- 
tant as he is, can never hope to provide: it is a qualitative 
check on the way each service runs itself, and an authority 
that the service knows will step in if corruption, blundering or 
excessive zeal start to veer the service off the reasonably wide 
road that the larger society tolerates. The civilian secretary 
can provide someone close enough to the service to have some 
idea what is going on and who in holding the service to exter- 
nal standards can do so with sensitivity to and sympathy for 
the traditions and values that give the service its identity. It is 
the service secretaries who help pick up the pieces when the 
system has gone off the track-cheating at service academies, 
misconduct in training, corruption in a PX system, mistreat- 
ment of recruits, My Lai. At the same time they may be able 
to hold off short-term press or congressional pressure while the 
service tries to heal itself. This sort of qualitative control and 
special monitoring can never adequately come from the Secre- 
tary of Defense’s office, which is both too distant and too little 
involved in the unique values and personality of each service 
itself. (“DO We Need the Service Secretary?”, page 156) 

A report of the House Committee on Government Operations pre- 
sents a similar view: 

It is not sufficient to say that civilian interests are protected 
by the Secretary of Defense or the President himself. The in- 
terests of the country require civilian leadership, including ci- 
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vilian secretaries, at as many key points in the military orga- 
nization as is possible. (Access of Service Secretaries, page 11) 

b. essential link between detailed Service programs and broader 
DoD policy and strategy goals 

As the “man in the middle”, the Service Secretary has a special 
perspective that may be of great assistance to the Secretary of De- 
fense in the resource allocation process. The Service Secretary can 
serve as the essential link between detailed Service programs, with 
which he is more familiar than the Secretary of Defense and his 
staff, and broader DoD policy and strategy goals. John Kester 
speaks about the essential link provided by the Service Secretary 
when he discusses the role of the Service Secretary in 

... making sure that the service’s activities fit into the Depart- 
ment of Defense as a whole and the national strategy. (“Do We 
Need the Service Secretary?”, page 155) 

and in being 
... able to fit the positions he advocates into the larger de- 

fense programs and policies with which the secretary of de- 
fense is concerned. (page 159) 

In his article, “The Role of the Service Secretary in the National 
Security Organization,” Captain Paul R. Schratz, USN (Retired) 
comments on a role of the Service Secretary during Secretary 
McNamara’s tenure: 

... The service secretary emerged not as a special pleader for 
a service viewpoint, not self-identified with service programs, 
but with a special perspective in coordinating Defense policy 
which could not be fulfilled by an Assistant SecDef [Secretary 
of Defense]. He advises the Secretary of Defense and serves as 
an intelligent advocate of service interests at the Defense 
[OSD] level... 

... the service secretary is able to preserve his own unique 
perspective, serving as an effective check on both the Defense 
[OSD] and military [Service] views. (U.S. Naval Institute Pro- 
ceedings, September 1975, page 24) 

c. daily departmental management 
In addition to enhancing civilian control, the unique position of 

the Service Secretary enables him to effectively manage the daily 
activities of his Department. As Eugene M. Zuckert notes: 

... the Service Secretary.. .fulfills a managerial responsibility 
at precisely that middle level which cannot be discharged as 
well anywhere else in the Department of Defense as now con- 
stituted. (“The Service Secretary: Has He A Useful Role?”, For- 
eign Affairs, April 1966, page 458) 

The Department of Defense is too large and complex to be man- 
aged solely from the top. The details of daily management of the 
major components are too great to be effectively handled by any 
central staff. Such management responsibilities must be decentral- 
ized. The Service Secretary is the logical official to fulfill this man- 
agement need. 
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d. political spokesman 
The Service Secretary also has an  important role as political 

spokesman for his Department. The Secretary of a Military Depart- 
ment can insulate the military Service leaders from politics. As 
John Kester argues: 

... tasks, that reek of politics, are not appropriately imposed 
on someone in uniform. The civilian secretary can spare his 
uniformed officers the indignity of having to mix in them. He 
protects his service from political pressures that without him it 
is not equipped to handle...(“ Do We Need the Service Secre- 
tary?”, page 154) 

The Service Secretary can represent the programs and policies of 
his Department with the Congress and the public. Given the eco- 
nomic and political dimensions of defending Service positions in 
these fora, the Secretary is a more appropriate spokesman than the 
Service Chief. In addition, by fulfilling this role, the Service Secre- 
tary removes an enormous burden from the Secretary of Defense. 

As part of this role, the Service Secretary should absorb outside 
political heat-especially from the Congress-and barbs from the 
media and thereby deflect these burdens from the Secretary of De- 
fense. The Service Secretary should also be prepared to handle the 
majority of congressional investigations, only involving the Secre- 
tary of Defense when absolutely necessary. 

e. salesman within the Military Department of the decisions of 
higher civilian authority 

As a member of the Service “family”, the Service Secretary can 
be effective salesman of decisions by higher authority. As an insid- 
er in the Service system, the Secretary’s influence in obtaining a 
favorable Service response-even to decisions that vary from 
strongly held Service positions-is likely to be greater than that of 
any other senior civilian official. If he skillfully performs this duty, 
the Service Secretary will provide valuable assistance to the Secre- 
tary of Defense. John Kester comments on this role: 

... The secretary of defense is too far removed to press the 
services to overcome reluctance to adopt or implement neces- 
sary new policies; the service secretaries can insist that they 
follow through. (“DO We Need the Service Secretary?”, page 
154) 

He also discusses another dimension of this role: 
... The service secretary is also needed to soothe inevitable 

service program and budget disappointments; because the De- 
fense budget each year is the resultant of political bargaining 
as well as of the external threat, the services never will receive 
as much as they think they should have. The service secretary 
should be a political buffer to help them swallow it. (page 160) 

In combination, these five roles suggest a range of potentially im- 
portant contributions by Service Secretaries. Moreover, it is diffi- 
cult to envision alternative organizational arrangements that 
would have greater management potential. As Colonel Daleski 
notes: 
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... these contributions are available only through Service Sec- 
retaries. There are simply no alternatives to the Service secre- 
tarial role in enhancing civilian control and in making defense 
management more efficient and responsive. (Defense Manage- 
ment in the 198Os, page 17) 

0 Option 1A -have the four Service Chiefs report directly to the 
Secretary of Defense 

This option has the advantage of eliminating one of the two 
layers-the Secretariat-in the top management headquarters of 
the Military Departments. It would also enable senior military offi- 
cials to more directly and forcefully argue the Service point of view 
with the Secretary of Defense and his key assistants. 

This option, however, has a number of critical drawbacks. Key 
among these is its adverse impact on civilian control of the mili- 
tary. Under this option, the Secretary of Defense would have sole 
responsibility for providing civilian control. The breadth of this 
task is too great to be effectively performed by one official. 

The second drawback is the absence of a civilian input in the for- 
mulation of Service programs and policies. While military perspec- 
tives have an important role, the complexity of defense issues re- 
quires broad consideration of economic, political, and diplomatic 
factors. The absence of a Service Secretary and Secretariat dimin- 
ish the prospects that this broader perspective would receive the 
attention that it deserves. 

0 Option 1B -create Under Secretaries of Defense for the Army, 

The principal advantage of this option is that it would likely pro- 
vide senior civilian officials responsible for Service matters who are 
substantially attuned to the perspective, agenda, and needs of the 
Secretary of Defense. Such officials would appear to be more capa- 
ble of striking a balance between the roles of Service advocate and 
principal assistant to the Secretary of Defense. 

This option also has the apparent advantage of eliminating one 
of the three layers-OSD, Service Secretariat, and Service military 
headquarters staff-in DoD management. However, it is not clear 
that this would be the result. While the Service Secretariat would 
essentially be transferred to OSD, giving the appearance of one 
management layer, OSD could in practice continue two separate 
layers of management activity. 

This option has a number of serious deficiencies. Under Secretar- 
ies of Defense for the Army, Navy, and Air Force would not be as 
capable as Service Secretaries in performing the five key roles dis- 
cussed earlier in this subsection: (1) civilian control; (2) essential 
link between detailed Service programs and broader DoD policy 
and strategy goals; (3) daily departmental management; (4) political 
spokesman; and (5) salesman within the Military Department of de- 
cisions by higher civilian authority. In each instance, Under Secre- 
taries of Defense would suffer from their organizational remoteness 
from the Services. They would be viewed as outsiders, not as mem- 
bers of the Service family. This status would greatly hinder their 
effectiveness. As Captain Schratz notes: 

Navy, and Air Force 
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The military chief enjoys a special relationship with the 
[Service] secretary which would hardly emerge were his imme- 
diate civilian superior on the Defense [OSD] staff. “The 
system” may make the DoD official too often a natural 
adversary... (“The Role of the Service Secretary in the National 

Security Organization,” United States Naval Ins ti tute Proceed- 
ings, September 1975, page 24) 

Beyond these deficiencies, the transfer of Service Secretaries’ re- 
sponsibilities to Under Secretaries of Defense would be a downgrad- 
ing of these positions. As a result, it would likely be more difficult 
to attract highly talented and experienced people to these posi- 
tions. 

0 Option 1C -specify in statute the responsibilities of the Serv- 

If the positions of Service Secretary are to be retained, this 
option appears to be highly desirable. One of the deficiencies that 
has been perceived in the performance of the Service Secretaries is 
their failure to recognize and to fulfill their responsibilities to the 
Secretary of Defense. Specifying these responsibilities in statute 
may lessen this problem. In any case, no disadvantages of this 
option have been identified. 

0 Option 1D -remove inconsistencies in statutory descriptions of 

At present, there is no clear basis in law for determining the 
proper roles of Service Secretaries. Moreover, there are conflicting 
authorities in existing law. The inability to determine what it is 
that a Service Secretary is to do results partially from the failure 
of the statutes describing the position to do so clearly. This is com- 
pounded further by a failure to update the existing statutes so that 
the duties and responsibilities of the Service Secretaries are inter- 
nally consistent. There is no evidence to indicate that the scope of 
authority of the three Service Secretaries should differ, except as 
they relate to functions that exist in only one Military Depart- 
ment. This option does not imply the need for a laundry-list of 
duties. Rather, it recognizes the need for a clear statement of re- 
sponsibility and for removing inconsistent responsibilities. 

The present inconsistencies and unclear descriptions of the 
duties and authorities of the Service Secretaries, especially as they 
relate to the roles of other DoD officials, make the fixing of ac- 
countability difficult. Merely bringing the authorizing statutes into 
conformance with each other will not result in immediate changes 
in the way the position of Service Secretary is viewed. However, it 
should remove one impediment to a clear understanding of the 
roles of the Service Secretary. 

ice Secretaries to the Secretary of Defense 

roles and authorities of Service Secretaries 

No disadvantages of this option have been identified. 
0 Option 1E -repeal the Service Secretaries’ authority to submit 

The authority of the Service Secretaries to make recommenda- 
tions to the Congress on their own initiative, after first informing 
the Secretary of Defense, appears to be wholly inconsistent with 
the subordinate role of the Service Secretary. This essentially un- 

matters, on their own initiative, directly to the Congress 
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limited authority appears to be unlike any other in the Federal 
Government. The Senate Committee on Armed Services has s u p  
ported abolition of this authority on two separate occasions, and 
apparently nothing has changed since either of these attempts. 
This authority has rarely, if ever, been exercised, and it may not be 
serving the Congress well. Yet, at the same time, the mere exist- 
ence of this authority, permitting subordinate officials to bypass 
the President and the Secretary of Defense, clouds the lines of au- 
thority and responsibility. 

The time has long passed when the Congress and the public can 
continue to treat the three parts (the Military Departments) of the 
whole (the Department of Defense) as independent and non-contig- 
uous institutions, or to permit the senior officials of those parts to 
operate as plenipotentiaries. It must be recognized that each action 
by a Military Department or a Service Secretary has some effect on 
the other Military Departments and the Department of Defense as 
a whole. It is rarely helpful and virtually never appropriate that 
subordinate officials be permitted to bypass superiors to go to 
higher authority when such actions will effect the entire organiza- 
tion for which the superior officer is charged with responsibility. 

In short, it appears that this authority could be abolished with- 
out the Congress losing its ability to get needed information. Such 
a change should help clarify the relationships of Service Secretar- 
ies to the Secretary of Defense. 

0 Option 1F -give the Secretary of Defense the authority to a p  

The Congress has the authority under the Constitution to vest 
the Secretary of Defense with appointment power for the positions 
of Service Secretary. This change in appointment power would 
strengthen the authority of the Secretary of Defense at the expense 
of the President. 

Historically, the process by which Service Secretaries are select- 
ed has given limited attention to (1) the qualifications of candi- 
dates; (2) the management needs of the Secretary of Defense; and 
(3) the value of forming a management team of Service Secretaries 
who are compatible with and loyal to the Secretary of Defense. In- 
attention to these factors has greatly diminished the assistance 
that Service Secretaries have provided to the Secretary of Defense 
in managing DoD. 

This option clearly offers the potential for correcting shortcom- 
ings in the selection of Service Secretaries. The Secretary of De- 
fense may be able to play a forceful role in the selection of his 
Service Secretaries. 

On the other hand, despite the change in formal authority, there 
may be no alteration in the location of ultimate decision authority 
on Service Secretary appointments. Through its personnel office, 
the White House may continue to dominate the selection process. 
Given the subordinate position of the Secretary of Defense and his 
loyalty to the President, it is not likely that the Secretary of De- 
fense could exercise substantial independence in the selection of 
key political appointees, such as Service Secretaries. Notwithstand- 
ing this possibility, this option may increase the influence that the 
Secretary of Defense could exert in this process. 

point Service Secretaries 
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Presidents are likely to oppose the loss of this appointment 
power. Their ability to make appointments to serve their inter- 
ests-whatever they may be-would be constrained. Moreover, 
Presidents may lose the ability to establish a system of checks and 
balances within DoD that would prevent any one official-the Sec- 
retary of Defense most likely-from gaining too much power. The 
President would want to avoid a situation in which a Secretary of 
Defense develops a constituency that makes him unresponsive to 
presidential leadership. 

The most persuasive argument against this option from the con- 
gressional perspective is that the requirement of Senate confirma- 
tion of Service Secretaries would be foregone if these appointments 
were vested in the Secretary of Defense. Article II of the Constitu- 
tion provides for Senate confirmation only for officials appointed 
by the President and would not apply to non-presidential appoint- 
ments. In his paper, “Senate Confirmation of Non-Presidential Ap- 
pointments”, Richard C. Ehlke argues: 

The explicit terms of Article II with respect to the appoint- 
ing power and the separation of powers analysis of the Court 
in Buckley v. Valeo and INS v. Chadha would seem to preclude 
attaching the requirement of Senate confirmation to appoint- 
ments vested in the heads of agencies. The Court in Buckley 
and Chadha strictly interpreted provisions in the Constitution 
that delineated the respective roles of the Congress and the Ex- 
ecutive in important governmental processes -the appoint- 
ment of officers and the making of law. Deviations from those 
explicit constitutionally-prescribed procedures have been 
struck down by the Court in unequivocal terms in both Buck- 
ley and Chadha. (page CRS-6) 

Given the importance of the Service Secretary positions, it is 
highly unlikely that the Senate would view the loss of the confir- 
mation requirement for these positions to be in the public interest. 
In addition, the prestige of these positions might be diminished if 
they were no longer presidential appointments. 

0 Option 1G -strengthen the role of Service Secretaries in DoD 
policymaking and other DoD-wide activities 

This option would have the objective of eliminating the common 
notion that Service Secretaries should simply be advocates of their 
Services’ policies and programs. It may help elevate Service Secre- 
taries to a role of being principal advisors to the Secretary of De- 
fense on a wide range of issues, including those that cross Service 
lines. This may encourage the perception of the Service Secretaries 
as DoD managers as well as the heads of the component Military 
Departments. 

On the negative side, if the Service Secretaries were given an ex- 
panded role in policymaking and other DoD-wide activities and yet 
retained a strong orientation to the Service advocate role, they 
would prove to be obstacles in the search for more effective DoD 
policies and programs. If Service Secretaries cannot develop a bal- 
anced approach to Service and broader DoD interests, then it may 
be disadvantageous to expand their involvement. 

55-642 0 - 85 - 16  
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0 Option 1H -strengthen the role of the Military Departments 
in mission integration efforts by formally assigning the Service 
Under Secretaries responsibilities for cross-Service cooperation 
and coordination 

Chapter 3 dealing with the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
identifies mission integration as the principal organizational goal 
of the Department of Defense. In that context, mission integration 
means the integration of the distinct military capabilities of the 
four Services to prepare for and to conduct effective unified oper- 
ations in discharging the major U.S. military missions. Currently, 
the Military Departments have limited involvement in efforts to 
provide for effective mission integration. 

It would seem useful and appropriate to assign to a senior civil- 
ian official in each Military Department formal responsibilities for 
cross-Service cooperation and coordination. Such assignments 
would improve the visibility and continuity of cooperative efforts. 

This appears to be an assignment that could be effectively dis- 
charged by Service Under Secretaries. The Under Secretaries have 
the same perspective as the Service Secretary but have fewer bur- 
dens. 

On the other hand, one could argue that a greater level of in- 
volvement by Service Under Secretaries would complicate the work 
of OSD officials who are the principal advisors to the Secretary of 
Defense on mission integration efforts. While OSD officials would 
need to remain informed of cross-Service efforts initiated at the 
Military Department level, it would seem preferable to have as 
many of these issues as possible resolved at the Service level with- 
out continuously forcing OSD into a referee role. 

0 Option 1I -prevent the Service Chiefs from circumventing the 

This option is clearly desirable. Circumvention of the Service 
Secretaries by the Service Chiefs undermines the Secretaries’ au- 
thority and weakens many aspects of civilian management, espe- 
cially effective civilian control of the military. 

0 Option 1J -remove the Service Chiefs from the institution 
that provides unified military advice 

In the context of clarifying and strengthening the role of the 
Service Secretaries, this option would be advantageous. As mem- 
bers of the JCS, Service Chiefs have the stature and independence 
to lessen control by the Service Secretaries. 
2. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF UNNECESSARY 

STAFF LAYERS AND DUPLICATION OF EFFORT 
0 Option 2A -fully integrate the Secretariats and military head- 

quarters staffs in the Departments of the Army and Air Force 
and partially integrate the Secretariat and military headquar- 
ters staffs in the Department of the Navy 

The creation of a single top management headquarters staff in 
the Departments of the Army and Air Force should substantially 
reduce unnecessary staff layers and duplication of effort. The dual 
levels of staff review would be eliminated and paperwork reduced. 
In addition, substantial manpower savings would be possible. In 

Service Secretaries 
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terms of senior positions, the illustrative proposals suggest that six 
civilian positions and one military position could be eliminated in 
the Department of the Army; and four civilian positions and one 
military position, in the Department of the Air Force. 

Beyond the benefits of staff integration, the streamlining of the 
top management headquarters proposed as part of the illustrative 
proposals of Option 2A should permit more effective management 
by the Service Secretaries and Chiefs. The integrated Army staff 
would have only 14 major offices while the integrated Air Force 
staff would also have only 14 major offices. Presently, the top man- 
agement headquarters of the Army and Air Force have 35 and 31 
major offices respectively. 

By far, the greatest advantage of this option is that it provides 
the Army and Air Force Secretaries the opportunity to exercise ef- 
fective control over the military component of the headquarters 
staff. The Secretary and Chief will have equal access to all offices 
and officials-whether civilian or military. The entire headquarters 
staff, however, would work under the direction of the Secretary. Ci- 
vilian control would be particularly enhanced in the financial man- 
agement and research, development, and acquisition functions 
through their consolidation under a civilian assistant secretary. 

One of the disadvantages of this option is that the authority and 
responsibilities of the Army and Air Force Secretaries and Chiefs 
could become confused with an integrated staff. When the Secre- 
tary and Chief have their own separate staffs (as they do now), it is 
easier to delineate the authority and responsibilities of these two 
officials. In an integrated staff, it must be made absolutely clear 
that the Service Secretary is the single superior official and the 
line of authority flows solely from him to every subordinate civil- 
ian and military position. The Army and Air Force Chiefs of Staff 
will no longer preside over the military headquarters staffs as now 
authorized in title 10, United States Code. 

JCS Publication 1, Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, 
offers four separate, although not distinct, definitions of the term 
“chief of staff ’’: 

0 the senior or principal member or head of a staff; 
0 the principal assistant in a staff capacity to a person in a com- 

mand capacity; 
0 the head or controlling member of a staff, for purposes of the 

coordination of its work; 
0 a position, which in itself is without inherent power of com- 

mand by reason of assignment, except that which is invested in 
such a position by delegation to exercise command in another’s 
name. (page 64) 

At present, the Army and Air Force Chiefs have assignments and 
perform duties that encompass the first, second, and fourth defini- 
tions. In the narrow context of the military headquarters staff, 
they serve as the head of staff (definition 1). In the broader context 
of the Army and Air Force Departments, they serve as the princi- 
pal assistant in a staff capacity to the Service Secretary (definition 
2) and exercise command delegated by the Secretary (definition 4). 
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In an integrated staff, the Army and Air Force Chief would no 
longer qualify as the head of the staff (definition 1); the Service 
Secretary would unquestionably occupy that role. The Service 
Chief would assume the responsibilities envisioned in definition 3: 
controlling member of a staff for purposes of the coordination of its 
work. In essence, the Army and Air Force Chiefs will become the 
Chief of Staff of the Service Secretary’s staff. (In performing these 
responsibilities, whether the Army and Air Force Chiefs and Vice 
Chiefs will need the assistance of the Director of the Army Staff 
and the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff respectively. It is possible that 
these two positions could be eliminated.) The Army and Air Force 
Chiefs would continue to fulfill the roles envisioned by definitions 2 
and 4. 

The partial integration of the Secretariat and military headquar- 
ters staffs in the Department of the Navy would have the same ad- 
vantages and disadvantages as the full integration of the Army and 
Air Force staffs, but to a lesser extent. 

0 Option 2B -selectively integrate the Service Secretariats and 

The basic advantage of this option is that it eliminates the dual 
levels of staff review in four functional areas: manpower, reserve 
affairs, logistics, and installations. Modest reductions in manpower 
and paperwork should result. 

The disadvantage of this option is that it would continue to 
permit unnecessary staff layers and duplication of effort in all 
other functional areas. 

0 Option 2C -reduce the size of the Service military headquar- 

Given the absence of attention in this study to field command 
and activities of the four Services, it is not possible to evaluate a 
proposal to reduce the military headquarters staffs through greater 
dependence on subordinate organizations. While useful possibilities 
in this regard may exist, they cannot be identified within the scope 
of this study. 

If proposals to fully or partially integrate the Service Secretar- 
iats and military headquarters staffs are not adopted, the only re- 
ductions in the military headquarters staffs that are possible 
within the scope of this study are the elimination or reduction of 
Service staffs that unnecessarily duplicate or interfere in the work 
of joint organizations, particularly the Organization of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 
3. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF INEXPERIENCED Po- 

LITICAL APPOINTEES AND POOR CONTINUITY IN THE SERVICE SEC- 

0 Option 3A -correct the unfavorable perception of political a p -  

This option is clearly desirable. There is little that can be done 
about this in legislation. The President, Secretary of Defense, and 
other Administration officials must begin to understand the impor- 
tance of these positions, use these officials more appropriately, and 
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emphasize the need to have highly qualified and experienced a p -  
pointees. 
The Senate could help change perceptions by insisting on nomi- 

nees with stronger defense management credentials. However, 
without a change in the behavior patterns of the President and 
Secretary of Defense, such congressional action is likely to have 
little impact. 

0 Option 3B -give the Service Secretaries authority to appoint 

The arguments for and against this option are the same as for 
Option 1F which would give the Secretary of Defense the authority 
to appoint Service Secretaries. 

In brief, vesting such appointment power in the Service Secretar- 
ies would enable them to (1) emphasize the defense management 
credentials of appointments; (2) select principal assistants who met 
their management needs; and (3) form a management team of prin- 
cipal assistants who are compatible with and loyal to them. 

On the negative side, the loss of this appointment power would 
diminish the authority of and control by the President. In addition, 
the requirement for senatorial confirmation would no longer apply 
to these positions if the appointment power were vested in the 
Service Secretaries. While the loss of the confirmation requirement 
for Service under and assistant secretaries would be less critical 
than for Service Secretaries (as would result from Option lF), it 
would have to be carefully weighed by the Congress. 
4. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE LIMITED UTILI- 

TY OF THE CURRENT ASSIGNMENT OF SERVICE ROLES AND MIS- 
SIONS AND THE ABSENCE OF EFFECTIVE MECHANISMS FOR 
CHANGE 

0 Option 4A -require the submission by the President to the 
Congress of a one-time report on Service roles and missions 

Since enactment of the National Security Act of 1947, the U.S. 
military establishment has had considerable difficulty in resolving 
Service roles and missions disputes. The Key West Agreement laid 
some basic ground rules, but failed to address the more detailed 
guidelines for jurisdictional boundaries that are needed. Moreover, 
mechanisms for change or for addressing new jurisdictional issues 
arising from new strategies, tactics, or technology have not been 
available. 

This option may or may not force serious study of these long ne- 
glected issues. If the officials responsible for preparing and review- 
ing this report devoted sufficient time and critical attention to the 
issues, the assignment of Service roles and missions might receive 
an objective review. If, however, these officials saw this as another 
congressional reporting requirement to be met with as little energy 
as possible, nothing would be gained. There is also the possibility 
that Administration officials would like to avoid the controversy 
associated with a rigorous review of roles and missions assign- 
ments. 

their under and assistant secretaries 
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0 Option 4B -require the JCS Chairman to submit an annual 
report to the Secretary of Defense on Service roles and mis- 
sions 

The absence of mechanisms, other than the budgetary process, 
for making changes in Service roles and missions is a serious defi- 
ciency in DoD management. The sole use of the budget for this pur- 
pose is too costly because of the unnecessary duplication that it 
permits and too inefficient because it is difficult to eliminate dupli- 
cation that is entrenched in the budget. 

This option would provide for a continuous, high-level, joint mili- 
tary review of roles and missions assignments which might permit 
earlier identification of unnecessary duplication and of more effec- 
tive alignments of capabilities. In making recommendations for 
changes, the JCS Chairman would have to be careful that he does 
not propose the premature curtailment of useful competition. 

The JCS Chairman is the most logical DoD official to submit this 
report. The multi-Service perspective of his position and his sub- 
stantial military experience would enable him to better analyze 
these complex issues. Obviously, the JCS Chairman would be able 
to perform this responsibility more effectively if his independent 
authority were enhanced as proposed in several options in Chapter 
4. 

The Secretary of Defense may or may not seek to forcefully im- 
plement the recommendations that he receives from the JCS Chair- 
man. Secretaries of Defense have traditionally been reluctant to 
enter the controversial arena of Service roles and missions. Armed 
with the JCS Chairman’s report, he may be willing to engage the 
Services on these issues if his fear of congressional opposition were 
lessened. The Congress can play a useful role by encouraging the 
Secretary of Defense to act on roles and missions issues. 

0 Option 4C -authorize the Secretary of Defense, with the ap- 
proval of the President, to alter the assignment of Service roles 
and missions 

The Executive Branch and the Congress share responsibility for 
assigning Service roles and missions. For whatever reason, this 
power-sharing arrangement has inhibited the necessary review and 
alterations to Service roles and missions. Based upon the actual 
language, the statutory description of Service functions leaves the 
Executive Branch with considerable freedom in assigning detailed 
roles and missions. Yet, the Executive Branch has not taken advan- 
tage of this freedom; there has been great reluctance to pursue 
roles and missions issues. For the most part, Secretaries of Defense 
have been prepared to live with the duplications and inefficiencies 
permitted by the Key West Agreement and subsequent clarifica- 
tions. 

The Executive Branch apparently believes that the Congress will 
become heavily involved in roles and missions disputes whether or 
not they impinge on functions prescribed in statute. Moreover, the 
Congress has historically been sympathetic to Service positions on 
roles and missions issues. For these apparent reasons, reconsider- 
ation of controversial roles and missions issues has been avoided by 
the Executive Branch. 
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This option seeks to remedy this unfavorable situation by ending 
the power-sharing arrangement between the Executive and Legisla- 
tive Branches. The Secretary of Defense would be given broad au- 
thority to alter Service roles and missions. The Congress would 
forego its right to review these changes. 

Abdication by the Congress of its role in specifying Service func- 
tions is a drastic step that does not appear justified by the circum- 
stances. What appears to be needed is an expression of congression- 
al willingness to objectively consider changes to roles and missions 
assignments which the Secretary of Defense believes are necessary. 
Implementation of the preceding Options 4A and 4B would in 
themselves be strong indications of a more favorable congressional 
attitude. 
G. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section presents the conclusions and recommendations of 
this chapter concerning the Military Departments. The conclusions 
result from the analyses presented in Section D (Problem Areas 
and Causes). The recommendations are based upon Section F (Eval- 
uation of Alternative Solutions). 

Conclusions Recommendations 

1. The basic four-Service 
structure of the Depart- 
ment of Defense remains a 
viable concept. 

2. The positions of Service 
Secretary can make impor- 
tant contributions to the 
management of the U.S. de- 
fense effort and, therefore, 
should be retained. 

3. There is substantial confu- 3A. Specify in statute the responsi- 
sion about the authorities, bilities of the Service Secretaries 
responsibilities, and roles of to the Secretary of Defense. 
Service Secretaries. 

3B. Remove inconsistencies in stat- 
utory descriptions of roles and 
authorities of Service Secretar- 
ies. 

3C. Repeal the Service Secretaries’ 
authority to submit matters, on 
their own initiative, directly to 
the Congress. 

3D. Strengthen the role of Service 
Secretaries in DoD policymaking 
and other DoD-wide activities. 
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Recommendations 

3E. Strengthen the role of the Mili- 
tary Departments in mission in- 
tegration efforts by formally as- 
signing the Service Under Secre- 
taries responsibilities for cross- 
Service cooperation and coordi- 
nation. 

3F. Prevent the Service Chiefs 
from circumventing the Service 
Secretaries. 

3G. Remove the Service Chiefs 
from the institution that pro- 
vides unified military advice. 

4. There are unnecessary staff 4A. Fully integrate the Secretariats 
layers and duplication of and military headquarters staffs 
effort within the top man- in the Departments of the Army 
agement headquarters of and Air Force and partially inte- 
the Military Departments. grate the Secretariat and mili- 

tary headquarters staffs in the 
Department of the Navy. 

5. The Military Departments 5A. Correct the unfavorable per- 
suffer from inexperienced ception of political appointments 
political appointees and within the Military Depart- 
poor continuity in senior ci- ments. 
vilian positions in the Serv- 
ice Secretariats. 5B. Require that Military Depart- 

ment political appointees have 
strong defense management cre- 

dentials. 

5C. Seek a longer commitment of 
service from Military Depart- 
ment political appointees. 

5D. Alter Federal tax laws with re- 
spect to forced sale of assets by 
appointed Military Department 
officials to permit the gain from 
such sale to be reinvested in 
similar assets without applying 
tax on the gain at the time of the 
forced sale. 
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Conclusions Recommendations 

6. The current assignment of 
Service roles and missions 
is of limited utility in elimi- 
nating unnecessary duplica- 
tion and in maximizing 
force effectiveness; in addi- 
tion, there are no effective 
mechanisms for changing 
roles and missions assign- 
ments. 

6A. Require the submission by the 
President to the Congress of a 
one-time report on Service roles 
and missions. 

6B. Require the JCS Chairman to 
submit an annual report to the 
Secretary of Defense on Service 
roles and missions. 





CHAPTER 7 

PLANNING, PROGRAMMING, AND BUDGETING SYSTEM 
A. INTRODUCTION 

The fundamental purpose of this study of the organization of the 
Department of Defense (DoD) is to evaluate (1) the civil-civil, civil- 
military, and military-military relationships among the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, Defense Agencies, Organization of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, unified and specified commands, and Military 
Departments; and (2) the ability of these organizational arrange- 
ments to provide for sound planning, resource management, admin- 
istration, and force employment. The reviews of the Planning, Pro- 
gramming, and Budgeting System (PPBS) in this chapter and the 
acquisition process in Chapter 8 -both of which are internal deci- 
sion-making processes designed to support the current organization 
-are intended to be secondary to these larger issues. 

Despite this fact, changes to decision-making procedures within 
DoD can have significant effects on the performance of the organi- 
zation as a whole. There are three fundamental sources in DoD for 
improved organizational performance: (1) people; (2) organizational 
structure; and (3) managerial techniques. PPBS and the acquisition 
process represent the most important and visible applications of 
managerial techniques in DoD. Changes in managerial technology 
can serve as a substitute for changes in the other two areas. In par- 
ticular, Allen Schick has written about the use of PPBS during Sec- 
retary McNamara’s tenure as a substitute for reorganization: 

PPB and departmental reorganization can be regarded as 
partial substitutes for one another. When PPB was flourishing 
in the Defense Department it was utilized to accomplish many 
of the objectives that had been sought in earlier reorganization 
attempts. Even though each of the military services retained 
its separate organizational identity, it was possible for the Sec- 
retary of Defense to make cross-cutting decisions by means of 
the mission-oriented program budget. (“A Death in the Bu- 
reaucracy: The Demise of Federal PPB”, Public Administration 
Review, March 1973, pages 151-152) 

Beyond these considerations, perceived satisfaction or dissatisfac- 
tion with PPBS (with its current strengths and weaknesses) could, 
itself, be an important measure of the effectiveness of existing or- 
ganizational relationships. Organizational deficiencies may become 
evident in the PPB system. In addition, it may be possible for 
PPBS to serve as one of the supplemental integrating devices dis- 
cussed in Chapter 3. PPBS is, therefore, an appropriate topic for 
review while addressing the broad issue of DoD organization. 

PPBS is DoD’s formal process for arriving a t  resource allocation 
decisions. Its purpose is the translation of military strategy and 

(483) 
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planning into specific defense programs and the development of de- 
fense programs into a budget request. DoD Directive 7045.14 states: 

The ultimate objective of the PPBS shall be to provide the 
operational commanders-in-chief the best mix of forces, equip- 
ment, and support attainable within fiscal constraints. (page 1) 

In addition to the direct administration, operation, and employ- 
ment of U.S. forces, the resource allocation process, as formalized 
in PPBS, is one of the central concerns of DoD. PPBS is also a 
source of numerous documents representing the official positions of 
the Secretary of Defense, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Military Depart- 
ments, and Defense Agencies on a broad range of defense issues. 

Five objectives were established for the review of the PPB 
system: 

0 assess the extent to which the PPB system is equal to its pur- 
pose (i.e., effectively balancing ends with means); 

0 evaluate the responsiveness of the PPB system to the manage- 
ment needs of DoD leadership; 

0 identify problems in the PPB system and their causes; 
0 assess the extent to which problems in the PPB system are a 

product of organizational deficiencies; and 
0 identify and evaluate alternative solutions to PPBS problems 

that could either be a source or a product of changed organiza- 
tional relationships. 

B. HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE PPB SYSTEM 
1. Pre-1961 Budget Process 
The report, Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System, by 

the Joint DoD/General Accounting Office (GAO) Working Group 
on PPBS explains the budget process prior to the introduction of 
PPBS as follows: 

The individual military departments had prepared their 
budgets following their individual interests with relatively 
little guidance. The involvement of the SECDEF [Secretary of 
Defense] was largely limited to dividing DoD’s budget ceiling 
among the military departments and reducing the depart- 
ments’ budgets, if they exceeded their share of the pie. This 
was usually accomplished through across-the-board cuts. There 
was both little attempt and little ability within the Office of 
the SECDEF to review the programmatic aspects of the mili- 
tary department’s budget submissions. This early approach to 
budgeting had the following weaknesses: 

-Budget decisions were largely independent of plans, 
-There was duplication of effort among the services in 

various areas, 
-Service budgets were prepared largely independent of 

one another with little balancing across services, 
-Services felt they were entitled to their fixed share of 

the budget regardless of the effectiveness of their pro- 
grams or overall defense needs, 

-The budget process focused almost exclusively on the 
next budget year, though current decisions had consider- 
able consequences for future years, and 
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-There was little analytical basis on which the Secre- 
tary could either make choices among competing service 
proposals or assess the need for duplication in service pro- 
grams. (pages 17-18) 

Dr. K. Wayne Smith summarizes the pre-1961 budget process as 

... requirements planning was being done without explicit re- 
gard to cost, and budget planning was being done without regard 
to need. (Proceedings of the Conference on the Defense PPBS: 
Past, Present and Future, March 1983, page 50). 

follows: 

2. Initiation of the PPB System 
The first elements of the current PPB system were introduced to 

the Department of Defense in 1961 by Secretary of Defense McNa- 
mara and were a product of earlier research by The Rand Corpora- 
tion. The specific intent of the new PPB system was to introduce 
cost-benefit analysis and other quantitative techniques for the pur- 
pose of developing output-oriented programming. At the same time, 
programming was to be organized around functional mission areas 
and correlated with a budget process which was extended to project 
a 5-year defense plan. The broader effect of PPBS was to centralize 
planning, provide detailed program guidance to the Services, and 
make the budget a more effective instrument of policy. These 
broader effects were underscored through the centralized manage- 
ment style of Secretary McNamara. 

3. Developments during the 1970’s 
Developments during the 1970’s, both inside and outside the De- 

partment of Defense, have had an impact on how the PPB system 
has operated. Under Secretary Laird, the detailed program guid- 
ance from OSD to the Services was replaced with broader Fiscal 
Guidance. This had the effect of placing the responsibility for pro- 
gram development back in the Military Departments, a feature 
which has endured to the current system. Also during Secretary 
Laird’s tenure, the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council 
(DSARC) was developed to provide more specific oversight of major 
procurement programs. 

The Congressional Budget and Impoundment Act of 1974 also af- 
fected the PPB system. By establishing the current congressional 
budget process, this legislation provided benchmarks against which 
PPBS participants could measure broad congressional support both 
for defense in general and for specific programs. 

During the Carter Administration, Zero Based Budgeting (ZBB) 
was instituted with limited success. The goal of ZBB was to more 
clearly identify marginal programs through an array of decision 
packages at three different resource levels. ZZB was discontinued 
early in the Reagan Administration. 

A final development of the late 1970’s was the establishment on 
April 7, 1979 of the Defense Resources Board (DRB) by Secretary 
Brown. Creation of the DRB was recommended in the Defense Re- 
source Management Study prepared by Dr. Donald B. Rice and sub- 
mitted to Secretary Brown during February 1979. While originally 
intended to oversee a combined programming and budgeting phase 



486 

of PPBS, the DRB has functioned with broader and less clear man- 
agement and decision-making responsibilities, again subject to the 
style and preference of the Secretary of Defense. However, the 
DRB remains the senior organization for planning and resource al- 
location review within the PPB system. When initially established, 
the DRB had five formal members, one ex officio member (JCS 
Chairman), and six associate members. As of July 29, 1985, the 
DRB has 20 formal members and 5 de facto members: 

Defense Resources Board 
Deputy Secretary of Defense -Chairman 
Under Secretary of Defense (Policy) 
Under Secretary of Defense (Research and Engineering) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Logistics) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, 
Communications and Intelligence) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management and 
Personnel) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security 
Affairs) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security 
Policy) 
General Counsel 
Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation 
Director, Operational Test and Evaluation 
Director, Strategic Defense Initiative Office 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Secretary of the Army 
Secretary of the Navy 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Associate Director of OMB, National Security and 
International Affairs 
By Invitation: 
Chief of Staff of the Army 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force 
Commandant of the Marine Corps 
National Security Council Staff Representative 

C. KEY TRENDS IN THE PPB SYSTEM 
It is widely recognized that DoD’s budget process would face seri- 

ous confusion without the organizing influence of the PPB system. 
Thus, since its introduction, there have been no attempts to radi- 
cally alter the resource allocation process. However, many initia- 
tives have been undertaken to improve the process, make it consist- 
ent with individual management styles, and correlate other inter- 
nal management review processes with the PPB cycle. 

Currently, three key trends are discernible in the continuing evo- 
lution of the PPB system: (1) increased participation of senior mili- 
tary officers in the Defense Resources Board; (2) greater interest in 
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measurements of operational readiness and support costs; and (3) 
mare emphasis on budget execution and oversight. The current 
trends in the PPB system highlight its flexibility and openness and 
its ability to be responsive to changing management environments. 
This underscores the character of PPBS as a process designed to 
support current organizational relationships and the reasons for its 
secondary role in this review of DoD organization. 

1. Increased Participation of Senior Military Officers in the DRB 
Greater participation of the senior military in DRB reviews has 

been one of the most notable changes to the PPB system undertak- 
en by Secretary Weinberger. It has taken essentially two forms, a 
change in practice and a change in procedure. In practice, the 
Service Chiefs have become de facto members of the DRB and are 
now more capable of influencing DRB outcomes than with the pre- 
vious membership rules under which Service positions were repre- 
sented only by the Service Secretaries. The change in actual proce- 
dure is the receipt by the Defense Resources Board of formal com- 
ments from the unified and specified commanders. Particularly 
with regard to this latter change, the trend is toward providing 
greater input into PPBS from those responsible for “fighting the 
war.” 

2. Greater Interest in Measurements of Operational Readiness 
and Support Costs 

Central to the evolution of the PPB system is the continuing re- 
finement of analytical models which improve for the decision- 
maker the visibility of those complex interrelationships that cause 
either net gains or net losses to force capability. The bulk of those 
analytical tools have traditionally been oriented towards weapons 
system acquisition and force structure. However, a broader re- 
source analysis capability tied to the measurement of less well-de- 
fined policy objectives, such as “readiness”, has been lacking. The 
ability to achieve more precise analysis in this area is still im- 
paired by the difficulty of defining the ingredients of “readiness” 
and accurately relating resource inputs to the achievement of this 
policy objective. Even so, the need has been recognized, and the 
trend toward development of broader resource analysis techniques 
has been established. 

3. More Emphasis on Oversight of Budget Execution 
A third trend in the PPB system is toward more emphasis on 

oversight of budget execution. PPBS is very much a “forward-look- 
ing” process wherein results of the actual management of defense 
programs has been of secondary, even tertiary, importance. Recent 
moves towards greater integration of administration, review and 
oversight, and data processing functions have raised the possibility 
that more timely “feedback” mechanisms will strengthen PPBS as 
both a resource allocation and resource management process. 

D. CURRENT PPBS PROCEDURES 
Policy, procedures, and responsibilities for PPBS are presented in 

DoD Directive 7045.14. Implementing guidance is contained in DoD 
Instruction 7045.7. The PPB system represents a cycle of approxi- 
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mately 15 months duration. Chart 7-1 presents a diagram of the 
current PPBS with its three distinct phases. The Defense Resource 
Management Study describes the activities of these three phases as 
follows: 

. . . planning includes the definition and examination of alter- 
native defense strategies, the analysis of exogenous conditions 
and trends, threat and technology assessment, and any other 
tasks associated with looking forward either to anticipate 
change or to understand the longer-term implications of cur- 
rent choices; programming includes the definition and analysis 
of alternative forces and weapons/support systems together 
with their resource implications, the analytical evaluation of 
options for variation therein, and other staff efforts necessary 
to construct and understand the Five-Year Defense Plan 
(FYDP); budgeting includes formulation, justification to the 
Congress, execution, and control. (page 1) 



CHART 7-1 
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1. Planning Phase 
The planning phase of the PPB system begins in October with a 

Joint Long Range Strategic Appraisal (JLRSA) and a follow-on 
Joint Strategic Planning Document (JSPD) submitted to OSD by 
the JCS. The JLRSA reflects the foreign policy inputs of other gov- 
ernment agencies and identifies broad threats to national interests, 
while the JSPD is oriented towards defining the scope of military 
threats and the requirements for U.S. forces. The JSPD is, howev- 
er, not resource-constrained. 

In response to this input, OSD issues Draft Defense Guidance to 
the Services outlining (either generally or specifically) those mili- 
tary objectives and missions to be accomplished. Before being 
issued in its final form, the Defense Guidance is reviewed by the 
unified and specified commanders, whose comments are received by 
the Defense Resources Board (DRB). The Defense Guidance con- 
tains only one page of fiscal guidance identifying a single ”topline“ 
number for each Service. 

2. Programming Phase 
After the Defense Guidance is issued in January, the program- 

ming phase begins at the Service level as Program Objective 
Memoranda (POM’s) are developed and submitted to OSD and 
OJCS in May. In reality, however, POM development begins much 
earlier as the Services receive projections of future requirements 
from their major commands and other institutional “claimants”. 
The Services establish their own internal priorities and roadmaps 
for manning, equipping, training, and maintaining their respective 
organizations and infrastructures. 

The POM’s are openly reviewed by OSD and OJCS through the 
DRB for programmatic content, fulfillment of Defense Guidance, 
and duplication of effort. Prior to this DRB review, OJCS submits a 
formal critique of the Service POM’s in the Joint Program Assess- 
ment Memorandum (JPAM). Through its seat on the DRB, OMB 
also has the opportunity to review the POM’s. Also, the unified and 
specified commanders again appear before the DRB to provide com- 
ments on program issues. The programming phase ends when the 
Secretary of Defense issues Program Decision Memoranda (PDM’s) 
which represent the formal, albeit temporary, conclusion of inter- 
nal debate on most major program issues. 

3. Budgeting Phase 
The budgeting phase begins in September as the Services’ budget 

estimates are reviewed for their accuracy and the consistency of 
their economic assumptions. The budgeting phase is further char- 
acterized by a more detailed definition and incorporation of the 
overall fiscal constraints being imposed through OMB and fact-of- 
life adjustments, such as those which might flow from congression- 
al action on the current year’s budget or from changes in program 
execution during the previous year. 

December brings final, government-wide, action on the Federal 
budget and the resolution of any unresolved major program issues. 
The President’s budget request is submitted within 15 days after 
the Congress reconvenes, usually in January. 
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4. Description of Key PPBS Documents 
Enclosure 2 of DoD Instruction 7045.7 describes the key PPBS 

a. Joint Long Range Strategic Appraisal (JLRSA) 
The JLRSA is submitted by the JCS to provide transition from 

long-range to mid-range strategic planning. The JLRSA is intended 
to stimulate more sharply focused strategic studies. Additionally, 
the JLRSA influences the development of the JSPD. 

documents as follows. 

b. Joint Strategic Planning Document (JSPD) 
The JSPD is submitted by the JCS to provide military advice to 

the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of 
Defense. It contains a concise, comprehensive military appraisal of 
the threats to U.S. worldwide interests and objectives, a statement 
of recommended military objectives derived from national objec- 
tives, and the recommended military strategy to attain national ob- 
jectives. It includes a summary of the JCS planning force levels re- 
quired to execute the approved national military strategy with a 
reasonable assurance of success, and views on the attainability of 
these forces in consideration of fiscal responsibility, manpower re- 
sources, material availability, technology, industrial capacity, and 
interoperability in joint and cross-Service programs. The JSPD also 
appraises the capabilities and risks associated with programmed 
force levels, based on the planning forces considered necessary to 
execute the strategy as a benchmark, and recommends changes to 
the force planning and programming guidance. The JSPD provides 
a vehicle for an exchange of views on defense policy among the 
President, the Secretary of Defense, the National Security Council, 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

c. Defense Guidance (DG) 
After consideration of the military advice of the JCS, as ex- 

pressed in the JLRSA and JSPD, the Secretary of Defense issues a 
draft of the DG to solicit the comments of all DoD components, in- 
cluding the operational commands, on the major issues, problems, 
and resource constraints in developing and programming forces to 
execute the policy, strategy, and management direction. The draft 
DG is also provided for comment to the Department of State, the 
staff of the National Security Council, and the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget. The final version of the DG, which is the princi- 
pal output of the planning phase, serves as an authoritative state- 
ment directing defense policy, strategy, force and resource plan- 
ning, and fiscal guidance for development of the POM’s. The DG 
consists of the following elements: near and long-term threat as- 
sessment and opportunities; policy and strategy guidance; force 
planning guidance; resource planning guidance; fiscal guidance; 
and unresolved issues requiring further study. 

d. Program Objective Memoranda (POM’s) 
Annually, each Military Department and Defense Agency pre- 

pares and submits to the Secretary of Defense a POM that is con- 
sistent with the strategy and guidance, both programmatic and 
fiscal, stated in the DG. Major issues that are required to be re- 
solved during the year of submission must be identified. Supporting 



492 

information for POM’s should be in accordance with the annual 
POM Preparation Instructions or requirements established by DoD 
directive or instruction. 

e. Joint Program Assessment Memorandum (JPAM) 
The JPAM is submitted by the JCS for consideration in review- 

ing the PBM’s, developing Issue Books (discussed in the next para- 
graph), and drafting Program Decision Memoranda (PDS’s; dis- 
cussed later). It provides a risk assessment based on the composite 
of the POM force recommendations and includes the views of the 
JCS on the balance and capabilities of the overall POM force and 
support levels to execute the approved national military strategy. 
When appropriate, the JCS recommends actions to achieve im- 
provements in overall defense capabilities within alternative fund- 
ing levels directed by the Secretary of Defense. 

f. Issue Books (IB’s) 
Based on a review of the POM’s in relation to the Defense Guid- 

ance and JPAM, Issue Books are prepared by the OSD staff, the 
DoD components, and OMB. One-page outlines of proposed major 
issues may be submitted by any Defense Resources Board or Pro- 
gram Review Group (PRG) (a working group subordinate to the 
DRB) member. The issues are to have broad policy, force, program, 
or resource implications. Particular emphasis is given to cross- 
Service issues that have not been adequately, or consistently, ad- 
dressed in the POM’s. Major issues that were decided during the 
previous year’s program and budget review are addressed only if 
some major new factors have appeared since that decision. 

The proposed issues are first reviewed by the PRG, which recom- 
mends whether or not they are appropriate for DRB consideration. 
The selected issues are developed by an issue team under the direc- 
tion of a lead office designated by the PRG, and assigned to one of 
the IB’s. Issue Books are sent to the DRB for their review. The full 
Defense Resources Board meets to discuss the issues. The major 
issues that are raised during the program review are measured 
against the Defense Guidance, against available budgetary re- 
sources, and against management initiatives. The program pro- 
duced as a result of the review should demonstrate the maximum 
degree of policy implementation consistent with national resource 
limitations. The Deputy Secretary of Defense makes all appropriate 
decisions after consultation with the Secretary. 

g. Program Decision Memoranda (PDM’s) 
DRB program review decisions are recorded in a set of Program 

Decision Memoranda (PDM’s), signed by the Secretary or the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, and distributed to DoD components 
and OMB. The PDM’s then form the basis for the budget submis- 
sions. 

h. Budget Estimates 
Annually, each DoD component submits its budget estimates to 

the Secretary of Defense. The budget estimates include the prior, 
current, and budget fiscal years (budget year plus one for programs 
requiring congressional authorization) in accordance with estab- 
lished procedures. Data for the outyears (the 4 years beyond the 
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budget year) are derived from, or are consistent with, the Five- 
Year Defense Plan update coincident with the submission of budget 
estimates. Budget estimates are prepared and submitted based on 
the program as approved in the PDM's, and on economic assump- 
tions related to pay and pricing policies. The Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller), in close coordination with the Director, 
OMB, develops and promulgates the applicable economic assump- 
tions. These assumptions are contained in separately prescribed de- 
tailed budget guidance each year, if they are not available in time 
to be included in the PDM's. Subsequent modifications may be nec- 
essary to remain consistent with administration policy. 

E. PROBLEM AREAS AND CAUSES 
The problem areas in the PPB system lay primarily at each end 

of the process, i.e. planning and execution. However, there are also 
latent concerns about the overall length, complexity, and instabil- 
ity of the PPBS cycle. This section identifies seven problem areas 
in the PPB system and presents analyses of the contributing 
causes. First, strategic planning is ineffective. Second, there is an 
insufficient relationship between strategic planning and fiscal con- 
straints. Third, there is an absence of realistic fiscal guidance. 
Fourth, the output side of the defense program is not emphasized 
in the PPBS. Fifth, the JCS system is unable to make meaningful 
programmatic inputs. Sixth, within the PPB system, there is insuf- 
ficient attention to execution oversight and control. Last, the PPBS 
cycle is too long, complex, and unstable. 

It should be noted that none of these seven problem areas are 
new. Various study efforts -within the Department of Defense, by 
other government agencies, and by the defense academic communi- 
ty -have previously cited these problems in PPBS. In particular, 
the current administration undertook an assessment of PPBS 
shortly after entering office. This assessment, conducted by Vin- 
cent Puritano, then Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), 
and completed on March 13, 1981, identified 21 deficiencies in the 
PPB system. As summarized in testimony before the Senate Com- 
mittee on Armed Services on November 10, 1983 (Part 9, pages 
388-394), the deficiencies included: 

0 the failure to create a credible planning system; 
0 planning was irrelevant or useless during the programming 

and budgeting phases; 
0 the existence of an objectives-force (policy-capabilities) mis- 

match; 
0 an imbalance between modernization and readiness funding; 
0 "tail-end perturbations" in PPBS as major budget reductions 

were required late in the cycle by OMB and presidential deci- 
sions on fiscal levels; 

0 tendency of the JCS not to play an active part in the program- 
ming phase; 

0 neglect of execution; 
0 only limited feedback to policymakers/programmers to im- 

prove subsequent cycles; and 
0 program instability. 
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As a result of the assessment in 1981, Deputy Secretary of De- 
fense Carlucci issued a memorandum on March 27, 1981 that made 
numerous changes in the PPB system and presented the manage- 
ment philosophy of the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense. 
The major provisions of this memorandum were: 

0 modifying the existing PPBS to reflect a shift to greater em- 
phasis on long-range strategic planning; 

0 greater decentralization of authority to the Services; 
0 closer attention to cost savings and efficiencies; 
0 elimination of most of the paperwork required by the Zero 

0 a restructuring of DoD’s top management board, the Defense 

0 an increase in the responsibilities and roles of the Service Sec- 

0 a change of roles and relationships between the various OSD 

0 a new process for management review by the Secretary of De- 

0 a general streamlining of the entire PPBS. (Part 9, page 388) 
The changes directed by Secretary Carlucci’s memorandum were 
designed to correct the many deficiencies identified in PPBS. Many 
of the changes have been effective in correcting or lessening the 
problems identified in 1981. However, certain problems, especially 
those identified in the preceding paragraph, continue to exist. 

Based Budget (ZBB) system; 

Resources Board (DRB); 

retaries; 

staff agencies and the Services; 

fense of progress toward objectives in major programs; 

1. INEFFECTIVE STRATEGIC PLANNING 
The Department of Defense conducts planning of two distinct 

types: (1) resource allocation planning and (2) contingency (or capa- 
bilities) planning. Resource allocation planning is conducted pri- 
marily by OSD and OJCS with appropriate inputs and review by 
the Military Departments and operational commanders. These 
plans are developed to serve as resource allocation tools rather 
than strategies for military action. Contingency planning is con- 
ducted by OJCS and the operational commanders and provides 
plans for the actual employment of forces to accomplish specific 
military missions. 

In this chapter, only planning in the resource allocation process 
will be discussed. As the term “long-range planning” is often used 
to cover both the planning and programming phases of PPBS, it is 
too broad to describe only the planning phase. To address only the 
planning phase of PPBS and to distinguish it from other planning 
conducted in DoD, it will be termed “strategic planning.” In this 
context, strategic planning encompasses selection of objectives, 
identification of constraints (including fiscal), formulation of a 
strategy to secure these objectives, and decisions on supporting 
policies and broad resource allocations. 

The problem of ineffective strategic planning in DoD has existed 
for an extended period of time. The 1979 Defense Resource Manage- 
ment Study, citing the lack of planning as a major PPBS problem, 
states: “There is broad agreement that the first ‘P’ in PPBS is 
silent.” (page 6) The Georgetown Center for Strategic and Interna- 
tional Studies (CSIS) report, Toward a More Effective Defense, adds 



495 

to this criticism: ...“ the planning that takes place in the Depart- 
ment of Defense is not linked adequately to subsequent program- 
ming and budgeting decisions.” (page 38) In his draft paper, “Stra- 
tegymaking in DoD’’, Ambassador Robert w. Komer, former Under 
Secretary of Defense (Policy), expands on these themes: 

As a former practitioner, my own evaluation of our non-nu- 
clear strategymaking is harsh. There is all too little systematic 
strategymaking in DoD, except in the strategic nuclear arena. 
Instead the reality is best characterized as a piecemeal, irregu- 
lar, highly informal process, largely driven by cumulative pro- 
gram decisions influenced more by budget constraints and con- 
sequent inter-service competition than by notions of U.S. stra- 
tegic priorities. Little long term policy or strategic planning 
takes place, except for adapting to new technology. There is 
little consideration of strategic alternatives. (page 23) 

... All this is not to say that policy and strategic thinking does 
not recurrently influence programs and resource allocations, 
only that it does so in a spasmodic and usually unstructured 
way. (page 26) 

In discussing the sources of ineffective strategic planning, this 
subsection will focus on seven generic causes. An eighth possible 
cause is listed, but a determination as to its existence was not pos- 
sible. Beyond these generic causes, two specific shortcomings of the 
strategic planning process were identified; one of these was consid- 
ered a cause of ineffective strategic planning while the other was 
viewed as a product. In any case, given their seriousness, they are 
treated as separate problem areas in the two subsequent subsec- 
tions. 

a. Dominance of Programming and Budgeting 
First, within the current PPBS, programming and budgeting 

tend to dictate strategic planning rather than the reverse. There 
are several factors that have contributed to this occurrence. First 
of all, the programming and budgeting cycles are too long and es- 
sentially squeeze out a structured strategic planning effort. Second, 
resource managers -both from OSD and the Services -dominate 
the process through which objectives, strategy, and policies are 
translated into resource allocations. 

b. Lack of Management Discipline in OSD 
A second major cause of ineffective strategic planning is the in- 

ability of OSD to discipline itself to give strategic planning proper 
attention. OSD places too much attention on resource questions 
and on immediate problems. Much of this is in response to outside 
demands, especially from the Congress, which divert attention from 
strategic planning. The lack of discipline is a key issue because in- 
effective strategic planning is more of a management problem than 
an organizational problem; high-level defense officials have appar- 
ently failed to recognize the importance of planning and have not 
given it sufficient priority on the work agenda of OSD. In some in- 
stances, this has resulted as key OSD positions have been filled by 
individuals who are not well versed in national security planning. 
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c. Inability of the JCS System to Provide Useful Strategic Plan- 
ning Advice and to Formulate Military Strategy 

The PPB system provides an important role for the JCS system 
in strategic planning. The two initial planning documents are pre- 
pared by the JCS system: the Joint Long-Range Strategic Appraisal 
(JLRSA) and the Joint Strategic Planning Document (JSPD). De- 
spite this prominent role, the JCS system has failed to play a 
useful role in strategic planning. The Defense Resource Manage- 
ment Study comments on this deficiency: 

The implication to the uninitiated has been that these docu- 
ments formed an important foundation for the process. In fact, 
the joint documentation was generally considered irrelevant to 
the process. The weaknesses of joint staffing cited in the Stead- 
man Report [Report to the Secretary of Defense on the National 
Military Command Structure by Richard C. Steadman, July 
1978] play a role in explaining the reason for this low regard of 
the product, as do timing of the presentation, the utter impos- 
sibility of the assumed tasks (comprehensive annual assess- 
ments of national military strategy and force structure), and, 
most seriously, an inability to grapple with alternatives linked 
to resources. (emphasis added) (page 21) 

Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., USN (Retired) supports the criti- 
cism of ineffective strategic planning by the JCS system. In On 
Watch, he comments on the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP), 
as the JSPD was previously titled: 

... I found this particular document to be almost as valueless 
to read as it was fatiguing to write. Some of its prescriptions 
always were in the process of being falsified by events. Others 
were so tortured a synthesis of mutually contradictory posi- 
tions that the guidance they gave was minimal. (page 334) 

d. Lack of Consensus 
A fourth cause is that it is difficult to achieve a consensus on a 

coherent military strategy and related policies. This results from 
the following factors: 

0 strategic planning in DoD is an enormously difficult and com- 
plex task given the numerous and wide range of threats and 
fiscally constrained resources; 

0 absence of organizations with mission orientations participat- 
ing in the strategic planning process; 

0 in protection of their narrow interests, many organizations 
prefer ambiguity in terms of U.S. objectives and mission prior- 
ities; and 

0 each Service has its own global military strategy which per- 
mits it to justify its programs and is primarily driven by re- 
source competition. 

The failure to develop a coherent military strategy with mission 
priorities has led to a perception of an objectives-force mismatch, 
often, but incorrectly, referred to as a “strategy-force mismatch”. 
(Strategy attempts to effectively employ given forces to achieve 
stated objectives. If there is any mismatch, it must be that the ob- 
jectives are too great to be achieved by available forces.) 
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e. Inadequate Strategic Planning Machinery 
A fifth cause is that current strategic planning machinery is in- 

adequate. As Ambassador Komer has noted, strategic planning is 
currently a piecemeal, irregular, and highly informal process. In 
particular, the Defense Resources Board, a large and unwieldy 
committee (20 formal members and 5 de facto members) oriented 
toward resources, appears to be the only operative forum for strate- 
gic planning. (Despite its name, the Armed Forces Policy Council is 
not involved in policymaking or strategic planning.) Given the com- 
plexity of strategic planning issues, the large number of officials 
that should be involved, and the substantial demands on their time 
(which tends to shortchange strategic planning), it appears that a 
more structured and formal strategic planning process would be 
beneficial. 

f. Weak Strategic Planning Tradition 
A sixth major cause is the weak tradition of strategic planning in 

DoD. U.S. strategic thought is really a product of World War II and 
the post-war world. For most of American history, the U.S. military 
did not need to formulate grand strategy. Since World War II, 
much work has been done on nuclear strategy and policy, but con- 
ventional strategy and policy have suffered from inadequate atten- 
tion. 

The weak tradition of strategic planning is also evidenced by the 
failure of the U.S. military education system to focus systematical- 
ly on it, for example through strategic war games or the study of 
military history. As Liddell Hart put it, “in all our military 
training... we invert the true order of thought -considering tech- 

niques first, tactics second, and strategy last” (Thoughts on War, 
page 129). It should be noted, however, that the Services have 
recently placed increased emphasis on war games, often involving 
unified and other operational commanders. 

g. Inadequate Policy and Planning Guidance 
A seventh major cause of ineffective strategic planning is inad- 

equate policy and planning guidance. Effective guidance for strate- 
gic planning requires a clear statement of policy and objectives 
which can be used for strategy formulation and program and 
budget development. The guidance issued by OSD has been inad- 
equate for these purposes. 

The Steadman Report noted the deficiencies in policy and plan- 
ning guidance: 

... Most military officers believe that more clear and defini- 
tive national security policy guidance is needed for strategic 
planning. If adequate policy guidance is not given to military 
planners, they must prepare their own, as a necessary starting 
point. Some argue that previous national security policy guid- 
ance was too general to be useful, and it certainly is true that 
vague or all-encompassing statements of defense policy objec- 
tives are of little help in detailed force planning. On the other 
hand, programs constructed without clear policy directives can 
only be prepared on the basis of policy goals determined by the 
programmer himself, but often not made explicit for senior 
decisionmakers to accept or reject. (pages 42 and 43) 
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General David C. Jones, USAF (Retired) presented similar criticism 
in testimony before the Senate Committee on Armed Services: 

Current guidance is so demanding that developing truly co- 
herent programs to carry it out is impossible even under the 
most optimistic budget assumptions.... the defense guidance 
does little to set meaningful priorities or mandate a search for 
new directions to maintain our security. This is not a problem 
unique to this Administration. (SASC Hearing, December 16, 
1982, pages 19 and 20) 

h. Insufficient Guidance from the National Security Council 
Some observers have expressed the view that another cause of in- 

effective DoD strategic planning is insufficient guidance from the 
National Security Council on grand strategy, U.S. strategic inter- 
ests, and U.S. worldwide commitments and their priorities. It was 
not possible, within the scope of this effort, to determine the validi- 
ty of this view. 
2. INSUFFICEINT RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STRATEGIC PLANNING AND 

While the review of the PPBS identified weaknesses across the 
entire range of strategic planning tasks, one major shortcoming 
was frequently noted: an insufficient relationship between strategic 
planning and fiscal constraints. It is central to the PPB system 
that programs and budgets should flow from requirements identi- 
fied in the strategic planning process which, itself, results from 
broader national security and foreign policy planning. At present, 
however, DoD strategic planning resources are underutilized be- 
cause they are not effectively applied to solving the major policy, 
strategy, and program issues that result from fiscal constraints. 
The reconciliation of policy guidance and strategy formulation with 
fiscal constraints must remain a central objective of the PPB 
system. 

The symptoms of an insufficient relationship between strategic 
planning and fiscal constraints include: (1) limited utility of strate- 
gic planning documents in the programming and budgeting phases; 
(2) unattainable defense guidance; and (3) the growing distances be- 
tween the recommended planning force, the POM farce, and those 
inherent capabilities remaining after congressional action on the 
budget. Given the inability to effectively apply fiscal constraints to 
joint military planning, much of the strategic planning effort has 
been perceived as not being useful to PPBS participants. The CSIS 
report, Toward a More Effective Defense, comments on this situa- 
tion and the deficiencies that result: 

...j oint military planning is not constrained by realistic pro- 
jections of future defense budgets. Consequently, the primary 
JCS planning documents are fiscally unrealistic and therefore 
largely ignored in the programming and budgeting process. In- 
stead, national military force planning results from loosely co- 
ordinated, parallel dialogues between OSD and each of the in- 
dividual service departments. This often results in disparate 
plans that do not optimize the potential contribution of each 
military service to national strategic objectives. (page 38) 

FISCAL CONSTRAINTS 
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There are three basic causes of the problem of an insufficient re- 
lationship between strategic planning and fiscal constraints: (1) fis- 
cally unconstrained planning; (2) a flawed strategic planning proc- 
ess; and (3) the institutional deficiencies of the JCS system. 

a. Fiscally Unconstrained Planning 
The divergence between strategic planning and fiscal constraints 

originates with the second procedure in the PPBS cycle: the prepa- 
ration of the Joint Strategic Planning Document (JSPD). As previ- 
ously noted, the JSPD is not resource-constrained. Fiscally uncon- 
strained planning fulfills a useful, if narrow, role in providing 
benchmarks from which to compare the required force structure 
with actual capabilities. However, using a fiscally unconstrained 
document as the principal, joint military input to the formulation 
of the Defense Guidance, which is resource constrained, provides 
an unsound foundation for subsequent strategic planning. 

While strategic planners obviously would seek to distinguish 
those JSPD objectives, strategies, and policies that would be altered 
in a fiscally constrained environment, this is not an easy task. In 
essence, many of the conceptual products of fiscally unconstrained 
thinking are carried forward, unaltered, through subsequent PPBS 
steps -the Defense Guidance, Service Program Objective Memo- 
randa, the Joint Program Assessment Memorandum, and final pro- 
gramming and budgeting decisions. These concepts may also have 
undue influence on contingency planning which is conducted out- 
side of the PPBS process. The Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan 
(JSCP), which furnishes guidance on military tasks to be accom- 
plished in the short-range period for use in the preparation of con- 
tingency plans by the operational commands, may be substantially 
based on the fiscally unconstrained thinking contained in JSPD. 

b. Flawed Strategic Planning Process 
The strategic planning process in DoD should contain the follow- 

ing sequential steps: 
Step 1 - analysis of external. conditions and trends, including 

threat and technology assessments 
Step 2 - setting of policy and planning objectives and identifying 

constraints, especially fiscal 
Step 3 - definition and examination of alternative defense strate- 

gies to meet these objectives within these constraints 
Step 4 - setting of program objectives and broad resource alloca- 

tions 
In the current DoD strategic planning process, Step 3 (strategy 

formulation) is underdeveloped. The Joint Strategic Planning Docu- 
ment does not fulfill the tasks associated with this step. The JSPD 
is part of Step 1 in that it merely helps to assess the inherent mili- 
tary risks associated with the resource-constrained posture adopted 
in Step 2. Essentially, in the current PPB system, Steps 2 and 3 
have been combined in the Defense Guidance. The Defense Guid- 
ance does take the strategy recommended in the JSPD and create 
from it a resource-constrained strategy. The utility of such an a p -  
proach is highly questionable. 

Sir Basil Liddell Hart spoke of military strategy in the following 
terms: 
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... strategy depends for success, first and most, on a sound cal- 
culation and coordination of the ends and the means. (Strategy, 
page 335) 

It is absolutely clear that the Department of Defense does not have 
a military strategy that clearly tailors goals to resources. This is a 
serious deficiency because, as Jeffrey Record has stated in Revising 
U.S. Military Strategy: 

A strategy whose goals far exceed resources available for 
their implementation is a recipe for potential disaster. (page 1) 

c. Institutional Deficiencies of the JCS System 
The formulation of a strategy that is constrained by fiscal reali- 

ties would place certain strategic goals of the Services at risk. Ob- 
servers believe that the institutional deficiencies of the JCS system 
in which Service priorities predominate would place great strains 
on the organization if it attempted to formulate a fiscally con- 
strained strategy. 
3. ABSENCE OF REALISTIC FISCAL GUIDANCE 

The development of fiscal guidance is one of the key tasks of the 
strategic planning process. The establishment of fiscal constraints 
is an important step before strategy can be formulated. The ab- 
sence of realistic fiscal constraints, especially for the outyears of 
the planning effort, can undermine the value of the formulated 
strategy. The absence of realistic fiscal constraints (or guidance) 
has an effect, however, that reaches far beyond the planning phase 
into the programming and budgeting phases. Fiscal guidance which 
significantly exceeds the President s budget, which itself signifi- 
cantly exceeds the amounts eventually approved by Congress, 
clearly undermines and impairs the PPB system. The absence of 
stable and realistic budget constraints is a management, not a 
structural or procedural, problem. Even so, it is important to un- 
derstand the impact of management problems on the resource allo- 
cation process. 

The effect of over-optimistic fiscal guidance within the program- 
ming and budgeting framework is obvious. When the fiscal guid- 
ance is substantially higher than the budget guidance ultimately 
approved by the President, the hard decisions are thus deferred 
beyond the programming phase and, according to the Defense Re- 
source Management Study: “set up pressures to unbalance the pro- 
gram as a way of coping with budget ‘cuts’ in the final stages of 
budget review, effectively wasting much of the year’s programming 
effort.’’ (page 7) 

The relatively orderly process of POM preparation and review is, 
in practice, subsequently undercut by severe budget reductions, 
both internal and external to DoD. In fact, even within the inter- 
nal DoD budget formulation and review process, significant pro- 
grammatic decisions must be made to accommodate substantial 
budget reductions which are mandated late in the PPBS cycle. In 
recent years, between the time that the Joint Program Assessment 
Memorandum is submitted and Congress completes action on the 
budget (approximately 1 year), upwards of $30 billion has been re- 
duced from the budget without making any joint military or civil- 
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ian reassessment of program priorities. Such substantial reductions 
with their outyear implications are certain to produce a gap be- 
tween planning and capabilities and undermine the benefits of the 
structured PPB system. 

If the fiscal guidance is well above the levels attainable in the 
presidential budget review and/or the levels approved by the Con- 
gress, the PPB system will have allowed too many programs to 
enter or to be expanded during the programming phase, not just in 
the budget year, but also through the Five-Year Defense Plan 
(FYDP). Year-end budget adjustments, combined with congressional 
reductions, turn into major policy and programming problems - 
problems frequently unresolved and pushed further into the out- 
years of the FYDP. For example, 70 percent of the defense budget 
reductions made by the Congress for fiscal years 1982 through 1985 
involved stretching out programs into future years. Rather than re- 
fining resource allocation decisions around the margins during the 
budget year, the PPB system becomes overburdened with major in- 
stabilities that consequently undermine the planning and program- 
ming phases of the next cycle. As an example, Table 7-1 shows the 
wide differences, totaling $165 billion, between the 5-year funding 
levels projected in the March 1981 FYDP and those actually ap- 
proved by the Congress. 

There are four basic causes of unrealistic fiscal guidance: (1) dif- 
ferences in political judgments; (2) economic uncertainties; (3) the 
bureaucratic tendency for built-in growth; and (4) competition over 
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fundamental constitutional responsibilities for the Federal budget. 
These four factors frequently combine to produce unattainable 
budgets which represent the first years of unattainable FYDP’s. 

a. Differences in Political Judgments 
Fiscal guidance is promulgated by the Secretary of Defense to 

the Military Departments 12 months before the President submits 
his budget to the Congress and about 21 months before the Con- 
gress completes its review of the DoD budget request. Those Execu- 
tive Branch officials who help formulate the fiscal guidance must 
project the politics of the budgetary process into a difficult-to-pre- 
dict future. Wide swings in public opinion over relatively short pe- 
riods of time indicate the difficulty of making such political judg- 
ments. 

b. Economic Uncertainties 
There are two aspects of economic uncertainty that have an 

impact on the defense budget. The first relates to the health of the 
national economy, its ability to support the Federal budget, and de- 
mands on the Federal budget or fiscal policy that flow from the 
economic situation. The second aspect is the extent to which events 
in the national economy raise or lower the costs to DoD to execute 
equipment or personnel programs. The uneven track record of eco- 
nomic forecasting is clear evidence of the inherent uncertainties in 
this area. 

c. Bureaucratic Tendency for Built-in Growth 
The Pentagon has historically had considerable difficulty in 

making the tough decisions to adjust programs to the fiscal re- 
source levels provided for national defense. As a result, many fiscal 
problems are pushed into the outyears for solutions, known as “get- 
ting well in the future”. The enormous procurement bowwaves in 
DoD are well-known examples. Programs are structured on the 
generally unrealistic assumption that substantial funds will be 
available in the outyears. This produces enormous internal pres- 
sures for projecting high rates of growth in the defense budget. 

d. Competition over Fundamental Constitutional Responsibilities 
In recent years, there have been substantial discrepancies in the 

budgetary priorities of the Executive and Legislative Branches. De- 
spite significant defense budget reductions by the Congress, the Ex- 
ecutive Branch has continued to press for its priorities by propos- 
ing defense budgets with significant real growth. In this regard, 
there is the possibility that some “gaming” is present in the formu- 
lation of budget policy. Especially with regard to defense budgets, 
which are routinely cut by the Congress, the desire of any adminis- 
tration to achieve meaningful real growth may actually require 
that initial requests be considerably higher. 

As a flexible support mechanism for management, PPBS is capa- 
ble of responding to the problem of unrealistic fiscal guidance. 
Even so, no evidence was found that the PPB system is as actively 
involved in the well executed reduction of budgets as it is in con- 
structing them. The effectiveness of PPBS depends upon the inter- 
nal consistency and political feasibility of the policy, programming, 
and fiscal inputs which begin the PPBS cycle. To the extent these 
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inputs are unbalanced, the PPBS product will lose much of its 
value, and confidence in DoD’s resource allocation process will be 
undermined. 
4. FAILURE OF THE PPBS To EMPHASIZE THE OUTPUT SIDE OF THE 

When PPBS was instituted, it was described as providing “a mis- 
sion-oriented program budget” and “output-oriented program- 
ming”. While PPBS has enhanced the prospects for such results, it 
has fallen far short of its potential in this regard. PPBS focuses on 
inputs and not on outputs. One of the effects of the failure to em- 
phasize outputs is the imbalance between modernization and readi- 
ness. 

General David C. Jones, USAF, commented as follows on this 
problem while he was serving as JCS Chairman: 

There is not enough emphasis in the government on the 
“output” side of the Defense program (e.g., readiness). In par- 
ticular, there is too little emphasis on Joint activities, which 
are primarily output-oriented. The Department of Defense tra- 
ditionally organizes around inputs, not outputs; its priorities 
are driven by such issues as procurement decisions, manpower 
levels and policies, budget deadlines, Congressional hearings, 
and other program-oriented activities. Thus, the DoD has 
tended not to deal effectively with “output” issues such as 
readiness, integrated force capabilities, and crisis management 
preparations. The latter are all primary JCS issues -difficult 
under the best of circumstances, and certainly not resolved ef- 
fectively when not given equal time in the defense manage- 
ment process. (Chairman’s Special Study Group Report, page 
22) 

There are five basic causes of the failure of PPBS to emphasize 
the output side of the defense program: (1) the Defense Resources 
Board is dominated by officials who have a strong input orienta- 
tion; (2) the absence of OSD organizations that have a multi-func- 
tional, mission (or output) orientation; (3) the limited influence of 
the unified commanders on the resource allocation process; (4) the 
limited independent authority of the JCS Chairman; and (5) the in- 
ability of the JCS system to make meaningful programmatic 
inputs. 

The last four causes are discussed in detail in other chapters of 
this study; the last cause is also discussed in the following subsec- 
tion as a distinct problem area because of its broader impact on the 
resource allocation process. As to the first cause, the only DRB offi- 
cials who might be viewed as having at least some orientation 
toward output considerations are the Deputy Secretary of Defense, 
JCS Chairman, Under Secretary (Policy), Assistant Secretary 
(International Security Affairs), and Assistant Secretary (Interna- 
tional Security Policy). However, the last three officials have 
played only a limited role in resource allocation decisions. As a 
result, the functional OSD assistant secretaries and the Service 
representatives -who are clearly input-oriented -dominate DRB 

proceedings. As to the Services, the Chairman’s Special Study 
G roup confirms their input focus: 

DEFENSE PROGRAM 
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... the Service Chiefs and their Service staffs devote most of 
their time to Service programs and budgets -the input side of 
defense management. (page 6) 

5. INABILITY OF THE JCS SYSTEM To MAKE MEANINGFUL PROGRAM- 
MATIC INPUTS 

The resource allocation process does not yield the optimum mili- 
tary capability with the fiscal resources available because there is 
an insufficient joint military input. The current PPB system, 
through the Joint Program Assessment Memoranda, theoretically 
provides for this input. Instead of providing strong joint military 
comment about broad defense priorities, the JPAM is used only to 
restate the requirements for narrow, cross-Service programs al- 
ready outlined in the Defense Guidance. The JPAM remains con- 
strained by the institutional limitations of the current JCS system 
which are discussed a t  length in Chapter 4 of this study. 
6. INSUFFICIENT ATTENTION IN THE PPBS To EXECUTION OVERSIGHT 

As noted in Section C of this chapter which addresses key trends 
in the PPB system, there has been increased emphasis on oversight 
of budget execution. As Assistant Secretary Puritano’s statement 
submitted to the Senate Committee on Armed Services cites: 

There is what I would like to describe as a fourth phase to 
PPBS, perhaps best referred to as “management execution.” 
We have spent a good deal of time and effort seeing that once 
a decision has been made through the above described process, 
that it is in fact carried out in as effective and cost-efficient a 
manner as possible. We have set up management responsibil- 
ities to see that just that happens. (Part 9, page 371) 

Despite this desirable emphasis, the PPB system continues to be 
too “forward-looking.” 

As the programming and budgeting phases of PPBS represent 
DoD’s management control system, they must include adequate 
provisions to monitor the execution of program and budget deci- 
sions (and, to a lesser extent, planning decisions). The Defense Re- 
source Management Study recognizes this need in its description of 
the budgeting phase of PPBS: “budgeting includes formulation, jus- 
tification to the Congress, execution, and control” (page 1) 

Anthony and Herzlinger in their book, Management Control in 
Nonprofit Organizations, identify two benefits of a good manage- 
ment control system for an organization: 

1. It can make better plans: plans that are related to organi- 
zational objectives and which, in many cases, are based on an 
analysis of the relative benefits and cost of proposed alterna- 
tive courses of action. 

2. It can have better control; that is, more assurance that op- 
erating managers will act efficiently and effectively to accom- 
plis h the organization’s objectives. (page 337) 

As currently structured, the PPB system in DoD is heavily oriented 
toward the first benefit of making better plans. The potential of 
PPBS to provide for better control has not been realized. 

AND CONTROL 
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Chapter 3 discusses OSD’s concerns about the Services’ failure to 
comply with OSD guidance for program development and manage- 
ment. Chapter 6 discusses the ability of the Military Departments 
to block implementation of decisions by the Secretary and Deputy 
Secretary of Defense or senior DoD decision-making bodies. These 
problems clearly indicate that DoD does not have a structured 
process to exercise sufficient oversight of policy, program, or 
budget execution. The Defense Resource Management Study cited 
the absence of feedback as one of the PPB system’s major prob- 
lems: 

The PPB System has never had an explicit measurement 
system for tracking the progress made in implementing ap- 
proved programs.... Better feedback is needed, not only to moni- 
tor execution, but also to make adjustments to past decisions 
that, in turn, will motivate better execution. (page 9) 

Some observers believe that the current inattention to execution 
oversight and control is so severe in DoD that the PPB system 
should be modified to add an explicit control phase, thus becoming 
the Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Controlling System 
(PPBCS). 

The Georgetown Center for Strategic and International Studies 
report, Toward a More Effective Defense, discusses the lack of at- 
tention to execution and oversight in PPBS: 

In theory, PPBS should be a circular process with financial 
and performance data from one year’s cycle serving as the 
planning base for the earl phases of the next year’s process. 

Little systematic attention is given to the evaluation of past 
program decisions. Major weapon programs that have high 
congressional visibility are sometimes an  exception to this gen- 
eralization, because their cost and performance data tend to be 
monitored more closely. But PPBS has never included an ex- 
plicit and comprehensive system for measuring and reporting 
progress in implementing approved programs. (page 42) 

Increased emphasis on execution oversight and control would 

In practice, however, PPBS essentially starts fresh each year. 

have four benefits: 
0 provide for more immediate feedback into the decision-making 

0 result in improved financial control over spending; 
0 provide a more sound basis for budget revisions, reprogram- 

0 help illuminate some of the undesirable behavioral patterns in 

There are two major causes of the problem of insufficient atten- 
tion in PPBS to execution oversight and control: (1) focus of princi- 
pal PPBS participants on the future and (2) inadequate accounting 
and management information systems. 

process; 

mings, and contingency allowances; and 

subordinate organizations. 

a. Focus of PPBS Participants on the Future 
Of the 20 formal members of the Defense Resources Board (DRB), 

only three -the Service Secretaries -have direct responsibilities 
for program and budget execution. The other DRB members are fo- 

55-642 0 - 85 - 17 
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cused on the future-on the budgets to be presented to the Presi- 
dent and to the Congress next year and subsequent years. They 
make decisions as if they were missiles that can be “fired and for- 
gotten”. Given the dominating focus on the future, there is little 
time to worry about execution. Put into perspective, however, de- 
spite all of the forward planning and decision-making, execution is 
what actually happens. 

b. Inadequate Accounting and Management Information Systems 
The CSIS report, Toward a More Effective Defense, argues that 

both accounting systems and management information systems in 
DoD are inadequate to support effective execution oversight and 

... the department’s accounting base is inadequate to support 
effective evaluation. Department of Defense financial reports 
provide a mass of data, but the financial information in these 
reports is often inconsistent, incomplete, and untimely. The 
source of many of these shortcomings is the department’s reli- 
ance on accounting systems that operate almost exclusively on 
an obligational basis. Under this system, an  economic event is 
measured when the resources are “obligated,” that is when 
contracts are awarded or orders placed -an emphasis that is 
understandable in terms of the department’s fiduciary respon- 
sibilities. Obligation-based data, however, inhibit the evalua- 
tion of program effectiveness and management performance by 
focusing attention on the time of the commitment, with little 
monitoring of the actual delivery or the effective use of the re- 
sources acquired. 

... The absence of sophisticated management information sys- 
tems also impedes effective program evaluation. There are 
some areas, such as personnel recruiting and retention, in 
which the department has developed effective management in- 
formation systems, but there are numerous others in which 
such systems are either incomplete or do not exist. The lack of 
integrated performance data is particularly severe with respect 
to combat readiness, as the 1978 Steadman Report pointed out. 
(page 42) 

control which CSIS terms ‘ evaluation”: 

7. LENGTH, COMPLEXITY, AND INSTABILITY OF THE PPBS CYCLE 
The PPB system of the Department of Defense represents the 

most sophisticated resource allocation process within the Federal 
Government. Within a 15-month cycle, it is designed to translate 
broad national security objectives into a 5-year defense plan and a 
current year budget. It is so complex that it literally catches itself 
coming and going. Different phases of PPBS are often simulta- 
neously addressing three different budgets: executing the current 
year’s budget; programming, budgeting, or justifying next year’s 
budget; and planning for the year beyond that. 

Standing alone, there would be few concerns about the length or 
complexity of PPBS. However, PPBS is only one of several vital re- 
sponsibilities of DoD’s military and civilian leadership. The day-to- 
day administration of defense programs, communications with the 
Congress, international relations, and crisis management are all of 
equal importance with PPBS in the larger scheme of defense man- 
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agement. PPBS, however, is an  internal process which, though in- 
fluenced by outside factors, can be controlled. consequently, many 
defense officials turn to PPBS and the broader budget process in 
search of opportunities to save time and to improve their ability to 
respond to those events and responsibilities beyond their immedi- 
ate control. As a result of the dominance of programming and 
budgeting, the strategic planning process is more frequently short- 
changed when the PPB system receives less time and attention 
from senior DoD officials. 

Instability is one of the major problems in the PPB system. With 
the exception of unrealistic fiscal guidance, the causes of instability 
are clearly associated with external influences rather than internal 
deficiencies. The Congress is the primary external source of this in- 
stability. 

The problem of the length, complexity, and instability of the 
PPB system represents a general frustration among those who 
work within the PPB system. There is broad consensus that the 
cycle is too long and that too many factors, both inside and outside 
the Pentagon, undermine its effectiveness. Recent evolutionary 
changes in PPBS, however beneficial, do not go far enough to ad- 
dress the concerns of those who participate in the PPB process. In 
short, the PPBS bureaucracy is ready for, and will likely be recep- 
tive to, broader changes in the Federal budget process (from what- 
ever source) aimed at greater certainty and stability and less con- 
gressional interference. 

Five of the six PPBS problem areas discussed in preceding sub- 
sections have an impact on the length, complexity, and instability 
of the PPBS cycle. Of these, the absence of realistic fiscal guidance 
clearly has the greatest negative impact. Beyond these broader 
problems, there are five other causes of a too long, complex, and 
unstable PPB system: (1) total annual review of plans, programs, 
and budgets; (2) sequential nature of the separate planning, pro- 
gramming, and budgeting phases; (3) length and instability of the 
congressional budget process; (4) conflicting congressional guidance 
on defense policies and programs; and (5) congressional micro-man- 
agement of defense programs. 

The last three causes involve the Congress. These issues and 
others associated with the Congress and its political processes are 
so serious that they are addressed separately in Chapter 9 of this 
study. This subsection will focus, therefore, only on the first two 
causes. 

a. Total Annual Review of Plans, Programs, and Budgets 
The PPB system completely rewrites all strategic planning docu- 

ments and conducts reviews of all programs and budgets each year. 
The workload associated with these tasks is enormous. It does not 
appear that each planning and resource decision must be reconsid- 
ered every year. 

b. Sequential Nature of the Separate Planning, Programming, 
and Budgeting Phases 

Presently, the PPB system provides for three distinct phases that 
await the results of the preceding phase before being initiated. This 
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sequential nature of the three phases demands a long period of 
time to be conducted. 

F. DESCRIPTION OF SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEM AREAS 
In this section, possible solutions to PPBS problem areas are de- 

scribed. It should be noted that the options presented in this sec- 
tion to solve a problem area may or may not be mutually exclusive. 
In some instances, only one of the options to solve a problem area 
could be implemented. In other cases, several options might be 
complementary. 
1. PROBLEM AREA #1— INEFFECTIVE STRATEGIC PLANNING 

The thrust of solutions to the problem of ineffective strategic 
planning is to strengthen and formalize the strategic planning 
process. Proposals in this regard can be grouped into four catego- 
ries: (1) lessen the focus on programming and budgeting; (2) 
strengthen strategic planning skills; (3) create a separate strategic 
planning office either in OSD or OJCS; and (4) make other changes 
to strengthen the prospects for improved strategic planning. A 
total of ten options has been developed within these categories. 
Three of these options involve formal organizational change which 
may require legislative action. However, the bulk of the options in 
this area merely require management attention and initiatives. 

a. lessen the focus on programming and budgeting 
0 Option 1A-diminish OSD’s focus on resource programs by 

lessening the role of OSD resource managers 
This might be done by (1) changing the hierarchical structure of 

OSD; (2) changing the OSD membership on the Defense Resources 
Board (DRB); (3) substantially reducing the size of the OSD staff; (4) 
creating mission-oriented offices which would have a more bal- 
anced approach to strategic planning and resource decisions; or (5) 
creating a forum other than the DRB to make strategic planning 
decisions. 

In this last regard, the Department Headquarters Study suggest- 
ed the reestablishment of the Armed Forces Policy Council (AFPC) 
to offer the Secretary of Defense regular and frequent advice in the 
formulation of defense policy. While the AFPC is currently active, 
it is not frequently, if at all, used in the formulation of policy. If 
the Defense Resources Board were found to be an inappropriate 
forum for strategic planning decisions, the AFPC could be used to 
conduct this work. This idea appears to have merit because the 
AFPC membership includes the principal officials of DoD from 
whose interaction major strategic planning documents should 
emerge. Such a use of the AFPC would be consistent with section 
171(b) of title 10, United States Code, which provides: 

(b) The Armed Forces Policy Council shall advise the Secre- 
tary of Defense on matters of broad policy relating to the 
armed forces and shall consider and report on such other mat- 
ters as the Secretary of Defense may direct. 
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Alternatively, an executive committee of the DRB could be formed 
whose members would be only the most senior DoD managers with 
broad and important strategic planning inputs. 

0 Option 1B-lessen congressional interest in program details 
and increase congressional interest in major planning and 
policy issues 

Implementation of this option would require action by both the 
Executive and Legislative Branches. DoD must substantially in- 
crease its efforts to engage the Congress in an active dialogue on 
major defense planning and policy issues. Within the Congress, the 
leadership must attempt to reorient the focus of congressional 
review from program details to more fundamental and important 
issues. 

b. strengthen strategic planning skills 
0 Option 1C-appoint senior OSD officials with strong strategic 

In line with the view that ineffective strategic planning is more 
of a management problem than an  organizational problem, skilled 
managers are critical to solving this deficiency. Only such manag- 
ers can discipline OSD and other DoD elements to conduct ade- 
quate strategic planning and make the strategic planning organiza- 
tional machinery-whatever it may be-work. 

0 Option 1D-reorient war colleges and military academies to 

This proposal responds to the need to strengthen the strategic 
planning tradition in the U.S. military establishment. Some critics 
of the current curricula of the war colleges and the academies have 
argued that there is increasing emphasis being placed upon science 
and engineering skills, to the detriment of other skills that are 
more purely military in nature. This viewpoint holds that certain 
insights and qualities needed by officers cannot be obtained in a 
typical college curriculum and that much greater emphasis should 
be placed on the study of military history, strategy, and the like. 

Obviously, the more military history and strategy that the U.S. 
officer corps collectively knows, the better off the Nation will be. 
On the other hand, the war colleges and academies, like all educa- 
tional institutions, must seek a balance and cannot teach every- 
thing. Ultimately, the judgment as to what should be taught in the 
military colleges and academies is probably one that should be left 
to the military professionals, since these schools are where the fun- 
damental values, outlook, and skills of the profession are embodied 
and transmitted. 

While this option may be desirable, further study of it is beyond 
the scope of this effort. For this reason, more detailed discussion 
and evaluation of this proposal are not presented. 

c. create a separate strategic planning office either in OSD or 
OJCS 

0 Option 1E-create an OSD strategic planning office 
Several studies have proposed the creation of a separate OSD 

planning staff. The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel recommended that: 

planning interests and skills 

strengthen the study of strategy and military history 
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A Long-Range Planning Group should be created for the pur- 
pose of providing staff support to the Secretary of Defense with 
responsibility for long-range planning which integrates net as- 
sessments, technological projections, fiscal planning, etc. This 
group should consist of individuals from appropriate units in 
the Department of Defense, consultants and contract personnel 
appointed from time to time by the Secretary of Defense, and 
should report directly to him. (page 7) 

Similarly, the Departmental Headquarters Study recommended: 
Establish a Planning Office under the Under Secretary of 

Defense for Policy, formally linked in liaison to the Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. (page 56) 

The National Military Command Structure Study also recommend- 
ed that this responsibility be assigned to the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Policy but made no recommendation on organizational 
arrangements. (page 47) 

The exact responsibilities envisioned by these three studies for 
these planning offices are unclear. There is likely to be substantial 
resistance to strategic planning performed for the most part by 
staff planners. Lorange and Vancil argue this case in their Har- 
vard Business Review article, “How to Design a Strategic Planning 
System”: 

... Strategic planning is a line management function; a sure 
route to disaster is to have plans produced by staff planners 
and then issued to line managers. Strategic planning is essen- 
tially a people-interactive process, and the planner is only one 
in the cast of characters involved. If the process is to function 
effectively, he must clearly understand his proper role: 

... the planner’s role initially is that of a catalyst, encourag- 
ing line managers to adopt a strategic orientation: 

... System maintenance and coordination is the planner’s pri- 
mary function as the planning effort matures. 

Options 1B and 1C presented in Chapter 3 include the creation of 
an Assistant Secretary of Defense ( Strategic Planning) and the 
elimination of the position of Under Secretary (Policy). Under 
Option lA, which proposes an Under Secretary for Policy and Pro- 
gram Integration, and under an  option that maintains the status 
quo with the current Under Secretary for Policy, it might be useful 
to establish a separate strategic planning office reporting to the 
under secretary. At what level this office should be organized is un- 
certain. In all of these options, it is intended that the strategic 
planning office would serve the catalyst, coordination, and systems 
maintenance functions. Much of the initial strategic planning work 
would be accomplished in the policy elements in the offices of mis- 
sion-oriented assistant or under secretaries (or under the status 
quo, the policy-oriented assistant secretaries). 

The principal purpose of the strategic planning office would be to 
establish and to maintain a well-designed and highly interactive 
strategic planning process. It may be necessary, however, to have 
the strategic planning office prepare the first drafts of major plan- 
ning papers that would then be further developed through interac- 
tion primarily among the mission-oriented or policy-oriented assist- 
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ant or under secretaries, the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of De- 
fense, the Service Secretaries and Chiefs, and the JCS Chairman. 

The strategic planning office should, however, have primary re- 
sponsibility for scanning the international security environment 
which is necessary if DoD is to adapt effectively and timely to 
changes. Having the Net Assessment Office, Defense Intelligence 
Agency, and National Security Agency report to the Assistant Sec- 
retary (Strategic Planning), as in Options 1B and 1C of Chapter 3, 
should facilitate the scanning role. 

0 Option 1F-create a Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for 

This option proposes that the position of Deputy Under Secretary 
of Defense for Strategic Planning should be established under the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. This could be done by alter- 
ing the current position of Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy or by adding a new position. 

0 Option 1G-reestablish the Joint Strategic Survey Committee 

It has been suggested that the Joint Strategic Survey Committee 
which existed in the early years of the JCS should be recreated. 
This committee, manned by the best young flag and general rank 
officers, was charged with advising the JCS on broad strategy mat- 
ters. 

General Edward C. Meyer, USA (Retired), has recommended the 
creation of a National Military Advisory Council consisting of a 
distinguished 4-star officer from each of the four Services. In Gen- 
eral Meyer’s view, this Council would formulate military strategy 
and translate policy guidance from the President and the Secretary 
of Defense into programming direction for the Services. 

While General Meyer proposed broad responsibilities for this 
Council, it will be considered here in a much narrower context 
dealing only with the need for strengthened strategic planning in 
OJCS. Specifically, this option proposes the creation of a Joint Mili- 
tary Advisory Council which would focus on the formulation of 
military strategy. The proposal to create a Joint Military Advisory 
Council with broader responsibilities is addressed in Chapter 4. 

d. make other changes to strengthen the prospects for improved 
strategic planning 

0 Option 1H-insulate strategic planners from excessive outside 

One of the major causes contributing to ineffective strategic 
planning is continuous outside distractions that divert attention 
away from planning efforts. It is not possible to completely isolate 
planners from outside pressures. However, senior officials must set 
aside and protect the time of their planning subordinates. The cre- 
ation of a separate strategic planning office (Option 1E) to coordi- 
nate and maintain the system should produce additional attention 
to this management issue. 

0 Option 11-strengthen the mission orientation of organizations 

Strategic Planning 

or create a Joint Military Advisory Council 

demands on their time 

that contribute to the strategic planning process 
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The creation of assistant or under secretaries for major mission 
areas as proposed in Chapter 3 is one possible solution. 

0 Option 1J-expand the use of net assessments, particularly by 
OJCS 

Net assessments of the current and/or projected relative military 
capabilities of the United States and her allies and those of poten- 
tial adversaries and their allies provide extremely useful informa- 
tion on anticipated changes in the strategic environment. This is a 
useful input before establishing objectives and formulating strate- 
gic plans. While OSD has a net assessment office whose work is of 
high quality, efforts should be made to more closely connect the 
outputs of this office with subsequent strategic planning. At 
present the work of this office is not circulated widely enough for 
its full potential to be realized in the strategic planning process. 

The Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has limited capabil- 
ity for conducting net assessments. It may be desirable to create an 
office in OJCS with formal responsibilities for such assessments. 
Alternatively, it may be more desirable to have the OSD net assess- 
ment office serve OJCS as well as OSD. 
2. PROBLEM AREA #2—INSUFFICIENT RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STRA- 

Options to strengthen strategic planning presented in the preced- 
ing subsection may indirectly enhance the prospects for a stronger 
relationship between planning and fiscal constraints. There are, 
however, two specific options to correct this problem area. 

0 Option 2A-require that the Joint Strategic Planning Docu- 
ment (JSPD) reflect the most likely fiscal constraints 

If strategic planning is to be more closely connected with fiscal 
constraints, the most promising action appears to be requiring that 
the principal strategy document prepared by OJCS be resource con- 
strained. Only through such an approach can the effort of ensuring 
that ends and means are proportional begin. If it were determined 
that the benchmarks provided by the fiscally unconstrained Joint 
Strategic Planning Document (JSPD) continue to be useful, such in- 
formation could continue to be prepared as part of Step 1 of the 
strategic planning process either as a separate document or as 
of the Joint Long Range Strategic Appraisal. However, the JSPD 
would be constrained by fiscal realities. 

Under this option, the JCS would set military priorities in a fis- 
cally constrained environment. This would have the effect of 
making the JSPD not only the focus of joint military strategic 
planning, but also the basis for programming. The objective of such 
an approach would be to strengthen the integrated force structure 
analysis which should stand between the strategic planning con- 
tained in the Defense Guidance and the programming contained in 
the Service Program Objective Memoranda. It should be noted, 
however, that the JCS cannot be expected to effectively produce a 
resource-constrained JSPD unless the institutional weaknesses of 
that JCS system are overcome. 

0 Option 2B-alter the strategic planning process to have the 
JSPD submitted after and based upon the Defense Guidance 

TEGIC PLANNING AND FISCAL CONSTRAINTS 
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The Defense Guidance is the principal element of Step 2 of the 
strategic planning process in which policy and planning objectives 
are set and constraints are identified. Accordingly, the Defense 
Guidance should be promulgated prior to the formulation of strate- 
gy which seeks to fulfull these objectives within the prescribed con- 
straints. 

This option proposes that the JSPD be submitted after the De- 
fense Guidance is issued. In addition, the JSPD would be based 
upon the Defense Guidance. 
3. PROBLEM AREA #3—ABSENCE OF REALISTIC FISCAL GUIDANCE 

Three options to lessen the problem of unrealistic fiscal guidance 
have been developed: (1) a more formal process for reconciliation of 
Executive Branch and congressional budgets; (2) earlier Cabinet- 
level discussions of the Federal budget and Presidential interven- 
tion; and (3) administrative changes to PPBS. 

0 Option SA-require the President to submit a budget that 
highlights programmatic differences between Executive 
Branch and congressional budget projections 

With the growth of congressional involvement in the budget 
process, the lines of constitutional responsibility for the Federal 
budget have been further blurred. Congressional budget resolutions 
provide the opportunity for the Executive Branch, as it prepares 
budget estimates for future years, to review congressional direction 
and intent. However, this opportunity goes unused when incompat- 
ible differences in national priorities continue to separate these 
two branches of the Federal Government. No mechanism currently 
exists to reconcile such differences. One suggested method would 
require the President to submit a budget which outlines the pro- 
grammatic differences between the budget at levels projected by 
the Congress and the President’s own budget proposal. 

0 Option 3B-provide for earlier Presidential review of the de- 

The suggestion of earlier Cabinet-level budget discussion and 
Presidential intervention is tied directly to lessening the problem 
of absorbing large reductions, with significant programmatic 
impact, during the last stages of the budgeting phase -in fact, 
only a few short weeks before the President’s budget is presented 
to the Congress. An earlier Presidential review is one way to in- 
crease the likelihood that necessary budget reductions could be ab- 
sorbed in a more logical and deliberate fashion. 

0 Option 3C-require a mid-course correction after the First Con- 
current Congressional Budget Resolution or other indications 
of congressional intent 

Other options to establish more realistic or agreed upon budget 
estimates are more straightforward and administrative in nature, 
and the application of a basic “mid-course correction” after the 
Congress disposes of the budget resolution or the authorization bill 
is probably the most simple. 

fense budget 
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4. PROBLEM AREA #4—FAILURE TO EMPHASIZE OUTPUTS 
The failure of the PPBS to emphasize the output side of the de- 

fense program is not a flaw in the process itself. In this instance, 
PPBS merely reflects basic organizational deficiencies in the De- 
partment of Defense. As these deficiencies and possible solutions 
have been identified elsewhere in this study, separate options are 
not presented here. It should be noted, however, that if these orga- 
nizational deficiencies can be corrected or lessened, the PPBS will 
have the potential to place greater emphasis on mission-oriented 
outputs. 
5. PROBLEM AREA #5—INABILITY OF THE JCS SYSTEM TO MAKE 

MEANINGFUL PROGRAMMATIC INPUTS 
The inability of the OJCS to make meaningful programmatic 

inputs flows directly from the institutional deficiencies of the JCS 
system. Options to correct this problem are presented in detail in 
Chapter 4 and are not repeated here. 
6. PROBLEM AREA #6--1NSUFFICIENT ATTENTION IN THE PPBS TO 

EXECUTION OVERSIGHT AND CONTROL 
Two options have been developed to lessen the problem of insuffi- 

0 Option 6A-expand the PPB system to include a controlling 

At present, the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council 
(DSARC) is the only forum in which OSD monitors execution. How- 
ever, the DSARC focuses only on major acquisition programs 
through major development phases. There is no formal system for 
review and oversight of the execution of planning, non-major pro- 
gramming, and budgeting decisions. 

To offset this deficiency, the PPB system should be expanded to 
include an  explicit controlling phase, thus becoming the PPBCS. 
Obviously, there would be no reason in this review and oversight 
cycle to duplicate the work of the DSARC. Instead, the Defense Re- 
sources Board could identify critical policy, non-major program, 
and budget decisions that require continuing management atten- 
tion to ensure appropriate and effective implementation. 

0 Option 6B-develop the accounting and management informa- 
tion systems necessary to support effective execution oversight 
and control 

The CSIS report, Toward a More Effective Defense, recommends 
that (1) the current obligation-based accounting system should be 
supplemented with reporting on an accrual basis; and (2) manage- 
ment information systems should be improved to enable decision- 
makers to evaluate progress toward identified goals. (page 43) 

These CSIS report proposals are explained in the following 
terms: 

Accrual Accounting. The Department of Defense should also 
update and improve its accounting system to provide complete, 
accurate, and timely cost information to decision makers. The 
accounting system should record the use of resources on an  ac- 

cient attention in the PPBS to execution oversight and control. 

phase 
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crual, as well as an  obligational, basis. Accounting on an accru- 
al basis (recording resources as they are expended) is a key 
factor in improving the evaluation system, in that it would 
provide the basis for judging the impact of spending on a pro- 
gram in terms of its output. 

Management Information Systems. Finally, the Department 
of Defense should adopt more comprehensive management in- 
formation systems in order to assess performance in crucial 
areas such as equipment maintenance and combat readiness. 
(page 43) 

THE PPBS CYCLE 
7. PROBLEM AREA #7—LENGTH, COMPLEXITY, AND INSTABILITY OF 

Options to reduce the length or complexity of the PPBS cycle re- 
volve around reducing the breadth and frequency of planning and 
guidance reviews and combining the programming and budgeting 
phases of the cycle. Options to reform the congressional budget 
process as a solution to PPBS instability are addressed in Chapter 
9 of this study dealing with congressional review and oversight. 

0 Option 7A -redo major strategic planning documents (e.g., De- 
fense Guidance) less frequently to provide more time for think- 
ing and to require less time for the process 

While it is important that strategic planning be current enough 
to reflect the dynamic international environment, it is not difficult 
to argue that the fundamental security threats to the United 
States and her overseas interests are well understood and, while 
evolving, are generally stable over time. Accordingly, planning and 
policy objectives, once established by a new Administration, need 
not be reconsidered each year. DoD is already moving in this direc- 
tion. In testimony before the Senate Committee on Armed Services 
on November 10, 1983, Dr. David S. Chu, Director of Program Anal- 
ysis and Evaluation, stated: 

... we recently decided not to rewrite the Defense Guidance 
“from scratch’ every year. U.S. national security objectives do 
not change radically from year to year, and a major annual re- 
write tended only to reopen issues that had already been set- 
tled, while neglecting those questions that truly merited atten- 
tion. (Part 9, page 398) 

Moreover, on April 23, 1985, the Department of Defense announced 
a biennial planning cycle. The press release stated: 

... the shift from an annual to a biennial planning cycle is ex- 
pected to result in a more efficient and coherent process, 
saving considerable manpower and resources, as well as mesh- 
ing with the proposed two-year defense budget currently being 
considered by some members of Congress. (DoD Press Release, 
“Biennial Defense Planning Cycle Announced by Deputy Sec- 
retary Taft”, April 23, 1985) 

This option proposes that certain strategic planning documents 
be prepared less frequently than the 2-year cycle recently adopted 
by DoD. The Defense Resource Management Study supports this ap- 
proach: 
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The “busy-ness” of the current process is heightened by an 
inexplicable feature of the system that insists on total review 
each year, from guidance through implementing programs. 
Most policy and planning guidance from OSD can truly be only 
incremental (not cut from whole cloth each year).... Hence, 
amendments to a standing document, conveniently linked to 
significant external benchmarks, seem at least as adequate as 
the current single guidance document (Consolidated Guidance). 
(page 10) 

0 Option 7B -merge the programming and budgeting phases or 
reduce the time devoted to them 

The Department Headquarters Study recommended significantly 
reducing the budget review process by “limiting budget review to 
pricing refinements and the program implications that result from 
pricing changes and ‘fact-of-life’ changes.” (page 60) The objective 
of this recommendation by the Departmental Headquarters Study 
was to avoid the disadvantages of following the programming cycle 
with an extended budget review that re-examines many of the pro- 
gram decisions. The principal disadvantages were identified as (1) 
the unbalancing of the overall program through budget changes; 
and (2) the consumption of scarce staff resources in the re-examin- 
ing of program issues. It is this latter disadvantage that is of con- 
cern here. 

Another possibility which is often proposed is the merging of the 
programming and budgeting cycles. This possibility has been sug- 
gested in the context of both shortening the PPBS cycle and elimi- 
nating duplication of OSD review. 

One of the two major, PPBS-related recommendations of the De- 
fense Resource Management Study was to “combine the traditional- 
ly sequential program and budget reviews into a single annual 
review.” (page viii) This study also recommended the establishment 
of the Defense Resources Board (DRB) to manage the combined 
program-budget review. In the current PPBS cycle, the program 
review begins in June and ends in late August while the budget 
review is conducted from September through December. The com- 
bined program-budget review, as proposed by the Defense Resource 
Management Study, would extend from late August to December. 

The Defense Resource Management Study describes the combined 
program-budget review as follows: 

These proposals contemplate programmers and budgeteers 
acting in a coordinated fashion on the unified program/budget 
submitted in August.... While important mechanical adjust- 
ments will have to be worked out in detail, especially those 
linkages that permit rapid translation between programs and 
appropriations, the general description is clear: a comprehen- 
sive review that retains mission and programmatic oversight 
while continuing in parallel the honest-broker aspects inherent 
in the review for pricing, scheduling, consistency, legality, exe- 
cutability, and other aspects of financial saleability, through to 
final decision by the President. (pages 16-17) 
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The Georgetown Center for Strategic and International Studies 
report, Toward a More Effective Defense, also recommended a com- 
bined program-budget review: 

The programming and budgeting phases of PPBS should be 
merged into a single process that retains a program and mis- 
sion orientation, but simultaneously establishes relevant 
budget inputs. (page 40) 

G. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

This section evaluates the specific options for improving the PPB 
system that were set forth in Section F. No effort will be made 
here to compare these options with each other or to identify the 
most promising options for legislative action. Rather, this section 
seeks to set forth in the most objective way possible the pros and 
cons of each alternative solution. The options will be identified by 
the same number and letter combination used in the preceding sec- 
tion. 
1. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF INEFFECTIVE STRA- 

TEGIC PLANNING 

0 Option 1A-diminish OSD's focus on resource programs by 

Among the options presented in Chapter 3 for correcting OSD 
problem areas, there are two sets of options that would indirectly 
result in a diminished OSD focus on resources. The three options 
(Options lA, lB, and 1C) that propose creation of mission-oriented 
offices and the two options (Options 2A and 2B) that would stream- 
line OSD would produce a less resource-oriented focus. Given that 
OSD has failed to fulfill its responsibilities in many important 
areas-like strategic planning-and that it engages in some degree 
of micro-management of Service resource programs, there appear 
to be no disadvantages to this option. 

Using the Armed Forces Policy Council or an executive commit- 
tee of the Defense Resources Board (DRB) to make strategic plan- 
ning decisions seems to have merit. Using the full DRB to formu- 
late plans and policy 'results in too much emphasis on program- 
ming and budgeting considerations. The DRB was not intended to 
be a strategic planning forum. The Defense Resource Management 
Study, which recommended establishment of the DRB, proposed 
only that it review program and budget issues. 

The Armed Forces Policy Council includes the principal officials 
of DoD from whose interaction major strategic planning decisions 
should emerge. This council is the most appropriate DoD forum for 
making strategic planning decisions. If three mission-oriented 
under secretaries and an Under Secretary (Readiness, Sustainabil- 
ity, and Support) were established, they should be included on the 
Armed Forces Policy Council (as is currently required by section 
171(a) of title 10, United States Code). Even if these four under sec- 
retaries were added, the Armed Forces Policy Council would con- 
tinue to have a strong Service orientation and limited joint mili- 
tary representation. Seven council members-the Service Secretar- 

lessening the role of OSD resource managers 
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ies and Chiefs-would provide the Service perspective, but only the 
JCS Chairman would provide the joint military view. 

It might be preferable to establish an executive committee of the 
DRB to make strategic planning decisions. The composition of this 
executive committee could be the following 12 officials: 

Deputy Secretary of Defense -Chairman 
Under Secretary of Defense (Nuclear Deterrence) 
Under Secretary of Defense (NATO Defense) 
Under Secretary of Defense (Regional Defense and Force Projec- 

Secretary of the Army 
Secretary of the Navy 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Chairman and Members, Joint Military Advisory Council 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Strategic Planning) 

tion) 

This committee would have a substantial mission orientation, bal- 
anced between civilian and military perspectives. In addition, it 
would provide a balance between single Service and joint military 
views. On the whole, an executive committee of the DRB-orga- 
nized roughly along the above lines-appears to be a more appro- 
priate forum for strategic planning decisions than the Armed 
Forces Policy Council. 

0 Option 1B-lessen congressional interest in program details 
and increase congressional interest in major planning and 
policy issues 

Evaluation of this option is presented in the chapter of this study 

0 Option 1C-appoint senior OSD officials with strong strategic 

There are really no disadvantages to this option, for it clearly 
would be desirable to appoint OSD officials with the highest possi- 
ble level of strategic planning abilities. There is, however, little 
that can be done about this by direct legislation. Other points of 
evaluation are the same as for Option 3A of Chapter 3 which would 
require that OSD political appointees have strong defense manage- 
ment credentials. 

0 Option 1D-reorient war colleges and military academies to 

Further consideration of this option is beyond the scope of this 

0 Option 1E-create an OSD strategic planning office 
If this option were implemented in conjunction with either 

Option 1B (mission-oriented under secretaries) or Option 1C (mis- 
sion-function matrix) presented in Chapter 3, the position of Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy would be abolished, and the posi- 
tion of Assistant Secretary of Defense (Strategic Planning) would 
be created and would report directly to the Secretary of Defense. If 
the current Under Secretary (Policy) were retained or the position 
of Under Secretary (Policy and Program Integration) were created, 

dealing with congressional review and oversight. 

planning interests and skills 

strengthen the study of strategy and military history 

study. 
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this separate strategic planning office would report to either offi- 
cial. 

Much like the Policy Planning Staff in the Department of State, 
any such office in OSD, to be entitled Office of the Assistant Secre- 
tary (Strategic Planning), would likely be effective only to the 
degree that the Secretary of Defense had great confidence in the 
official who headed it and paid close attention to the output and 
the management agenda of the office. The general belief in the De- 
partment of State has been that the Policy Planning Staff has had 
little real influence under most Secretaries of State; the exact rea- 
sons for this lack of influence are not clear. An OSD strategic plan- 
ning office would clearly have the potential to improve planning 
and to help shape more coherent policies, but its potential might 
rarely or never be realized. 

It appears that the role of this office must be clearly established 
and understood if it is to enhance the quality of OSD strategic 
planning. The planning office should not do strategic planning by 
itself. If it attempted to do so, its contributions would be minimal. 
Instead, it should assume responsibility for designing and main- 
taining an effective strategic planning process. It should serve as a 
catalyst to activate appropriate organizations in OSD, the Services, 
and OJCS to have them systematically and comprehensively ad- 
dress and interact on fundamental planning and policy issues. The 
focus of this office should be on the process and not on plans or 
policy. 

Divorced from the day-to-day responsibilities that currently 
dominate the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, a 
separate planning staff should be able to strengthen the strategic 
planning process. Furthermore, because this office would have 
major responsibilities for ensuring interaction between line man- 
agement organizations, it would be useful to create it as a separate 
staff organization without quasi-line management responsibilities 
as is the case with the current Office of the Under Secretary for 
Policy. 

One could question the need for an assistant secretary position, 
as in Options 1B and 1C of Chapter 3, to fulfill these planning proc- 
ess responsibilities. This question can be put aside by the recogni- 
tion of the importance and current weaknesses of strategic plan- 
ning in an  organization as complex as DoD. 

0 Option lF-create a Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for 

The addition of a Deputy Under Secretary for Strategic Planning 
might strengthen the hand of the Under Secretary for Policy, ena- 
bling him to more effectively carry out his mandate. On the other 
hand, a Deputy Under Secretary ultimately could have no more 
effect on the policy planning process than is commensurate with’ 
the Under Secretary’s own level of effectiveness, authority, and 
access to the Secretary of Defense. In instances where the Under 
Secretary is a strong individual with considerable influence with 
the Secretary of Defense, the addition of a Deputy Under Secretary 
might indeed have a positive effect on strategic planning; in in- 
stances where the Under Secretary for Policy himself does not 

Strategic Planning 



520 

wield a great deal of influence, the Deputy Under Secretary would 
be but another body and desk added to the process. 

0 Option 1G-reestablish the Joint Strategic Survey Committee 
or create a Joint Military Advisory Council 

While this committee or council could improve strategic planning 
in OJCS, it would not appear to solve planning weaknesses in OSD. 
Without an  improved OSD planning process, the full benefits of 
strengthened OJCS inputs may not be realized. 

This does raise the issue of which and how many DoD organiza- 
tions should have strategic planning as one of its principal respon- 
sibilities. Apparently, the view that only the OJCS should have this 
responsibility has been widely held. Hammond in Organizing for 
Defense argues that when a proposal has been put forth to improve 
OSD’s capabilities to formulate general policies, “it has been reject- 
ed because it challenged the prerogatives of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff as the determiners of the military ends for which the military 
establishment exists.” (page 315) 

The failure of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to conduct effective strate- 
gic planning is widely recognized. As a result of this deficiency, 
strategic planning in DoD is dominated (although poorly per- 
formed) by civilian agencies. As Samuel P. Hun t ing ton  has noted: 

In many countries strategic planning is effectively dominat- 
ed, if not totally monopolized, by the military acting through a 
central military staff. What is often lacking is an effective ci- 
vilian counterweight to the strategic advice the military pro- 
vides the government. In the United States, the situation is 
almost the reverse. Over the course of several decades, civilian 
agencies and groups have moved to shape strategy. (“Defense 
Organization and Military Strategy”, page 26) 

The loss of influence and a meaningful role for the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff in strategic planning is the result of the institutional deficien- 
cies of the JCS system. 

Efforts to strengthen strategic planning should not focus exclu- 
sively on OSD or OJCS. Both have an important role to play in 
their areas of expertise. Moreover, these two organizations should 
serve as a counterbalance to the strategic advice of the other. In 
essence, there is a need for civilian-military collaboration in strate- 
gic planning. As General Meyer has said, effective military plan- 
ning requires “much greater interplay between the joint military 
and civilian leadership.” (“The JCS-How Much Reform is 
Needed?”, Armed Forces Journal International 119 (April 1982), 
page 86) 

For these reasons, evaluation of options to strengthen the strate- 
gic planning capabilities of the JCS system will be presented in the 
chapter dealing with the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

0 Option 1H-insulate strategic planners from excessive outside 

Although this is clearly a desirable option, it is not at all clear 
how it could be achieved except by having senior officials set aside 
and protect the time of their strategic planning subordinates. The 

demands an their time 
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creation of a separate strategic planning staff (Option 1E) may 
help. 

0 Option 1I-strengthen the mission orientation of organizations 

The most important part of strategic planning is the formulation 
of an integrated plan of action to achieve the central strategic 
goals of DoD. In the absence of organizations focused specifically on 
these strategic goals, effective planning would be more difficult. It 
is the effective process of interaction of important points of view- 
functional, mission-oriented, Service -that creates high quality 
strategic planning. One could argue that the current Offices of 
International Security Policy and International Security Affairs do 
focus on these strategic goals. On the other hand, it can be asserted 
that the focus of these offices is too narrow because it does not 
have the breadth of a multi-functional, mission orientation. What 
is missing from the current process is the mission point of view 
which also includes a multi-functional perspective. 

0 Option 1J-expand the use of net assessments, particularly by 

Better net assessments would clearly be of use to strategic plan- 
ning decision-makers; the real problem is in assuring that the best 
and most objective analyses reach them and that they are able to 
apply the conclusions in actual decisions. That may be less a 
matter of organization, than of people. Strengthening the net as- 
sessment capabilities of OJCS would have to be designed to im- 
prove the overall work of the Joint Staff and ought not to be con- 
ceived as an alternative source of net, assessment to that now per- 
formed by the Office of Net Assessment in OSD. There is no reason 
for this particular function to be needlessly duplicated in various 
offices. 
2. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF AN INSUFFICIENT 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STRATEGIC PLANNING AND FISCAL CON- 

that contribute to the strategic planning process 

OJCS 

STRAINTS 

0 Option 2A-require that the Joint Strategic Planning Docu- 

Weaknesses in strategic planning were identified as being reflect- 
ed in the PPB system, not caused by it. Therefore, while it is possi- 
ble that the quality of PPBS products could be improved as the 
result of organizational changes within OJCS or OSD, such changes 
should not be recommended exclusively for the benefit of PPBS. 
The PPBS is a process designed to support DoD’s organization, not 
the reverse. 

PPBS and other management support processes, however, should 
be expected to respond to the needs of the organization. Weakness- 
es in strategic planning may indeed require structural changes in 
the DoD organization, but the primary relationship of this problem 
to PPBS lies in the absence of any meaningful connection between 
fiscally unconstrained planning and resource-constrained program- 
ming and budgeting. JCS planning documents will not be taken se- 
riously in the PPBS process until they are resource-constrained. 

ment (JSPD) reflect the most likely fiscal constraints 
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Administrative changes designed to achieve a more useful relation- 
ship between planning and the later phases of PPBS appear appro- 
priate. To this end, requiring the JSPD or its major portions to be 
fiscally constrained appears to be desirable. 

A resource-constrained JSPD would also provide a better strate- 
gy document to be used in evaluating the Service POM submis- 
sions. OSD and OJCS would be able to analyze the extent to which 
Service programming is consistent with the strategy. In particular, 
this would greatly enhance the role that the Strategic Plans and 
Resource Analysis Agency in OJCS could play in the program 
review process. 

The most negative aspect of this option is that it will force the 
JCS to establish priorities among the competing strategic interests 
of the Services. Formulating a resource-constrained strategy will 
involve difficult choices. It is not clear that the current JCS system 
with its institutional deficiencies is capable of meeting this chal- 
lenge. 

Another disadvantage of this option appears to be the possibility 
of a loss of objective and comprehensive assessments of U.S. de- 
fense needs, the full identification of which might not be possible if 
such assessments were totally constrained by fiscal realities. This 
possible disadvantage could be eliminated by continuing to prepare 
such assessments early in the planning process but to clearly sepa- 
rate them from the Joint Strategic Planning Document. 

0 Option 2B-alter the strategic planning process to have the 
JSPD submitted after and based upon the Defense Guidance 

This option appears to be highly desirable. At present, DoD does 
not have a true strategy document in the resource allocation proc- 
ess. JSPD is not a strategy document, because it fails to make ends 
and anticipated means proportional. 

Having the JSPD submitted after the Defense Guidance would 
place the strategy document in its logical position in the resource 
allocation process. By preceding the Defense Guidance, as the 
JSPD currently does, it formulates strategy before either the de- 
sired ends or anticipated means are specified. 

Even if the JSPD followed the Defense Guidance and were re- 
quired to be based upon it, problems with strategy formulation 
may continue. Most likely in this regard would be the setting of ob- 
jectives (ends) in the Defense Guidance which are not proportional 
to projected force capabilities (means). This would be a perpetua- 
tion of the “objectives-force mismatch” discussed in Section E. 
However, requiring the JSPD to be resource-constrained may high- 
light this mismatch and lead to the setting of realistic objectives in 
subsequent versions of the Defense Guidance. 
3. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF AN ABSENCE OF 

As noted earlier, the absence of realistic fiscal guidance ante- 
dates the more recent disagreements between the Congress and the 
Executive Branch over the size of the defense budget. While fiscal 
guidance has long been a part of internal DoD documents which 
provide the foundation of annual PPBS cycles, DoD has frequently 
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failed to establish topline projections that have been sustained 
through the budgetary process. 

0 Option 3A-require the President to submit a budget that 
highlights programmatic differences between Executive 
Branch and congressional budget projections 

Because this issue is more a problem of management than struc- 
ture or procedure, it follows that the potential solution should be 
administrative in nature. However, because of the emerging dis- 
agreements between Executive Branch and congressional budget 
priorities, it is not unreasonable to assume that a larger issue is at 
stake. Creating a formal process for budget reconciliation between 
Congress and the Executive Branch is an administrative response 
to a political and policy question. It deserves further study in a 
broader Separation of Powers context, but is probably not an a p -  
propriate solution in the narrow context of problems associated 
with PPBS. 

0 Option 3B-provide for earlier Presidential review of the de- 

Earlier Presidential involvement in the PPBS cycle (perhaps in 
October rather than in December) could be expected to bring more 
realistic expectations (as the President himself defines “realistic”) 
to bear sometime before the last days of the budgeting phase. If the 
President chooses to scale down DoD budget estimates, there 
should be more time than currently available for careful delibera- 
tion; if he endorses DoD’s budget estimates, then the process can 
proceed more normally with fewer ”excursions“ and greater confi- 
dence in the process. Even so, differences between the Congress 
and the Executive Branch about what constitutes a “realistic” 
budget estimate may remain. 

0 Option 3C-require a mid-course correction after the First Con- 
current Congressional Budget Resolution or other indications 
of congressional interest 

Current efforts to interpret congressional intent through budget 
resolutions and authorization and appropriation bills and to apply 
such projections to outyear budget estimates have been frustrated 
by congressional inconsistency. Even so, PPBS is the proper forum 
for topline budget adjustments, and programming problems will in- 
crease if the PPBS process is too insulated from broad budget 
trends. The application of a mid-course correction in the Executive 
Branch remains an important tool available to DoD leadership that 
could be used more aggressively to refine outyear budget projec- 
tions. 
4. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE FAILURE To 

Options to solve this problem area are presented and evaluated 

fense budget 

EMPHASIZE OUTPUTS 

in other chapters of this study. 
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5. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE INABILITY OF 
THE JCS SYSTEM To MAKE MEANINGFUL PROGRAMMATIC 
INPUTS 

Options to solve this problem area are evaluated in Chapter 4 
dealing with the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
6. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF INSUFFICIENT AT- 

TENTION IN PPBS To EXECUTION OVERSIGHT AND CONTROL 

0 Option 6A-expand the PPB system to include a controlling 

To the extent that the PPB system has not been fully developed 
as a management control system, changes to expand the system 
should be made. In an organization as large and complex as the De- 
partment of Defense, mechanisms to improve management control 
are important and should be emphasized. 

There is, at least, some recognition that the budgeting phase 
should include execution oversight and control. This appreciation, 
however, is not sufficiently widespread. Moreover, the level of nec- 
essary attention to the control function is absent. It appears that it 
is necessary to establish a distinct phase of PPBS to ensure suffi- 
cient execution oversight and control. 

On the negative side, the PPBS cycle is already too long and 
complex. In addition, certain aspects of the current system, espe- 
cially strategic planning, receive inadequate attention. Adding an- 
other phase to the system could exacerbate these problems. In addi- 
tion, a controlling phase would require additional reporting and au- 
diting efforts. However, it does not appear logical to conduct a 
structured, 15-month resource allocation process and then place 
limited attention on what actually happens. 

0 Option 6B-develop the accounting and management systems 
necessary to support effective execution oversight and control 

The current accounting and management information systems of 
the Department of Defense consume substantial resources, especial- 
ly manpower, to maintain. There will be great resistance in DoD to 
increasing the burdens of accounting and information systems to 
support management control. 

There appears, however, to be no alternative to this option. Ac- 
counting and information systems must be capable of providing de- 
cision-makers information that is critical to the allocation and con- 
trol of resources. 
7. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE LENGTH, COM- 

Two options to correct this problem area have been developed. 
0 Option 7A-redo major strategic planning documents (e.g., De- 

fense Guidance) less frequently to provide more time for think- 
ing and to require less time for the process 

There is no doubt that a great deal of time and energy is spent in 
the Pentagon-and probably thousands of manhours expended-on 
paperwork which is little read and which must be rewritten fre- 
quently. It clearly appears that some aspects of strategic planning 

phase 

PLEXITY, AND INSTABILITY OF THE PPBS CYCLE 



525 

are repeated with few changes from year to year. The objective of 
increasing staff and management assets available for other PPBS 
tasks through a reduction in repetitive, strategic planning require- 
ments has merit. 

It would be desirable to initiate a major and comprehensive stra- 
tegic planning effort as soon as possible after the start of a new 
presidential term. This effort should receive the highest possible 
priority within DoD for its results will give overall direction to the 
Department’s policies for several years. 

In subsequent years, an extensive strategic planning effort may 
not be necessary, but one that focused on new problem areas (or 
resolution of old ones) might be more appropriate. This more 
narrow review would demand less time from senior policymakers 
and would free strategic planners from a time-consuming process 
to do more in-depth analyses of difficult planning issues and prob- 
lems. 

Careful and detailed study seems called for to determine which 
documents could be rewritten and updated less frequently than 
currently required, and which, indeed, need frequent updating. 
This study will not attempt to go into this matter in detail. It does 
appear to be a promising area for additional streamlining of the 
planning process. 

On the other hand, certain documents which may seem to be of 
relatively minor importance in any immediate PPBS cycle-such 
as the Joint Strategic Planning Document (JSPD)-may, neverthe- 
less, be of considerable importance in helping decision-makers to 
establish long-term priorities and conduct meaningful planning. 
Also, the preparation of such documents is an exercise which may 
be of significant value to those who engage in it, even if the imme- 
diate effect on planning and policy is slight. What is important is 
that a process emerges through which high quality first drafts of 
planning papers are prepared and through which the Services and 
mission-oriented integrators later interact to produce coherent 
strategy, policies, and resource allocations using these papers as ve- 
hicles. 

On the whole, the 2-year planning cycle recently adopted by DoD 
will substantially stabilize the planning process and increase staff 
and management assets available for other PPBS tasks. It may be 
preferable to gain actual experience with this 2-year cycle before 
proposing additional streamlining of the planning process. 
0 Option 7B-merge the programming and budgeting phases or 

Many Service officials have expressed frustration over the 
“double jeopardy” of two separate reviews (program and budget) at 
the OSD level. This narrow institutional perspective is buttressed 
by the actual practice of reductions so large during the budgeting 
phase that they are tantamount to major program decisions. If 
more realistic budget constraints were applied earlier in the cycle, 
there would be less justification for program reviews being made 
during the budgeting phase of PPBS. 

OSD officials expressed the view that, because there is such a 
distinct difference between the two phases, their combination 
would produce no net savings of time in the cycle. Jack Quetsch, 

reduce the time devoted to them 
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Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), pre- 
sented this view in testimony before the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services: 

There is a reason why these phases are separate. We can’t 
simply look at them as separate and assume they are duplica- 
tive. In the programming phase, we are testing the candidate 
programs submitted by the military departments against the 
guidance that has been developed and against the objectives of 
the Department. 

In the budget phase, we are testing against a wholly differ- 
ent set of criteria. The programs that survive that first test we 
then test in terms of do-ability, time phasing, pricing, and all 
the things that matter in putting together a good defensible 
and doable budget. 

Even if we were to combine these two phases, we could not 
shorten either one of them. All you would do is get a budget 
submission earlier in order to give us time to do both a pro- 
gram and a budget review. You could not put together a good 
business-type budget until after you put together the program, 
so there would be two phases anyhow in which you would have 
later and less useful input from the military departments. 
(Part 9, page 400) 

Similarly, Dr. Chu, the Director of Program Analysis and Evalua- 
tion, testified: 

I am not sure that trying to consolidate those phases will, in 
the end, save much time. In fact, it might contribute to worse 
decisionmaking because you need to articulate your broad ob- 
jectives before you can set down the details of a program. (Part 
9, pages 400-401) 

Even so, the arguments are divisible. Combining the programming 
and budgeting phases could be justified on its own merit without 
necessarily reducing the time or administrative burden involved. 
However, no judgment on this option was considered necessary in 
the context of this study. 
H. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section presents the conclusions and recommendations of 
this chapter concerning the Planning, Programming, and Budget- 
ing System. The conclusions result from the analyses presented in 
Section E (Problem Areas and Causes). The recommendations are 
based upon Section G (Evaluation of Alternative Solutions). Ex- 
cluded from this list are recommendations that are more appropri- 
ately presented in other chapters. 

Conclusions 

1. The PPB system is capable 
of responding to changes in 
policy and management 
style and generally support- 
ing the management needs 
of DoD leadership. 

Recommendations 
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Recommendations 

2. The PPB system has no de- 
ficiencies so severe that it 
should be considered the 
primary reason for chang- 
ing the fundamental organi- 
zational relationships in 
DoD. 

3. DoD resource allocation is 
currently hampered by inef- 
fective strategic planning; 
accordingly, the strategic 
planning process in DoD 
should be strengthened. 

4. Both OSD and OJCS have 4A. Diminish OSD’s predominant 
important roles to play in 
DoD strategic planning; ac- 
cordingly, efforts should be 4B. Form an  executive committee 
made to strengthen the of the Defense Resources Board 
strategic planning capabili- to serve as the primary decision- 
ties of both organizations. making forum for strategic plan- 

ning. 

focus on resource decisions. 

4C. Appoint senior OSD officials 
with strong strategic planning 
skills and interests. 

4D. Create the position of the As- 
sistant Secretary of Defense 
(Strategic Planning) who would 
be responsible for establishing 
and maintaining a welldesigned 
and highly interactive strategic 
planning process. 

4E. Insulate strategic planners 
from excessive outside demands 
on their time. 

4F. Strengthen the mission orienta- 
tion of organizations that con- 
tribute to strategic planning by 
creating mission-oriented offices. 

4G. Expand the use of net assess- 
ments, particularly by OJCS. 

5. There is an insufficient re- 5A. Require that the Joint Strate- 
lationship between strategic gic Planning Document (JSPD) 
planning and fiscal con- reflect the most likely fiscal con- 
straints. straints. 
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Conclusions Recommendations 

5B. Alter the strategic planning 
process to have the JSPD submit- 
ted after and based upon the De- 
fense Guidance. 

6. The absence of realistic 6A. Provide for earlier Presidential 
fiscal guidance results in a 
loss of much of the value of 
the PPBS product and un- 6B. Require a mid-course correction 
dermines confidence in by DoD after clear indications of 
DoD’s resource allocation congressional intent on the t o p  
process. 

review of the defense budget. 

line of the defense budget. 

7. The PPB system fails to 
emphasize the output side 
of the defense program. 

8. The JCS system is unable 
to make meaningful pro- 
grammatic inputs. 

9. The PPB system gives in- 9A. Expand the PPB system to in- 
sufficient attention to exe- clude a controlling phase. 
cution oversight and con- 
trol. 9B. Develop the accounting and 

management information sys- 
tems necessary to support effec- 
tive execution oversight and con- 
trol. 

10. The PPBS cycle is too 10A. Recommend to the Secretary 
long, complex, and unsta- of Defense that he consider the 
ble. following options: 

Redo major strategic planning 
documents less frequently; 
and 

Merge the programming and 
budgeting phases. 



CHAPTER 8 

THE ACQUISITION PROCESS 
A. INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the process used by the 
Department of Defense to develop and procure major weapon sys- 
tems and other defense equipment. Part of the discussion is con- 
cerned with the formulation of military requirements; and part, 
with the acquisition function itself. 

Over the last two years, there has been a great deal of press and 
public attention devoted to the defense acquisition process. Most 
criticisms of the process have dealt with subjects and issues that 
are not organizational in nature, but instead reflect shortcomings 
in management procedures. The purpose of this chapter is not to 
consider all defense procurement problems. Rather, the chapter is 
intended to examine organizational issues. Therefore, this chapter 
will address only a limited set of acquisition problems that are 
caused, at least in part, by organizational deficiencies and for 
which organizational adjustments might be solutions. Moreover, 
the problems identified in this chapter focus on those organization- 
al relationships that exist among the principal DoD offices: the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Organization of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff (OJCS), and the Military Departments. Ex- 
cluded are organizational issues that are internal to the Military 
Departments, such as the structure of the Service buying com- 
mands. Though such internal Service issues may be important, 
they are beyond the scope of this study. 

Despite the relatively narrow focus of this chapter, the substan- 
tial public interest in non-organizational procurement issues is rec- 
ognized. For this reason, Appendix A to this chapter discusses the 
procurement process more generally and identifies defense procure- 
ment issues that are not organizationally based. However, since 
this study is not focused on such general management problems, 
there are no conclusions or recommendations with respect to issues 
discussed in the appendix. 

B. EVOLUTION OF THE ACQUISITION PROCESS 
1. Prior to World War II 
The characteristics of the current defense acquisition process 

have developed since 1945. Prior to World War II, the Department 
of War and the Department of the Navy independently developed 
and used procurement procedures for equipping and supplying 
their respective Services. During World War I and World War II, 
attempts were made to establish a central agency to develop gov- 
ernment-wide procurement policies and procedures, but in practice 
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specific authority remained decentralized in the Military Depart- 
ments. 

By the end of World War II, a consensus had developed in the 
Legislative and the Executive Branches that a new organization 
was needed to coordinate defense production, distribution, and 
supply, as well as research and development, in the Military De- 
partments. This consensus was a direct result of the World War II 
experience of trying to manage a full-scale conversion of the na- 
tional economy from civilian to military production and of the rec- 
ognition that the importance of science and technology in modern 
warfare was steadily increasing. 

2. National Security Act of 1947 
The National Security Act of 1947 established similar mecha- 

nisms to coordinate both military procurement and research and 
development. The Act established a Munitions Board and a Re- 
search and Development Board, each consisting of a civilian chair- 
man and representatives of the Military Departments. In practice, 
inadequacies in the organization of these boards prevented them 
from performing their statutory functions in an effective manner. 
Three of the four members of each board were essentially required 
to judge the requests and programs of their Service. Moreover, the 
complicated administrative mechanism inherent in the board-type 
structure prevented the establishment of a clear line of civilian au- 
thority from the Secretary of Defense. In recognition of these inad- 
equacies, the Munitions Board and the Research and Development 
Board were abolished in June 1953 and their functions were trans- 
ferred to the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

The role of the Secretary of Defense in the procurement of major 
weapon systems, however, remained limited throughout the 1950’s. 
The lack of an integrated DoD resource allocation process allowed 
each Military Department, using its own resources, to develop and 
procure weapon systems for the type of conflict that it envisioned. 
The higher military budgets resulting from the increased interna- 
tional role of the United States following the Korean War present- 
ed this system with a twofold challenge. This decentralized deci- 
sion-making apparatus had to attempt to both efficiently manage 
the first. peacetime defense industry in U.S. history and effectively 
coordinate military research and development efforts. David D. 
Acker characterizes the defense acquisition environment of the 
1950’s as follows: 

Money was authorized to develop almost any new defense 
system that appeared capable of giving the United States a 
performance advantage over any potential adversary. Such 
considerations as “should-cost,” “design-to-cost,” and “life-cycle 
cost” were not uppermost in the minds of defense planners 
until the late 1950’s. Both development and production were 
carried out under cost-reimbursement contracts. In this envi- 
ronment, production costs did not pose a major constraint on 
engineering design. When a design was discovered to be im- 
practical in production -or to be inoperative in field use -it 
was modified in accordance with government-funded engineer- 
ing changes . . . 
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The lack of a well-organized and integrated DoD financial 
management system, along with the practice of “piecemeal” 
procurement, led to unstable employment in defense industry 
and the emergence of a transient work force. Many of the con- 
tractors being challenged to develop and produce defense sys- 
tems on the outer fringes of technology found it difficult to 
create and maintain smoothly functioning program manage- 
ment teams. (“The Maturing of the DOD Acquisition Process,’’ 
Defense Systems Management Review, Summer 1980, page 14) 

3. The 1958 Amendment to the National Security Act 
The Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 recog- 

nized the need for greater OSD involvement in the acquisition of 
major defense systems. In addition to providing the Secretary of 
Defense with greater authority in the administration of defense 
funding, the Act also gave the Secretary the authority to assign the 
development and operational use of new weapons to any Military 
Department or Service. This legislation provided the groundwork 
for the expanding role of OSD in the management of defense acqui- 
sition programs. 
4. Program Management Concept 
The experience of developing technologically advanced weapon 

systems also led to the development of an integrated program man- 
agement concept in the late 1950’s. This concept, first formalized 
by the Air Force Systems Command, uses a centralized authority 
for the business and technical management of selected tasks. In the 
case of a major defense program: 

This process consists of a complex cycle that commences 
with identification of a need and the conception of a system to 
satisfy the need. The cycle ends -following deployment (and 
possible modification) of the system -with the retirement of 
the system from the inventory, or the expenditure of the 
system in service, as in the case of an air-to-air missile. A 
program... may be considered as an aggregate of controlled, 

time-phased events designed to accomplish a definite objective. 
Often, a program involves a pyramid of contractually interre- 
lated government, contractor, subcontractor, and supplier orga- 
nizations for long periods of time. In this complex environ- 
ment, the performance of any one organization can affect the 
others. (“The Maturing of the DOD Acquisition Process,’’ page 
9) 

Each Service adopted some variation of this process for the man- 
agement of major programs. The program management office pro- 
vided the mechanism for integrating various functional areas and 
overseeing defense contractors’ internal operations that was re- 
quired by the large number of sole-source contract awards. The 
program management framework has proven sound in practice, al- 
though such centralized management can result in the type of lay- 
ered bureaucracy that stifles innovation and flexibility. 

5. Secretary McNamara’s Tenure 
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, whose tenure spanned 

much of the decade of the 1960’s, used the authority provided in 
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the DoD Reorganization Act of 1958 to centralize the resource allo- 
cation process in OSD. This action had a direct impact on defense 
acquisition management. Secretary McNamara introduced the con- 
cept of systems analysis as an integral part of the Planning, Pro- 
gramming, and Budgeting System (PPBS). An OSD office was given 
responsibility for conducting cost-effectiveness analysis of the dif- 
ferent means to accomplish specific defense objectives. The results 
of these analyses were used in the selection of weapon systems for 
development and production. While the effectiveness of the result- 
ing decisions was difficult to assess due to the absence of a quantifi- 
able “right answer,” systems analysis did provide an organized 
method to allocate limited resources. 

Concern for greater efficiency in defense procurement led to the 
consolidation of most defense contract administration functions 
under the Defense Contract Administration Services in 1963. OSD 
also began issuing major policy directives emphasizing cost reduc- 
tion in defense acquisition. The number of cost-plus-fixed-fee con- 
tracts was reduced in favor of incentive and fixed-price contracts. 
Life-cycle cost -the total cost of acquisition and ownership -was 
made a principal consideration in the selection of systems and con- 
tractors. 

The desire to introduce an aspect of accountability into PPBS 
and to respond to industry concerns about the proliferation of re- 
source management systems and reporting requirements led Assist- 
ant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), Dr. Robert Anthony, to 
issue a series of DoD Directives beginning in 1966. These directives 
set up more rational resource reporting and management systems, 
including the Selected Acquisition Reports (SAR’s), for major de- 
fense programs. The systems were designed to reduce the reporting 
burden on contractors while providing more pertinent information 
to the program manager and information required by the Office of 
Management and Budget, the Treasury Department, and the Con- 
gress. 

6. Secretary Laird’s Tenure 
At the end of the 1960’s, the major concerns with the defense ac- 

quisition process were the inadequate ability to estimate and con- 
trol costs and the lack of flexibility in the acquisition process. The 
Congress had also begun to reduce the defense budget to fund do- 
mestic programs. In response, the new Secretary of Defense, 
Melvin Laird, and his Deputy, David Packard, took a number of ac- 
tions to improve the defense acquisition process. 

Secretary Packard established the Defense Systems Acquisition 
Review Council (DSARC) within OSD to advise him of the status 
and readiness of each major defense system to proceed from one 
program phase to the next in its life cycle. Membership on the 
DSARC has included most of the senior managers within the De- 
partment of Defense, the composition of the individual boards de- 
pending on the specific program. The DSARC was intended to pro- 
vide a mechanism for careful deliberation and evaluation before a 
decision to proceed to the next phase of the acquisition process. 
The Cost Analysis Improvement Group (CAIG) was formed in 1972 
to provide independent cost estimates on programs before the 
DSARC and to set uniform DoD cost estimating standards. 
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In May 1970, Secretary Packard returned to the Services the re- 
sponsibility for identifying needs and defining, developing, and pro- 
ducing the systems to satisfy those needs. OSD was to maintain re- 
sponsibility for acquisition policy, to ensure fulfillment of mission 
needs, and to monitor the progress of major programs through the 
DSARC process. This shift was intended to improve the defense ac- 
quisition process by decentralizing authority and responsibility to 
the Services and the individual program managers. 

Throughout the decade of the 1970's, further steps were taken to 
improve efficiency in defense acquisition. As a result of the recom- 
mendations made by the Commission on Government Procurement 
in 1972, DoD initiated a policy of focusing greater attention to al- 
ternative concepts at the “front end” of a program in order to 
reduce costs in later phases of the program. Then, in 1973, the 
senior military commanders responsible for acquisition issued a 
memorandum of agreement on joint program management among 
the Services as a means of reducing costs through standardization. 

7. Secretary Weinberger’s Tenure 
In April 1981, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger and his 

Deputy, Frank Carlucci, issued 32 initiatives to improve the de- 
fense acquisition process. The major focus of these initiatives was 
cost reduction through greater program stability, more accurate 
cost estimating, and economic production rates. Also included in 
the 32 initiatives was the decision to try to strengthen the DSARC 
process by reducing the number of programs to be reviewed as well 
as the number of the phases in each program requiring review by 
the Secretary of Defense. 
C. CURRENT ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURES FOR AC- 

QUISITION 
The acquisition process for the Department of Defense is ex- 

tremely complex. Numerous elements of the Military Departments 
and OSD are involved in the process. This section briefly describes 
the major organizations and procedures involved in the DoD acqui- 
sition process. 

1. The Buying Commands of the Military Departments 
The major responsibility for acquisition, maintenance, and sup- 

port of weapon systems lies with the so-called “buying” commands 
of the Military Departments. These are the Army Materiel Com- 
mand, Air Force Systems Command, Air Force Logistics Command, 
and the five systems commands of the Navy. The Navy systems 
commands were, until 1985, collected under the Naval Material 
Command. That command was disestablished, and the systems 
commands (Naval Sea Systems Command, Naval Air Systems Com- 
mand, Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Naval Facili- 
ties Engineering Command, and Naval Supply Systems Command) 
now exist as independent organizations. The Marine Corps does not 
have a buying command comparable to that of the other Services. 
It is involved in operations of the Navy systems commands, howev- 
er, and generally relies on buying commands of other Services to 
conduct its procurement. 
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The buying commands generally execute their acquisition re- 
sponsibility for major weapon systems through program manage- 
ment offices. These offices consist of a program manager and other 
personnel assigned to the program manager. The program manage- 
ment office is responsible for the overall supervision of the pro- 
gram. The office has a contracting officer assigned to it, or a con- 
tracting officer from another organization within the buying com- 
mand may be designated to support the program office. 

The buying commands typically include a number of activities in 
addition to those committed to program management. For example, 
the Air Force Logistics Command operates five air logistics centers, 
which perform maintenance on Air Force systems. The Naval Sea 
Systems Command operates a number of naval shipyards, and the 
Naval Air Systems Command operates naval air rework facilities. 
Each buying command operates a series of laboratories as well as 
numerous test ranges and other facilities. 

2. Acquisition Oversight in the Secretariats of the Military De- 
partments 

The Secretariat of each Military Department includes an office 
to provide oversight of that Department’s acquisition activities. The 
Department of the Army has an Assistant Secretary for Research, 
Development, and Acquisition; the Department of the Navy has an 
Assistant Secretary for Shipbuilding and Logistics; and the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force has an Assistant Secretary for Research, De- 
velopment, and Acquisition. Each of these officials, together with 
their staffs, represent the interests of their Service Secretary on ac- 
quisition issues. 

3. Acquisition Oversight in the Service Military Headquarters 
Staffs 

The Chief of Staff of the Army, the Chief of Naval Operations, 
the Commandant of the Marine Corps, and the Chief of Staff of the 
Air Force each have reasonably large staffs to oversee the acquisi- 
tion activities of the Service. For example, there is a Deputy Chief 
of Staff of the Army for Research, Development, and Acquisition; a 
Deputy Chief of Staff of the Air Force with the same title; Deputy 
Chiefs of Naval Operations for Surface Warfare, Submarine War- 
fare, and Air Warfare, and a Director of Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation; and a Deputy Chief of Staff for the Marine 
Corps for Research, Development, and Studies. 

These military officers are involved in both the process that gen- 
erates requirements and in monitoring acquisition activities for the 
Service Chiefs. In the Navy, the Deputy Chiefs of Naval Operations 
are primarily formulators of requirements. In the Army and Air 
Force, the formulation of military requirements is conducted pri- 
marily by commands in the field but ultimately is reviewed and co- 
ordinated for the Service Chief by the appropriate Deputy Chiefs of 
Staff. All of these offices are responsible for monitoring the activi- 
ties of the buying commands on behalf of the Service Chiefs. 
4. Defense Agencies 
Certain Defense Agencies are also involved in the acquisition 

process. For example, the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) is re- 
sponsible for the centralized purchasing of a number of items 
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which the Services use. In many cases, DLA purchases items that 
are not related to the maintenance of weapon systems. Since 
weapon system acquisition is the primary focus of this discussion, 
the role of DLA in the purchase of more general types of items is 
not given substantial attention. Subsequent portions of this chapter 
do, however, discuss the contract administration services performed 
by a part of DLA, the Defense Contract Administration Services 
(DCAS). 

A Defense Agency which has an important role in the acquisition 
process is the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA). DCAA is 
the centralized auditor for DoD. The agency is responsible for the 
auditing of all defense contracts. The Director of DCAA reports to 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), but audit policy 
for the Department is now provided by the DoD Inspector General. 

5. The Office of the Secretary of Defense 
As OSD is presently organized, two key OSD officials have essen- 

tial responsibilities for defense procurement: the Under Secretary 
of Defense for Research and Engineering (USDR&E) and the As- 
sistant Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Logistics). The second 
position was created as a result of a reorganization in 1985 by Sec- 
retary Weinberger. The reorganization resulted in a readjustment 
of some of the responsibilities of the USDR&E, who previously had 
been the DoD Acquisition Executive and who had been responsible 
for acquisition policy as well as all research and development. 

Under the new organization, USDR&E continues to serve as the 
chief scientific technical advisor to the Secretary on military re- 
quirements. He is also responsible for the conduct of the DSARC 
process at Milestones I and II (demonstration and validation and 
full-scale development), and his staff is structured to provide the 
Secretary with an ability to comment on particular military re- 
quirements and materiel programs of the Services. 

The Assistant Secretary (Acquisition and Logistics) is responsible 
for the conduct of the DSARC process at Milestone III (full-scale 
production). He also has responsibility for logistics and installa- 
tions. The new position was created for several reasons. First, it 
brings the acquisition elements of logistics (such as spare parts pro- 
curement) together with the acquisition of major weapon systems. 
Second, it permits a senior DoD official to focus on all acquisition 
program and policy questions, while not having a substantial part 
of his attention diverted to the development of military require- 
ments and to scientific and technical issues related to such require- 
ments. 

Reporting to the Assistant Secretary (Acquisition and Logistics) 
are three Deputy Assistant Secretaries for Procurement, Produc- 
tion Support, and Spares. These three individuals reflect the acqui- 
sition responsibilities of the new Assistant Secretary. (There are 
also Deputy Assistant Secretaries for Logistics and Installations.) 
Thus, the Assistant Secretary is charged with establishing procure- 
ment policy on a department-wide basis, and policies established in 
his office are to be observed by the buying commands of the Serv- 
ices. 

Neither of these OSD officials, however, has line management re- 
sponsibility for acquisition, maintenance, and support of weapon 
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systems. The Military Departments have this responsibility. Thus, 
for example, the Commander of the Air Force Systems Command 
would report to the Chief of Staff of the Air Force who, in turn, 
would report to the Secretary of the Air Force. 

6. The Acquisition Process 
The acquisition process begins with the conduct of a threat anal- 

ysis which evolves into the establishment of an operational require- 
ment. For example, if the Marine Corps determines that it requires 
a landing craft which would have access to a larger percentage of 
the world’s beaches than existing landing craft and which would 
have a higher speed than existing craft, a military requirement for 
such a landing craft would be established. If the Navy determines 
that it needs an anti-submarine warfare helicopter with certain ca- 
pabilities, then that operational requirement would be established. 
Both requirements would reflect the capabilities of potential adver- 
saries. 

Once the military requirement is established, the acquisition 
process proceeds through the stages of concept exploration, demon- 
stration and validation, full-scale development, and into production 
until initial operational capability of the system is reached. The ap- 
proval to advance to each stage of this process is provided through 
the DSARC process. 

The DSARC process was established in 1969 pursuant to DoD Di- 
rective 5000.1 and DoD Instruction 5000.2. The Secretary of De- 
fense must approve the initial Justification of Major System New 
Start (JMSNS) to begin the process. The next major milestone, 
Milestone I, occurs prior to the demonstration and validation stage. 
Milestone II involves the decision to enter full-scale development, 
and may involve approval for limited production. The full produc- 
tion decision occurs at Milestone III. The length of time between 
new start approval and Milestone III is today approximately 8 to 
12 years. 

The principal DSARC members and advisors include the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Research and Engineering); the Under Secre- 
tary of Defense (Policy); the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Acqui- 
sition and Logistics); the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptrol- 
ler); the Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation; the Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Secretary of the Military Department con- 
cerned; appropriate Deputy Under Secretaries; the Director, De- 
fense Intelligence Agency; the Director, Operational Test and Eval- 
uation; the Director, Defense Test and Evaluation; and the Chair- 
man, Cost Analysis Improvement Group. 

The DSARC is typically concerned with issues such as the transi- 
tion from development to production, affordability, cost growth, 
test results, inventory objective, joint Service program coordina- 
tion, efficient production rates, and acquisition strategy. 
D. PROBLEM AREAS AND CAUSES 

This section discusses four problem areas that have been identi- 
fied within the acquisition process and presents analyses of their 
contributing causes. First, there is an insufficient assured connec- 
tion between national military strategy and the formulation of 
military requirements. The second problem area is failure to 
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achieve feasible and desirable levels of military equipment com- 
monality. Weak management of, and general resistance to, joint 
programs is the third problem area. The last problem area is the 
lack of effective departmental coordination of acquisition. 

In each of these problem areas, the causes are domination of the 
requirements formulation process and acquisition system by the 
Military Departments and insufficient coordination, review, and in- 
tegration by other elements of DoD, primarily OSD and OJCS. This 
theme will recur in the discussion of each of the four problems, but 
its central importance indicates clearly that solutions to the prob- 
lems require the enhancement of the coordination and integration 
role of elements of DoD other than the Military Departments. 
1. INSUFFICIENT ASSURED CONNECTION BETWEEN NATIONAL MILI- 

TARY STRATEGY AND FORMULATION OF MILITARY REQUIREMENTS 
The process of determining what types of weapon systems and 

other defense equipment the United States buys is highly complex. 
As noted earlier, the process usually begins with a threat assess- 
ment of the military capabilities of potential adversaries. It is of 
critical importance to understand the capability of individual sys- 
tems of potential adversaries, as well as the aggregate military ca- 
pability of various types of adversary forces. 

This threat is then considered in the context of U.S. national se- 
curity commitments, and policy and planning objectives for U.S. 
military force capabilities are set. This should be followed by for- 
mulation of a national military strategy. Such a strategy would 
consider possible scenarios that might arise in different parts of 
the world and would plan for the use of military force, as appropri- 
ate, to deal with such scenarios. Part of this strategy would be the 
structure of forces to counter the threat. A key component of the 
force structure is the type of equipment available to United States 
forces. 

Thus, a critical element in defense planning is the establishment 
of requirements for new military equipment. Such requirements 
should evolve from an assessment of the threat, existing United 
States military capabilities, and the national military strategy 
(which should reflect national commitments). 

Consider, for example, the case of a new attack submarine, which 
is, in fact, currently being planned by the Navy. In the develop- 
ment of the requirement for the submarine, the Navy would con- 
sider the missions of such a platform and the relative capability of 
potential adversaries, in this instance the Soviet Union. Since one 
mission of an attack submarine is anti-submarine warfare (ASW), 
the Navy would regard the relative noise level of Soviet subma- 
rines as an important factor in determining how quiet American 
submarines would have to be in order to effectively perform the 
ASW role. In terms of offensive capabilities, the military require- 
ment would have to reflect the anticipated use of submarines in 
the national military strategy. To what extent would submarines 
be based forward to attack enemy naval vessels in time of war? To 
what extent would submarines be responsible for keeping sea lines 
of communication open? What role, if any, would attack subma- 
rines have in the support of strategic missions? The answers to 
these questions should flow from the national military strategy; the 
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type of platform that is built should reflect that strategy and the 
intended employment of attack submarines in various scenarios. 

The concern, then, which is the first problem in the acquisition 
process portion of this study, is that there is not an assured connec- 
tion between the national military strategy and the formulation of 
military requirements. The reason that the term “assured connec- 
tion” is used is because it would be an overstatement to say that 
there is no connection. In many cases weapon systems that are de- 
veloped fit well with the national strategy. Such a fit may exist 
more through chance than as a result of a careful planning process 
that assures such a fit. 

This is not to say that the Services are procuring equipment 
which serves no military purpose. The issue is whether the plat- 
forms and weapons that are identified as new requirements are the 
most appropriate platforms and weapons to execute an integrated, 
unified military approach, not the approach of a single Service. For 
example, if the Air Force designs a new fighter, that fighter should 
ideally reflect the view of how four Services on a unified basis will 
fight in certain scenarios. There may be a difference, however, be- 
tween the Air Force’s view of its role in these scenarios and the 
views of the OJCS and unified commands of the Air Force role. If 
the Air Force defines requirements to reflect its own view of its 
role, then, though the aircraft procured will obviously have mili- 
tary value, it may not be the optimal aircraft to perform all of the 
unified missions required of it. 

This problem may arise even more dramatically in the case of 
the failure of a Service to develop a capability to perform a particu- 
lar mission at all, if its own plans and strategy do not reflect na- 
tional military strategy. Consider, for example, a scenario in which 
hostilities might arise approximately 1,000 miles inland, and the 
successful rapid insertion of heavy land forces in sufficient num- 
bers to be effective is considered unlikely. The American response 
to such a scenario would probably rely, at least initially, exclusive- 
ly on air power. Does the process for developing military require- 
ments assure that one of the Services will have developed aircraft 
capable of performing this mission? There is a concern that the 
process does not do that, particularly if the Service involved con- 
ceives its mission priorities differently than they are envisioned in 
the national military strategy. 

The task of developing military requirements is essentially a 
Military Department function. The process by which this is done is 
different in each of the three departments. In the Navy, for exam- 
ple, requirements are established by the Deputy Chiefs of Naval 
Operations for Submarine Warfare, Surface Warfare, and Air War- 
fare. These vice admirals and their staffs are part of the Office of 
the Chief of Naval Operations and generally decide on new require- 
ments for ships, aircraft, and weapons. There is, of course, input 
from the fleet and from the naval laboratories. 

In the Air Force, the process of formulating requirements is 
somewhat more decentralized. The requirements formulators are 
predominantly the headquarters of the operating commands -the 
Strategic Air Command, the Military Airlift Command, and the 
Tactical Air Command. Proposals for requirements are then consid- 
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ered by the Air Staff (the staff of the Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force). 

The Army system is somewhat similar to that of the Air Force, 
in that the three major combat arms (infantry, armor, and artil- 
lery) and their supporting elements formulate requirements, which 
are then considered by the Combined Arms Center at Ft. Leaven- 
worth, Kansas. Recommendations regarding new requirements are 
then transmitted for review to the Training and Doctrine Com- 
mand (TRADOC) at Ft. Monroe, Virginia, and finally to the Army 
Staff. 

Through these processes, the Services exercise primary responsi- 
bility for the development of requirements for new military equip- 
ment. The OJCS has a limited role, as do the unified and specified 
commands. The staff of the USDR&E is also chartered to be in- 
volved in the process of requirements formulation, but that office 
has far fewer resources than do the individual Services. 

Because of Service dominance of the process by which military 
requirements are formulated, there is, as discussed earlier, a rea- 
sonable concern about whether these requirements fully reflect and 
support national military strategy. As noted, a particular Service 
may envision its role in various operational scenarios differently 
than the role contemplated for the Service in the overall national 
military strategy. Similarly, where a Service role is predominantly 
in support of another Service, there may be insufficient coordina- 
tion between the two Services to assure that equipment developed 
for the supporting role is the optimal type of equipment. For exam- 
ple, in theory, if the Air Force were developing a multi-purpose air 
platform to perform combined missions, such as a general air-to- 
ground mission as well as a close air support mission, the Air Force 
might prefer a platform that would emphasize the general air-to- 
ground role (which would be an independent Air Force mission) as 
opposed to the close air support role. The Army, on the other hand, 
might prefer a platform with greater close air support capabilities. 
In either case, it is unclear that any neutral mediator -either 
OSD or the OJCS -could effectively direct a balance between mis- 
sion capabilities in the platform based upon an understanding of 
national military strategy and priorities. 
2. FAILURE To ACHIEVE FEASIBLE AND DESIRABLE LEVELS OF MILI- 

TARY EQUIPMENT COMMONALITY 
Though each Service obviously buys a number of weapon systems 

that are uniquely required for the missions of that Service, there 
are also systems and subsystems for which the general need is 
common among two or more of the Services. The opportunities for 
commonality vary depending upon the particular situation. In 
some cases, such as an air-launched missile, the same munition 
might theoretically be appropriate for all of the Services. In other 
cases, such as that of aircraft, it might be possible for one Service 
to make some modifications to the aircraft of another Service, 
rather than developing an entirely new aircraft. In addition, there 
are inevitably types of subsystems -such as radars, computers, 
and electronic countermeasure units -that might be commonly 
used in weapon platforms of more than one Service. 
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The Marine Corps, for example, relies almost completely on 
equipment procured for other Services to meet its needs. Much 
Marine Corps ground equipment is Army equipment, and the 
Marine Corps has for some time used carrier-capable aircraft pro- 
cured by the Navy. The example of the Marine Corps is relatively 
clear evidence that there are substantial opportunities for common 
utilization of military equipment or the incorporation of common 
elements into various weapon systems. 

For many of the same reasons that explain the insufficient as- 
sured connection between national military strategy and the for- 
mulation of military requirements, the amount of commonality in 
military equipment appears to be far less than might be desirable. 
Since the Services are responsible for the development of military 
requirements, the tendency is for each Service to develop a system 
uniquely tailored to the needs and mission which that Service 
seeks to perform. There is nothing necessarily sinister about this 
tendency; it is a natural desire of professional military officers to 
have equipment which best suits the specific needs and mission of 
their Service. There is always the concern that an emphasis on 
common utilization may force a compromise in capability in order 
to accommodate the needs of two or more Services. There is also 
the belief that lack of commonality confounds the enemy and com- 
plicates its task of responding to United States forces. 

Nevertheless, given the very high cost of major weapon systems 
today and budgetary pressures faced by the country, every opportu- 
nity to achieve procurement economies by the common utilization 
of systems or subsystems ought to be explored. The structure of the 
Department of Defense as it now exists does not appear to be ideal- 
ly suited to promote such exploration. 
3. WEAK MANAGEMENT OF, AND GENERAL RESISTANCE TO JOINT PRO- 

A joint program is one in which two or more Services are partici- 
pating in the development and acquisition of a weapon system. In 
such a program, the Services may ultimately buy the same item or 
variants of an item to reflect Service-specific needs, missions, and 
requirements. It appears that historically there have been signifi- 
cant management problems with such programs. The difficulties 
with managing joint programs generally flow from the difficulty in 
getting agreement on joint requirements. As noted in the discus- 
sion of problem area #2, the Services are reluctant to compromise 
on specifications or equipment capabilities. There are legitimate 
differences in the doctrine, tactics, and technical needs of various 
Services. Moreover, one Service may be willing to commit a greater 
amount of resources to satisfying a particular military require- 
ment, because it is relatively more important to that Service than 
another Service. 

If a joint requirement can be established, however, there are also 
problems in achieving effective joint program administration and 
management. Presently, when a joint program is to be undertaken, 
OSD appoints a lead Service which then appoints the program 
manager. Though the program manager has primary responsibility 

joint program also assign representatives to the program office. 

GRAMS 

for staffing the program office, the participating Services in the 
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Often, these representatives will not be co-located. In some cases, 
such as the Joint Cruise Missile Project, co-location of all of the 
joint program participants was directed. 

The joint program office, however, seems to have many of the 
conflict of interest problems that the Joint Staff does (which are 
discussed in detail in Chapter 4). These are briefly summarized in 
work conducted by the General Accounting Office (GAO) on this 
subject: 

Representatives appointed to the joint program have divided 
loyalty -to their continuing Service affiliation, and to the ad 
hoc joint program. They are in the program first and foremost 
to protect their Service’s interest. Promotions and reassign- 
ments are done by the parent Service. Several sources told us 
that officer careers have been blighted due to loyalty conflict 
when the parent Services were cool toward the joint program. 
(“Joint Major System Acquisition by the Military Services: An 
Elusive Strategy,” December 23, 1983, page 25) 

Exceedingly difficult demands are placed upon a joint program 
manager. He is responsible for obtaining funds from participating 
Services, negotiating requirements disputes, keeping all the neces- 
sary components of the project under contract, dealing with differ- 
ent chains of command, and trying to maintain the program on 
schedule. There are numerous review ladders in a single Service 
project; there are even more in a joint program. 

Some of the problems associated with joint programs should be 
relieved by the establishment of the Joint Requirements and Man- 
agement Board. This is an instrument of the JCS which has been 
charged with examining potential joint military requirements; 
identifying, evaluating, and selecting candidates for joint develop- 
ment and acquisition programs; chartering study groups to identify 
concept definitions, joint requirements, and joint management 
issues; providing oversight of cross-Service requirements and man- 
agement issues; and resolving Service issues that arise after a joint 
program has been initiated. The board consists of the Vice Chiefs 
of Staff of each Service and the Director of the Joint Staff. Also, 
the Services have demonstrated an awareness of and concern about 
this problem. For example, the Joint Logistics Commanders issued 
a thoughtful study in July 1984 on joint programs, in which the 
management weaknesses discussed here were recognized. 
4. LACK OF EFFECTIVE DEPARTMENTAL COORDINATION OF ACQUISI- 

A simple review of the organization of procurement in the De- 
fense Department should make it clear why there exists a lack of 
complete coordination in the acquisition process. As has already 
been noted, the Services control the process. Though there are offi- 
cials in OSD who are charged with setting procurement policy or 
otherwise monitoring aspects of the acquisition process, those offi- 
cials have no direct line management responsibility over the Serv- 
ice buying commands. 

Thus, though OSD procurement policy officials control depart- 
ment-wide regulations, further regulatory direction comes from the 
Services, the buying commands within the Services, and even the 
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buying divisions within the buying commands. The Services not 
only negotiate contracts for major weapon systems and for the sup- 
port of such systems, but usually administer the contracts as well. 

As a result of this Service domination of acquisition, there may 
be inconsistent policy or contracting practices. There is also a diffi- 
culty in establishing effective departmental standards and prac- 
tices regarding the acquisition work force and the transfer of per- 
sonnel between the procurement commands of the various Services. 

It should be emphasized that the observations made here regard- 
ing this problem are a summary of the inevitable weaknesses of 
any decentralized system. There obviously, as is discussed later, 
would be other weaknesses of a highly centralized system. Many 
knowledgeable people believe that to the extent inconsistent prac- 
tices exist among the Service buying commands, they have no tan- 
gible adverse impact on the overall performance of the system. The 
basic challenge in considering DoD organization is to determine 
whether a centralized or decentralized system offers relatively 
greater opportunities for effective acquisition, maintenance, and 
support of weapon systems. 
E. DESCRIPTION OF SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEM AREAS 

Possible solutions to the problem areas in the acquisition process 
are described in this section. The options presented in this section 
may or may not be mutually exclusive. In some instances, the im- 
plementation of one option would preclude the implementation of 
other options; in other cases, several options could be implemented. 
1. PROBLEM AREA #1— INSUFFICIENT ASSURED CONNECTION BE- 

TWEEN NATIONAL MILITARY STRATEGY AND FORMULATION OF 
MILITARY REQUIREMENTS 

0 Option 1A -enhance the role of the OJCS in the evaluation of 

Section 141 of title IO, United States Code, assigns the following 

0 prepare strategic plans and provide for the strategic direction 
of the armed forces; and 

0 review the major material and personnel requirements of the 
armed forces in accordance with strategic and logistics plans. 

Beyond these duties, the JCS system is responsible for overseeing 
the development of contingency plans. While much of the contin- 
gency planning is actually performed by the operational com- 
mands, the JCS system sets the framework and reviews operational 
plans. 

These duties for strategic planning (which is part of the resource 
allocation process) and contingency planning make the Organiza- 
tion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff specially qualified to evaluate mili- 
tary requirements and to determine whether Service-identified re- 
quirements are consistent with strategic and operational plans. 
While military requirements focus on future warfighting needs, the 
connection that the OJCS provides with current deficiencies -as 
made evident by contingency plans -is important. 

military requirements 

duties, among others, to the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 
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This option envisions that there would be a specific staff capabil- 
ity in the OJCS to assess the military requirements for each new 
major weapon system. This assessment would independently review 
the threat and the mission for which a military requirement has 
been established, and would either validate the particular require- 
ment or propose adjustments to it. 

For example, if the Navy proposed a new class of attack subma- 
rines of a certain size, speed, quietness, and weapons carrying capa- 
bility, the OJCS under this option would prepare a military re- 
quirement assessment that would evaluate the relative appropri- 
ateness of the requirement as defined by the Navy, given an inde- 
pendent review by the OJCS of the threat, the Navy mission, the 
quantity of attack submarines required to perform that mission, 
the affordability of the new submarine design, and other pertinent 
factors. 

0 Option 1B -enhance the role of OSD in the evaluation of mili- 

A second alternative for assuring greater connection between the 
national military strategy and the establishment and validation of 
military requirements would be to substantially increase the size 
and capabilities of the staff of the USDR&E, and to call upon that 
staff for a more thorough review of military requirements. Present- 
ly, notwithstanding substantial criticism of the overall size of OSD, 
it is clear that the staff of the USDR&E is much smaller than that 
of the Services performing comparable functions. In fact, the pro- 
gram office alone for some individual weapon systems would 
exceed the size of the entire staff of USDR&E. Thus, if the Under 
Secretary seeks to question the validity of a military requirement 
established by the Services, the Services have far greater staff ca- 
pability and expertise to justify the established requirement than 
does OSD to challenge it. If OSD is to be a more effective counter- 
balance to the Services in evaluating military requirements, then it 
needs to have more substantial and broader-based staff capability. 
2. PROBLEM AREA #2-FAILURE TO ACHIEVE FEASIBLE AND DESIRA- 

BLE LEVELS OF EQUIPMENT COMMONALITY 
0 Option 2A -create structures to promote communication 

among users, requirement formulators, and procurers of simi- 
lar types of weapon systems 

As noted earlier, the development of military requirements in- 
volves users, those charged specifically with requirements formula- 
tion, and the buying commands. Therefore, one means of promot- 
ing greater commonality of weapon systems or components would 
be to require the establishment of inter-Service committees of 
users, requirements formulators, and acquisition professionals. For 
example, if commonality in fixed-wing, high performance aircraft 
were sought, there would be a committee consisting of members of 
Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps wings; another committee con- 
sisting of representatives of the requirements formulators in the 
Tactical Air Command, the Office of the Deputy Chief of Naval Op- 
erations for Air Warfare, and the Office of the Marine Corps 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Aviation; and another committee consist- 
ing of officers assigned to the Aeronautical Systems Division of the 

tary requirements 
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Air Force Systems Command and the Naval Air Systems Com- 
mand. Such committees are already being established in the acqui- 
sition community. For example, in June 1985, the Joint Aeronauti- 
cal Commanders Group, the Joint Commanders Group for Commu- 
nications-Electronics, and the Joint Ordnance Commanders Group 
were established. 

It is recognized that the further establishment of structures like 
those described in this option would not necessarily overcome prob- 
lems of Service loyalty, since this option does not contemplate 
anyone having directive authority. Rather, this option simply en- 
sures exchange of information among users, requirements formula- 
tors, and procurers, so that commonality can be voluntarily 
achieved to the extent that any single Service sees value in utiliz- 
ing the approach of another Service. 

0 Option 2B -enhance the role of OSD 
The same approach suggested earlier for an enhanced staff capa- 

bility in the office of the USDR&E for the purpose of ensuring the 
linkage of the national military strategy to the formulation of mili- 
tary requirements could be utilized to promote greater commonal- 
ity in military equipment. This responsibility already lies with 
USDR&E; the issue is whether USDR&E has adequate resources to 
identify and promote all appropriate common utilization opportuni- 
ties. 

0 Option 2C -consolidate the buying commands 
There has been some discussion about a possible consolidation of 

all of the buying commands of the Services into a single depart- 
ment-wide acquisition agency. This option is described at greater 
length under problem area #4. While consolidation of the buying 
commands would not necessarily promote greater commonality 
among whole weapon systems, since the buying commands are not 
responsible for formulating requirements, such consolidation might 
promote greater commonality among components of weapon sys- 
tems. 

0 Option 2D -develop a larger number of joint programs 
Though there have been problems with the management of joint 

programs, the mechanism of joint program development may in 
certain cases be an effective option for achieving greater common- 
ality. If a program is conducted jointly, then it offers the potential 
for obtaining commonality of equipment. 

A joint program does not ensure complete common use of equip- 
ment, since in many cases the mission requirements of each Serv- 
ice will vary and equipment will have to be modified to reflect indi- 
vidual Service mission requirements. This was the case, for exam- 
ple, with the joint cruise missile project. But even with substantial 
differences in types of cruise missiles, the joint program offered an 
organizational structure for using common components to the max- 
imum extent possible. The joint program structure also ensured 
that technical achievements in cruise missiles were readily avail- 
able to each Service and could be incorporated into all variations of 
the missiles. 
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3. PROBLEM AREA #3-WEAK MANAGEMENT OF, AND GENERAL RE- 
SISTANCE TO, JOINT PROGRAMS 

program manager 
0 Option 3A —let DOD manage all joint programs and assign a 

Under this option, OSD -either through USDR&E or through 
the Assistant Secretary for Acquisition and Logistics -would be 
the direct manager of all joint programs. The responsible official at 
OSD would appoint the program manager, either a military officer 
or a civilian, who would then be directly accountable to the ap- 
pointing OSD official. 

Presently, the program manager for a joint program is from the 
Service with the lead responsibility for the program. Under this 
option, OSD would assume the management responsibility for joint 
programs. 

0 Option 3B -reserve a block of OSD funds to finance the devel- 

GAO has surfaced as an option in its report on joint programs 
the possibility of setting aside a block of OSD funds for joint major 
system development. According to the GAO study, the underlying 
rationale for this proposal is that the Services might be more will- 
ing to maintain a commitment to a joint program if development 
were “cost free.” 
0 Option 3C -ensure that OSD protects the funding levels for 

In those instances where joint programs are justified and joint 
funding is appropriate, OSD should ensure through the budget 
process that participating Services fully fund their portions of the 
effort. OSD already has the authority to do this through the estab- 
lished budget preparation procedures. It would simply have to exer- 
cise that authority. 

opment phases of joint programs 

joint programs 

4. PROBLEM AREA #4-LACK OF EFFECTIVE DEPARTMENTAL COORDI- 
NATION OF ACQUISITION 

0 Option 4A -consolidate the buying commands 
This option has already been mentioned as a possible alternative 

for dealing with the problem of lack of commonality of military 
equipment. Under this option, the independent Service buying com- 
mands would cease to exist, and there would be a centralized de- 
fense procurement agency within the Defense Department, presum- 
ably headed by a senior civilian presidential appointee in OSD. 
This type of centralized procurement has been used by France 
among other countries. 

The creation of a consolidated acquisition agency separate and 
apart from the Department of Defense has also been suggested. 
That particular option is not analyzed in this study, since it seems 
that any agency should appropriately be part of the Department 
and accountable to the Secretary of Defense. 

0 Option 4B -have the commanders of the buying commands 

Under this option, the buying commands would continue to exist 
in their present form. However, the military commanders of the 

report directly to a senior official in OSD 
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buying commands would no longer report to the Service Chiefs of 
Staff or to the Service Secretaries. Instead, they would report di- 
rectly to a senior official in OSD. In other words, OSD would 
become the line manager for the buying commands under this 
option. This type of procurement organization is currently used in 
the United Kingdom. 

0 Option 4C -strengthen OSD coordination using existing struc- 

Under this option, there would be no change in the basic depart- 
mental structure. Instead, the Secretary would simply be urged to 
put sufficient support behind USDR&E and the Assistant Secretary 
for Acquisition and Logistics to assure that the policy initiatives of 
those individuals and their staffs would be observed by the buying 
commands. Under the present highly decentralized acquisition 
system, there is some question about whether centralized direction 
from OSD has sufficient top-management support to be effective. 

tures 

0 Option 4D -consolidate contract administration 
Rather than a consolidation of the entire buying commands, an- 

other option to address this problem would be the consolidation of 
the contract administration services only. The Defense Contract 
Administration Service of the Defense Logistics Agency already 
represents a consolidated contract administration service for cer- 
tain contractors. However, the contract administration function for 
most major weapon systems and major contractors still lies with 
the Services. Since this results in one Service administering con- 
tracts for other Services, and since each Service has its own ap- 
proach to and policies for contract administration, the suggestion 
has been made that at least contract administration should be a 
consolidated activity. 

F. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 
This section evaluates the specific options for reforming the ac- 

quisition process that were set forth in Section E. No effort will be 
made here to compare these options with each other or to identify 
the most promising options for legislative action. Rather, this sec- 
tion seeks to set forth in the most objective way possible the pros 
and cons of each alternative solution. The options will be identified 
by the same number and letter combination used in the preceding 
section. 
1. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF INSUFFICIENT As- 

SURED CONNECTION BETWEEN NATIONAL MILITARY STRATEGY 
AND FORMULATION OF MILITARY REQUIREMENTS 

0 Option 1A -enhance the role of the OJCS in the evaluation of 
military requirements 

Greater involvement of the OJCS in the assessment of military 
requirements has substantial potential value. First, the OJCS, to- 
gether with the unified commands, develops various operational 
plans. 

Second, the OJCS has a major role in formulating national mili- 
tary strategy. Therefore, the OJCS should fully understand the un- 
derlying strategy, doctrine, tactics, and approach to various types 
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of operations, and should be in an excellent position to judge 
whether certain newly specified military requirements are consist- 
ent with current and future needs. 

Third, the OJCS should be the repository of extensive profession- 
al military judgment, in that most of the personnel assigned to the 
OJCS are military officers. Since the question of appropriateness 
and validity of a military requirement in large part requires such 
military judgment and experience, it follows that the OJCS should 
be an effective and competent reviewer of requirements developed 
by the Services. The OJCS is likely, however, to be unable to force- 
fully evaluate military requirements unless the institutional defi- 
ciencies of the JCS system -as identified in Chapter 4 -are cor- 
rected. 

0 Option 1B -enhance the role of OSD in the evaluation of mili- 

The major advantage of increasing the size and breadth of the 
staff of USDR&E is that such a civilian staff should be well posi- 
tioned to be an independent evaluator of requirements proposed by 
the Services. In addition, to the extent that civilian control of vari- 
ous DoD decisions is desirable, this would result in substantial ci- 
vilian control over one of the key types of decisions the Depart- 
ment of Defense makes -what new weapon systems to develop and 
produce. 

There are potential problems, however, with greater utilization 
of the OSD staff as the primary evaluator of Service military re- 
quirements. The OSD staff has historically had no access to the 
operational plans developed by the OJCS, has a limited role in the 
formulation of national military strategy, and has limited profes- 
sional military expertise. To the extent that the responsibility of 
any independent evaluator of Servicedeveloped military require- 
ments is to ensure the fit of such requirements with operational 
and strategic plans, access to or understanding of such plans and 
related military judgment are essential ingredients to perform the 
job. In addition, some thoughtful observers already believe that 
OSD is unwisely micro-managing the Services in many areas, in- 
cluding acquisition programs. This option could increase such 
micro-management tendencies in OSD. 
2. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF FAILURE To 

ACHIEVE FEASIBLE AND DESIRABLE LEVELS OF MILITARY EQUIP- 
MENT COMMONALITY 

0 Option 2A -create structures to promote communication 
among users, requirements formulators, and procurers of simi- 
lar types of weapon systems 

At a minimum, it would seem that there should be mechanisms 
to promote communication among users, requirements formulators, 
and procurers of similar types of weapon systems. Formal struc- 
tures to ensure communication among individuals in different 
Services involved with similar types of equipment would appear to 
be essential in order to make certain that Services were aware of 
what other Services were doing. Thus, the recent effort of the Joint 
Logistics Commanders to create the joint commanders groups is 
most welcome. It must be recognized, however, that while the exist- 

tary requirements 



548 

ence of structures of this type would promote communication, they 
would not ensure commonality. 

0 Option 2B -enhance the role of OSD 
One of the presumed roles of the USDR&E should be to search 

for opportunities for commonality in military equipment and to 
take whatever actions might be required to prevent unnecessary 
duplication of such equipment. USDR&E should be able to require 
common approaches to weapon system requirements, when it is de- 
termined that such a common approach is feasible and desirable. 
In addition, USDR&E should be a repository of department-wide 
knowledge about technical capabilities, and should, therefore, be 
able to identify opportunities for common utilization of weapon sys- 
tems or components of weapon systems. 

0 Option 2C -consolidate the buying commands 
If there are strong arguments for consolidation of the buying 

commands, an issue that is discussed at somewhat greater length 
later, those arguments do not have to do with the formulation of 
military requirements. Since the buying commands do not formu- 
late requirements, but become involved only in the execution, con- 
solidation of the buying commands would not necessarily promote 
common utilization of weapon systems. Such consolidation might, 
however, promote utilization of a greater number of common com- 
ponents. 

Each of the buying commands of the Services is presently an ex- 
ceedingly large organization, and there is a real and serious ques- 
tion about whether a consolidated command would be manageable. 
In addition, a consolidated command would almost certainly take 
away the supervisory responsibilities of the Service Secretary and 
Chief. It remains to be seen whether such extreme centralization 
would have more advantages than disadvantages. 

0 Option 2D -develop a larger number of joint programs 
The issue of joint programs is discussed at greater length in the 

discussion of problem area #3. It should be adequate to state at 
this point that a joint program is the most direct means of obtain- 
ing common utilization, if it is determined at the outset that two or 
more Services can use the same type of equipment, either in identi- 
cal form or with only slight modification. 
3. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF WEAK MANAGE- 

0 Option 3A -let OSD manage all joint programs and assign a 

The main advantage to giving OSD a controlling role in joint 
programs is that, though a number of military officers serve in 
OSD, it institutionally has no Service bias or affiliation. As already 
indicated, one of the problems in the management of joint pro- 
grams is that it is difficult to maintain equal Service commitments 
to various programs. Controlling these programs through a pro- 
gram manager reporting directly to an OSD official might relieve 
that problem. In addition, OSD should have the technical expertise 
to manage programs, and it should have the detachment from any 
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Service interest to resolve disputes about technical requirements 
that are raised. 

This would be a significant role change for OSD. Some of the 
other impacts of this change are summarized by GAO: 

It would alter the character and structure of USDRE, requir- 
ing enlargement of control and the scope and depth of the 
staff. It might have to infringe on the military service -doc- 
trine, capability selection, and service expenditure choices. It 
would be at odds with DoD administration’s favoring decentral- 
izing the decision-making to the Military Departments. (“Joint 
Major System Acquisition by the Military Services: An Elusive 
Strategy,” page 32) 

The primary shortcoming of this option is that OSD presently ex- 
ercises no line management over the various programs. Therefore, 
it would almost certainly not be well equipped to suddenly exercise 
such line management. The buying commands, on the other hand, 
already have very large program management organizations and 
the staff support that these require. 

0 Option 3B-reserve a block of OSD funds to finance the devel- 

The primary advantage of reserving department-wide funds, 
rather than Service funds, to finance the development phases of 
joint programs is that the Services might be willing to cooperate in 
joint program development if‘ their own resources were not being 
used. However, there is some question as to whether this would 
truly be the perception, since set-aside funds are still defense 
money and would probably be viewed as such in the eyes of the 
Services. 
0 Option 3C-ensure that OSD protects the funding levels for 

As has already been noted, OSD could achieve control of joint 
funding with existing authority, if it chose to exercise it. This 
option should theoretically pose no difficulties to anyone, since 
OSD should, with respect to all departmental programs (whether 
joint or single Service), be exercising sufficient control over the 
budget to ensure that resources commensurate with the impor- 
tance of the program are committed. OSD could certainly use this 
same authority and discretion to maintain sufficient support of all 
Services for joint programs which it regards as programs of critical 
importance. 
4. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF LACK OF EFFECTIVE 

opment phases of joint programs 

joint programs 

DEPARTMENTAL COORDINATION OF ACQUISITION 
0 Option 4A-consolidate the buying commands 
The theoretical benefits of a consolidated acquisition agency are 

relatively apparent. There would presumably be common policies, 
common contract administration, greater coordination of depart- 
mental research efforts, greater flexibility in staffing, and other 
similar related benefits which should arise from having one pro- 
curement agency. 
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On the other hand, each of the existing buying commands of the 
Services is already an exceedingly large organization, and a con- 
solidated agency might be unmanageable. 

The Defense Procurement Improvement Act of 1985 directs the 
U.S. General Accounting Office to conduct a study of the feasibility 
of creating a consolidated acquisition agency and asks GAO to iden- 
tify advantages and disadvantages of such a plan. It would seem es- 
sential to have a very detailed feasibility analysis and exceedingly 
careful study before any action as far-reaching as this option was 
undertaken. 

In addition, it might generally be desirable to look toward more 
incremental means of achieving greater coordination and integra- 
tion of the buying command activities. Incrementalism offers the 
benefit of being able to make careful adjustments at different 
stages of the process. There is always the concern with any change 
as massive as consolidation of the buying commands that substan- 
tial unforeseen problems might result. 

0 Option 4B-have the commanders of the buying commands 

Option 4B is similar to the present system in the United King- 
dom. Though the Ministry of Defense in Britain has procurement 
agencies in each Service, the senior official in the Service responsi- 
ble for procurement reports to the Minister for Defense Procure- 
ment. 

Under this option, there would be no change in the buying com- 
mands of the Services, but there would be a line reporting relation- 
ship directly into OSD rather than through the Service military 
and civilian chains of command. The advantage of this option is 
that it would give the senior OSD acquisition official control over 
the individuals actually performing procurement. Presently, for ex- 
ample, the Assistant Secretary for Acquisition and Logistics is lim- 
ited in his ability to affect results. He may issue guidance, direc- 
tions, or policy, but the implementing officials work for the Serv- 
ices. If those individuals worked for the responsible OSD official, 
then there should be far greater OSD control over day-today pro- 
curement activities. 

A primary drawback of this option is that it is inconsistent with 
the general management policy of decentralization of the present 
Administration. Both the Service Chief of Staff as well as the Serv- 
ice Secretary would probably regard it as totally unacceptable to 
have all the acquisition functions of the Service removed from 
their jurisdiction. They might well feel that some of the most im- 
portant areas of management were no longer under their control. 

In addition, the process of weapons development and acquisition 
is one that must be carefully related to operational realities. Creat- 
ing a reporting relationship directly into OSD would reduce the 
interaction between users, requirements formulators and the acqui- 
sition community. 

0 Option 4C-strengthen OSD coordination using existing struc- 

This option is another of the type where OSD technically has the 
authority to provide coordination, but may not be exercising that 

report directly to a senior official in DoD 

tures 
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authority. The question, then, is whether or not OSD coordination 
efforts have sufficient top-management support to require Service 
conformance with established policies. It would seem that this 
should be unobjectionable, since presumably if OSD issues a policy, 
it would be implemented by the Services. 

0 Option 4D-consolidate contract administration 
The primary advantages of consolidating contract administration 

services are that plants would not shift from one Service to an- 
other for contract oversight purposes if the balance of business at a 
plant shifted from one Service to another; no Service would have 
its contracts overseen by officials of another Service; and there 
would be uniform contract administration policies, practices, and 
procedures. 

The view has been expressed that the Services, through their 
plant representative offices, do an  effective job of contract adminis- 
tration. It is not clear, however, whether the Services do the job of 
contract administration more professionally than the Defense Con- 
tract Administration Service. Service control of contract adminis- 
tration would seem to be preferred to consolidated administration 
only in those instances where tangible benefits from Service con- 
trol can be shown. 

G. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This section presents the conclusions and recommendations of 

this chapter concerning the acquisition process. The conclusions 
result from the analyses presented in Section D (Problem Areas 
and Causes). The recommendations are based upon Section F (Eval- 
uation of Alternative Solutions). 

Conclusions Recommendations 

1. There is insufficient as- 1A. Enhance the role of the Orga- 
sured connection between nization of the Joint Chiefs of 
national military strategy Staff in the formulation of mili- 
and the formulation of mili- tary requirements by requiring 
tary requirements. the OJCS to prepare an assess- 

ment of newly specified military 
requirements. 
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Conclusions Recommendations 

2. There is a lack of common- 
ality of military equipment, 
both with respect to entire 
weapon systems and compo- 
nents of weapon systems; 
this results in unnecessary 
duplication of expense to 
the Department. 

2A. Create formal structures to 
promote communication among 
users, requirements formulators, 
and procurers of similar types of 
weapons systems to enhance full 
exploration of opportunities for 
common utilization. 

2B. Provide the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Research and Engineer- 
ing) with adequate staff re- 
sources to act as an advocate for 
common utilization of military 
equipment where feasible and de- 
sirable. 

3. There has been weak man- 3A. Urge OSD to more forcefully 
agement of, and general re- use existing budgeting authority 
sistance to, joint programs. to ensure that Service financial 

commitments to joint programs 
are commensurate with the pri- 
ority of such programs. 

4. There is a lack of effective 4A. Urge OSD to more forcefully 
departmental coordination use existing authority to require, 
of the acquisition process. where appropriate, common ac- 

quisition policies and practices 
by the Services. 



APPENDIX A 

ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT ISSUES 
As noted earlier, there has been extensive public and congres- 

sional interest over the last two years in the defense acquisition 
process. The purpose of this study is not to consider all of the 
issues related to that process. Nevertheless, because of the substan- 
tial interest in defense procurement generally, a brief identifica- 
tion of organizational issues related to defense acquisition would be 
useful. While this appendix will identify problems, questions, and 
issues, it is not intended to reach conclusions or to present solu- 
tions. 
1. COST OF WEAPON SYSTEMS 

One of the most fundamental concerns about defense procure- 
ment is whether weapon systems are being purchased at minimum 
cost. There are any number of reasons that a system may cost 
more than it should. First, the military requirement may be exces- 
sive. In other words, the Service responsible for establishing the re- 
quirement may have specified more capability than that which is 
necessary to meet the expected threat and defined mission need. 
Second, the equipment actually procured may exceed the require- 

' ment to a greater extent than is desirable. Third, the design select- 
ed for a weapon system to meet the requirement may be relatively 
more costly to build than other possible designs. This may be true 
either because the design is unduly complex or because the design 
does not accommodate economic manufacture. Fourth, the produc- 
tion process used by the contractor may not be optimal from a cost 
standpoint. Fifth, the contractor may simply fail to achieve per- 
formance goals in production. Many of the acquisition problems 
discussed later in this appendix also have an  impact on weapon 
systems cost. 

There has been renewed attention to this issue as a result of the 
recent release of a study by the Contract Management Division of 
the Air Force Systems Command. The study reported conclusions 
from a comparison of the actual performance of several defense 
contractors with the standard work hours of certain manufacturing 
operations. Though there is some dispute about the methodology of 
this study, it concludes that the actual hours spent in the produc- 
tion of those weapon systems examined was substantially in excess 
of the standard hours. 

Because the United States has a numerical disadvantage in most 
weapon systems when compared with the Soviet Union, and be- 
cause substantial Federal budget deficits may severely constrain 
defense budget growth in the foreseeable future, acquiring weapons 
at minimum cost is critically important. Lowering the unit cost of 
comparable weapon systems is directly translatable into greater 
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quantities and thus additional military capability. The challenge, 
therefore, is to define military requirements which are appropriate 
but not excessive; to meet, but not unnecessarily exceed, the re- 
quirement; to select a design which is less costly than competitive 
alternatives; to optimize the cost of production lines; and to ensure 
that production workers are encouraged by incentives to meet or 
exceed production standards. 

Of course, there are a number of other factors which affect con- 
tractor cost. Does the contractor have sufficient incentive to make 
capital investments which will lower overall production costs? Is 
the quantity procured annually generally an economical quantity 
for production purposes? Does the contract reward the contractor 
for sost-savings and thus create tangible incentives for efficient op- 
eration? 

Finally, there has been extensive interest in the last year in 
overhead costs incurred by contractors and charged against con- 
tracts. Specifically, there has been a concern that government reg- 
ulations on the types of general and administrative costs which the 
government will pay are too vague and that the system for the sub- 
mission, audit, and final settlement of such costs is inefficient. Leg- 
islation to address these concerns was part of the Defense Procure- 
ment Improvement Act of 1985. (At the time this study went to 
press, the conference report on the fiscal year 1986 defense authori- 
zation bill, which included the Defense Procurement Improvement 
Act of 1985, had been passed by the Senate and was awaiting 
action in the House.) 
2. COST ESTIMATING AND “SHOULD COST” STUDIES 

The Department of Defense performs two substantially different 
types of cost estimating. The first type is the estimate of the likely 
cost of the weapon system done during its development. This type 
of cost estimating is essentially for budgetary purposes to facilitate 
decision-making on the long-term affordability of a particular pro- 
gram. The congressional emphasis on independent cost estimates 
over the last several years, as well as the work of the Cost Analysis 
Improvement Group (CAIG), has largely been focused on this type 
of cost estimating. Such cost estimating efforts try to determine, 
for example, at the stage of concept exploration and then at subse- 
quent stages into and through full-scale development what the cost 
of developing, procuring, and supporting a particular system is 
likely to be. 

A different type of cost estimating relates to efforts of the De- 
partment to know what a contractor’s production cost should be for 
a particular system that is already in production. These “should 
cost” studies generally require a very large, multi-skilled team, 
with substantial technical expertise, to actually go into a contrac- 
tor facility to independently ascertain whether the manufacturing 
operation is relatively efficient or can be improved. 

The Congress has also had an interest in the second type of inde- 
pendent cost estimating. A provision in the Defense Procurement 
Improvement Act of 1985 would require the Secretary of Defense to 
develop an annual plan identifying those major weapon systems for 
which “should cost” studies are to be performed in any given year. 
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The need for independent, accurate cost estimates of both types 
described here is apparent. The challenge is to develop mechanisms 
that will provide the Department with an enhanced capability to 
develop accurate estimates both of the long-term budgetary type 
and of the “should cost” type. 
3. COMPETITION 

There have been few subjects that have received as much con- 
gressional and public attention as that of competition for weapon 
systems and spare parts. In 1984, the Competition in Contracting 
Act was enacted into law (Public Law 98-369). This measure made 
substantial changes to federal procurement law in order to limit 
those circumstances under which non-competitive procurements 
were permitted. In addition, the Congress passed the Defense Pro- 
curement Reform Act of 1984 (Public Law 98-525) and the Small 
Business and Federal Procurement Competition Enhancement Act 
of 1984 (Public Law 98-577), both of which included numerous pro- 
visions that were intended to permit the government to compete a 
larger percentage of procurements by DoD and other agencies. 

If structured properly, competition offers the opportunity to 
reduce cost. Concern is sometimes expressed that competition for 
major weapon systems in DoD may place relatively too great an 
emphasis on the technical quality of proposals and other non-price 
factors, while placing insufficient emphasis on the price that is of- 
fered. A properly structured competition should ensure that the 
government obtains the lowest price for comparable items. 

The interest of the Congress in promoting competition has also 
been evidenced by legislative provisions to establish competition 
advocates within the Services. The Services have established com- 
petition advocates in every buying command. Though there is some 
concern about the large number of individuals who have been com- 
mitted to this effort, there is nevertheless preliminary evidence 
that competition advocates are having a salutary impact in promot- 
ing competition in instances where it was not previously being 
achieved. 

There is also substantial concern over the appropriate amount of 
competition at different stages in the procurement process. For ex- 
ample, at concept exploration it would be desirable to have exten- 
sive competition and to permit competitors to submit widely vary- 
ing proposals for meeting identified mission needs. The number of 
competitors will usually have to be reduced as the process proceeds 
through demonstration, validation, and full-scale development. In 
many cases, only one full-scale development source has been 
funded, and there is often only one production source funded for 
major weapon systems. 

There has also been a long-standing interest in the question of 
whether or not competitive prototypes should be produced in devel- 
opment for the purpose of selecting a production source. For exam- 
ple, the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel in 1970 included among its rec- 
ommendations the greater use of competitive prototypes and less 
reliance on paper studies. Though there are obvious advantages to 
competing actual prototypes, it is apparent that this is very costly. 

Recently substantial emphasis has been placed on trying to 
obtain dual source procurement of major weapon systems, where it 



appears economical to do so. Under dual source procurement, two 
contractors are maintained throughout the period of time in which 
the system is acquired, with an annual competition between the 
two contractors. Some of the benefits of dual source procurement 
can be obtained even where similar (but not identical) items are 
purchased, as is the case with the current Air Force aircraft engine 
competition. 

Provisions of the Defense Procurement Improvement Act of 1985 
establish a presumption of having two sources in both development 
and production unless certain criteria for exception are satisfied. It 
is apparent that significant congressional attention to the need for 
greater competition continues, and a strong view predominates in 
the Congress that competition has numerous benefits in addition to 
the cost-saving opportunities that it provides. 
4. SOURCE SELECTION PROCEDURES 

The present source selection process involves the establishment 
by the buying command of evaluation criteria for proposals. Typi- 
cally, the evaluation criteria will include such elements as the 
quality of the technical proposal, the management of the proposer, 
integrated logistical support that can be provided, and cost. The 
risk of a proposal is also carefully evaluated. These selection fac- 
tors may be weighted in whatever manner is agreed upon in a 
buying command. 

There are a number of questions that are periodically asked 
about the source selection process. For example, there is an inter- 
est in whether greater emphasis should be placed on the prior per- 
formance of contractors in source selection. There is also a concern 
about whether designs chosen in source selection give appropriate 
consideration to manufacturing factors, reliability, maintenance, 
production cost, and life-cycle cost. 

There is always a concern in the source selection process about 
“buy-ins.” A buy-in occurs when a contractor bids less than it an- 
ticipates its costs are likely to be under the contract, with the ex- 
pectation that it will make the program profitable either through 
changes in the initial contract or through subsequent contracts. 

Dealing with appropriate trade-offs between technical excellence 
and cost; ascertaining how to treat prior performance; and prevent- 
ing buy-ins are all challenges of the source selection process. 
Source selection procedures should also encourage alternate design 
proposals during the development of the concept of a new major 
weapon system. 
5. CONTRACTOR PROFIT 

There is always interest in the appropriate level of profit which 
defense contractors earn. Since the defense procurement process is 
based upon virtually all major weapon systems being developed 
and produced by private industry, it is necessary to permit contrac- 
tors to earn a sufficient profit to attract equity capital. At the same 
time, there is a justifiable concern that profits earned by defense 
contractors not be excessive. 

The Department of Defense has recently released a Defense Fi- 
nance and Investment Review (DFAIR) study. This study considers 
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appropriate levels of contractor profit to reward risk and attract in- 
vestment capital. 
6. PROGRESS PAYMENTS 

The Department of Defense utilizes progress payments to finance 
contracts. Where progress payments are permitted under a con- 
tract, a contractor periodically receives a certain percentage of the 
expenses actually incurred in the performance of the contract. The 
appropriate percentage for progress payments and the basis for 
such payments have recently been disputed. The Secretary of De- 
fense reduced the progress payment percentage from 90% to 80% 
in 1984. In addition, the Congress has included in the Defense Pro- 
curement Improvement Act of 1985 a provision which requires that 
progress payments be commensurate with work that meets the 
quality standards established in the contract that has been accom- 
plished. The DFAIR study, which was mentioned earlier, also con- 
siders the subject of progress payments. 
7. PROGRAM STABILITY 

The lack of stability in the acquisition of many systems has often 
been cited as a major reason for increased cost and other program 
difficulties. Stability basically refers to the expectation that a pre- 
dictable and relatively economical amount of a system will be pro- 
cured annually. An unstable program is one in which the procure- 
ment amounts fluctuate substantially from year to year. 

One of the mechanisms most effectively used in the past to 
achieve program stability has been that of multiyear procurement. 
Under a multiyear procurement, a contractor receives a contract 
for several years. By having a firm government commitment to 
purchase a system for several years, the contractor should have a 
greater financial basis upon which to make capital investments to 
increase the efficiency of production, to enhance productivity, and 
to lower costs. The incentive to do these things may only exist if 
the contractor realizes greater profits as a result of these efficien- 
cies. Greater contractor profit may also be tied to a lower price to 
the government, so both parties may benefit. 

A number of members of Congress have expressed substantial in- 
terest in the establishment of a two-year defense budget. Though 
there are many reasons for a two-year budget (they are discussed 
in Chapter 9), one justification would be the stability in procure- 
ment which such a budget could create. 
8. TRANSITION FROM DEVELOPMENT TO PRODUCTION 

The subject of managing of the transition from development to 
production has also received a great deal of attention in the last 
several years. The Defense Science Board issued a major report on 
the subject in 1983. It has been found on a number of occasions 
that many problems in a given program arise because of inad- 
equate planning of the transition from development to production. 
There may have been inadequate attention during full-scale devel- 
opment to manufacturing issues. There may not have been ade- 
quate investment during development or at the start of production 
to achieve economy in the production process. Or there may have 
been excessive concurrency between development and production. 
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Such concurrency often introduces substantial risk into programs. 
It is clear that attention to this transition stage of the acquisition 
process is of fundamental importance and that further improve- 
ments can be made in the manner in which the transition is 
planned and managed. 
9. CONFIGURATION CONTROL 

It has long been recognized that one of the major sources of cost 
growth in a weapon system is changes made during production. 
Changes tend to be very expensive. In addition, there is the further 
problem that the amount to be paid a contractor for changes that 
are agreed upon are negotiated in a sole source environment, since 
the contractor already has the work in progress and there is often 
no way to compete the amount to be paid for a particular change. 

Increased attention has been given over the last several years to 
trying to achieve and maintain configuration control. In a program 
like the B-1 bomber, where a ceiling was placed on the cost of the 
program, especially tight control was recognized as essential. Simi- 
lar efforts to assure that only minimum changes are made once a 
system is in production are key to controlling the cost. 
10. GOLDPLATING AND OVER SPECIFICATION 

A great deal of attention has recently been paid to problems de- 
scribed as goldplating and over-specification. As the terms are used 
here, they refer to two different problems. Goldplating basically 
means giving a system more capability or additional capabilities 
than are required to meet the threat. 

Over-specification, on the other hand, essentially means either 
writing specifications in so much detail that they exceed that 
which is necessary to meet the military requirement; or providing 
specifications which exceed the military requirement. For example, 
a great deal of attention was given in 1985 to a hot beverage 
warmer for the C-5 aircraft. There was some concern that the hot 
beverage warmer may have been overspecified. Without determin- 
ing whether or not the allegation is correct, the assertion means 
that the specifications for the hot beverage warmer may have been 
unnecessarily complex, thus requiring the manufacturer to produce 
a more expensive warmer, while perhaps a functional specification 
would have permitted the substantial use of a commercial design. 
Alternatively, the assertion could be understood to mean that a 
functional specification issued to a designer exceeded reasonable re- 
quirements for the item. 

These are inevitable problems in weapon systems design. Man- 
agement techniques that provide constant attention to these prob- 
lems are essential. 
11. CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION AND QUALITY ASSURANCE 

Administration of DoD contracts is generally accomplished on 
major weapon systems through the presence a t  manufacturing fa- 
cilities of a DoD plant representative, either from a particular 
Service or from the Defense Contract Administration Service 
(DCAS), a part of the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA). 

The purpose of all these offices is to represent the interests of 
the Federal Government with respect to defense contracts. The of- 
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fices typically include individuals who are responsible for quality 
control, administering changes, supervising progress payments, and 
all other day-to-day aspects of contract administration. 

Partially as a result of the quality assurance problems that arose 
in 1984 with some defense contractors, questions have been raised 
about the effectiveness of on-site plant representative offices. Nev- 
ertheless, the basic structure and organization of these offices seem 
to be a relatively efficient and effective means of representing the 
government’s interest in administering contracts. 
12. DEFENSE CONTRACT AUDIT AND REVIEW 

The Subcommittee on Defense Acquisition Policy of the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services held a hearing in 1985 on the coordination 
of defense contract audit and review activities. Though the wit- 
nesses appearing on behalf of DoD asserted that there was not du- 
plication of various audit and review activities, evidence presented 
to the Committee indicated that the coordination of these activities 
was not nearly as perfect as their testimony suggested. For exam- 
ple, there was evidence that at least four different DoD entities 
(the Defense Contract Administration Service, the Defense Con- 
tract Audit Agency, the buying command of a Service, and the In- 
spector General of DoD) were conducting executive compensation 
reviews. 

Though it is true that DCAA by charter has the exclusive re- 
sponsibility for the audit of contractor costs and other financial 
data, numerous other DoD entities have some review responsibil- 
ities which are in the nature of audits. The report of the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services on the fiscal year 1986 DoD authori- 
zation bill urges the Secretary to ensure the proper coordination of 
DoD audit activities, and suggests that a lead agency be appointed 
for each type of contractor audit or review. 
13. WEAPONS TESTING 

The subject of weapons testing has received a great deal of atten- 
tion over the last two years. In the fiscal year 1984 DoD Authoriza- 
tion Act (Public Law 98-94), a separate Office of Operational Test 
and Evaluation (OT&E) was established in OSD, with a Director of 
this office to be nominated by the President and confirmed by the 
Senate. The purpose of this office was to set department-wide 
policy on operational testing. 

Though the policy for operational testing is now set on a central- 
ized basis as the result of congressional action, the responsibility 
for actually conducting such operational testing still lies with the 
Services. Virtually all of the test ranges, test equipment, and other 
test assets are owned by the Services. For example, a Navy entity 
called the Operational Testing Force (OPTEVFOR) has been re- 
sponsible for some time for designing and conducting effective oper- 
ational tests for all new Navy equipment and for providing an in- 
dependent analysis of such equipment. The Army and Air Force 
have similar organizations. 

There is also substantial attention to developmental testing. The 
policy on developmental testing is established by a Director of De- 

Defense (Research and Engineering). Thus, the establishment of 
fense Test and Evaluation, who reports to the Under Secretary of 
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policy, implementation, and oversight of operational and develop- 
mental testing have been separated in OSD. 

The creation of the new Director of OT&E resulted from a con- 
cern that operational testing was not being conducted in a suffi- 
ciently rigorous fashion by the Services at appropriate times in the 
acquisition cycle. The stated goal of the sponsors of the provision to 
create this office was to ensure appropriate Service attention to 
operational testing and to require that independent test reports be 
prepared by the Director of OT&E and submitted to the Secretary 
of Defense and Congress. 

Though the office was only recently activated, the candor of its 
recent report on the effectiveness of the Sergeant York Divisional 
Air Defense Gun (DIVAD) has created substantial confidence that 
the office is operating as anticipated. There is a continuing need to 
ensure that weapons testing procedures are thorough and ade- 
quate. 
14. ACQUISITION WORK FORCE 

There has been continuing attention to the quality of the acquisi- 
tion work force, including both military officers and civilians. First, 
there has been a concern about the qualifications of military offi- 
cers assigned as program managers for major weapon systems or to 
other positions in the acquisition, maintenance, and support func- 
tions. Though impressive career planning for acquisition profes- 
sionals exists in some situations, in the Services, a number of indi- 
viduals with little or no procurement experience have still been 
given responsibility for major programs. 

The Subcommittee on Defense Acquisition Policy held hearings 
in 1984 and 1985 on the acquisition work force and, as a result of 
those hearings, included provisions in the Defense Procurement 
Improvement Act of 1985 which would establish minimum stand- 
ards for training and prior experience for individuals appointed 
either as program managers of major weapon systems or as general 
or flag officers in the buying commands of the Services. In addi- 
tion, there has been continued interest by the Committee in the es- 
tablishment and maintenance of a distinct career path for individ- 
uals pursuing acquisition as the primary part of their careers. 

Substantial interest has also been expressed in the caliber of the 
civilian work force. There is evidence of serious problems in the 
grades available in the civil service, the ability to attract compe- 
tent new personnel, and training and development incentives that 
can be offered to civilians. 
15. PERMISSIBLE EMPLOYMENT OF DOD OFFICIALS WHEN THEY 

Another subject that has received substantial attention over the 
last several years has been the so-called “revolving door.” This 
issue generally refers to the question of the type of employment 
that individuals who have served in DoD in acquisition roles should 
be allowed to accept when they leave the Federal Government. 

Some recent legislative proposals have required that an individ- 
ual involved in any procurement function related to a particular 
contractor should be ineligible to accept employment with that con- 
tractor for a period of time, varying from two to five years, depend- 

LEAVE THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 
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ing upon the proposal. The Defense Procurement Improvement Act 
of 1985 includes a provision which would prohibit a presidential ap- 
pointee who served as a primary representative of the government 
in negotiations with a contractor from accepting employment with 
that contractor for two years. Other provisions in the legislation 
make it clear that an individual may not negotiate employment 
with a defense contractor at the same time that the individual is 
negotiating on behalf of the government with that contractor, and 
also strengthen the reporting requirements applicable to individ- 
uals who leave DoD and accept defense contractor positions. 
16. ACQUISITION OF SPARE PARTS AND SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

Few subjects related to defense acquisition have received more 
attention over the last two years than the acquisition of spare 
parts and support equipment. Support equipment is the specialized 
equipment that must be purchased to support a system. For exam- 
ple, a special tool required for the installation of a particular spare 
part on a system would be support equipment. Since support equip 
ment is often designed for only only one system, and then may be 
purchased in relatively small quantities (because it is used as a tool 
in the maintenance of the system, not as a spare part itself), such 
equipment often appears to be very expensive. The development 
cost of a particular item of support equipment may be high, and 
that cost may be distributed over a very small number of units. 

There has been substantial attention on the part of both the Con- 
gress and DoD to the question of prices of spare parts and support 
equipment. In the Defense Procurement Reform Act of 1984, a 
number of provisions were intended to increase competition in 
spare parts procurement, and to ensure that the government ob- 
tains necessary technical data to permit competition in the repro- 
curement of spare parts. In addition, in the last two years numer- 
ous reports have been prepared by each Service and by OSD on the 
spare parts problem. 

The Defense Procurement Improvement Act of 1985 requested a 
report by the Secretary of Defense on the progress that has been 
made in solving the spare parts problem. That legislation identified 
the following as major causes of the problem: 

(1) Some parts have been built to overly detailed specifica- 
tions. 

(2) Some parts have been designed and fabricated in such a 
manner that excessive engineering and manufacturing steps 
have been involved, resulting in a price in excess of the intrin- 
sic value of the part. 

(3) Some parts have been purchased in very small, and thus 
highly uneconomic, quantities. 

(4) Some parts have had inappropriate amounts of corporate 
overhead assigned to them, resulting in a price in excess of the 
intrinsic value of the part. 

(5 )  Some parts have not been purchased directly from the 
manufacturer, and thus the government has unnecessarily 
paid an additional profit to the seller. 

(6) Some parts have not been purchased through a competi- 
tive process. 
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(7) Some parts have been sold with unreasonably high profits 

The 1985 legislation requires the Secretary to report to the Con- 
gress on whether each of these problems has been solved and, in 
the event that any problem is not solved, to propose changes to reg- 
ulations or statutes that would enable more progress to be made. 

There is some evidence that the effort to assure reasonable prices 
for spare parts has not been without some cost. For example, pre- 
liminary reports indicate substantial increases in the time neces- 
sary to acquire spare parts, notwithstanding significant additional 
personnel being committed to this function. 
17. TECHNICAL DATA AND PROPRIETARY RIGHTS 

One element of the spare parts problem that has received par- 
ticular attention is that of technical data and a contractor's propri- 
etary rights in that data. One difficulty that DoD found in its ef- 
forts to compete the acquisition of spare parts related to technical 
data. The Department found in some cases that it had not pur- 
chased the data from the original contractor that would permit it 
to compete the re-procurement of a particular spare part. In other 
cases, the government found that, though it had apparently pur- 
chased the data, the data could not be located, was incomplete, was 
not fully legible, or had not been properly updated, so that it was 
effectively not useful for re-procurement of spare parts. In other 
cases, the government found that though it had obtained the data, 
a contractor had asserted proprietary rights in the data. In other 
words, the contractor asserted that the government had no right to 
release the data to other private parties. Such proprietary rights 
were usually asserted in situations where the data had been devel- 
oped at private expense (generally as part of a commercial product) 
and then used for the military items sold to the government. 

The Defense Procurement Reform Act of 1984 directed the Secre- 
tary of Defense to issue new regulations on technical data and pro- 
prietary rights in technical data. The required regulation has re- 
cently been issued. DoD should establish a rational policy which 
will provide direction for obtaining a sufficient amount of data to 
permit competitive re-procurement of spare parts in appropriate 
cases, while not obtaining other large amounts of data that will 
have little usefulness. At the same time, the predominant view in 
the Congress has been to respect the proprietary rights of contrac- 
tors which have developed certain items at private expense, though 
the Congress has specifically permitted DoD to establish limitations 
on the amount of time during which proprietary rights may be as- 
serted, if DoD wishes to do that. In taking this approach, the Con- 
gress rejected proposals that would have established a mandatory 
statutory limitation on the period of time for which proprietary 
rights can be asserted on items sold to DoD. 
18. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE VARIOUS BUYING COM- 

In 1985, the Navy disestablished the Naval Material Command, 
which had been a single organization responsible for all Navy ac- 
quisition and logistics. There had, at the time of its disestablish- 

included in the price. 
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ment, been five subsidiary commands of the Naval Material Com- 
mand, with a four-star admiral designated as the Chief of Naval 
Material. After the reorganization, there are five systems com- 
mands, each headed by a flag officer, the most senior of whom is a 
vice admiral. In addition, the staff which. had previously been the 
headquarters staff of the Naval Material Command has been shift- 
ed to the Office of Naval Acquisition Support. The Deputy Chief of 
Naval Operations for Logistics is acting as the Navy member of the 
Joint Logistics Commanders. 

These adjustments by the Navy raise some question as to the 
most desirable organizational structure of the buying commands of 
the Services. The Air Force Systems Command continues to have a 
headquarters organization headed by a general, with subsidiary 
buying commands (Aeronautical Systems Division; Electronic Sys- 
tems Division; Space Division; Armaments Division; and Ballistic 
Missile Office). The Army has a headquarters at the Army Materi- 
el Command, also headed by a general, with various buying divi- 
sions (Tank-Automotive Command; Aviation Systems Command; 
Armament, Munitions, and Chemical Command; Missile Command; 
Communications-Electronics Command) reporting to the headquar- 
ters. 

The Navy action raises the issue of whether a procurement orga- 
nization with or without a centralized headquarters element is rel- 
atively more efficient. A general concern about the total size and 
complexity of all of these organizations is raised by Dr. Edward 
Luttwak in his book, The Pentagon and the Art of War. Dr. 
Luttwak is highly critical of what he views to be the unduly bu- 
reaucratic organization of the Air Force Systems Command, as well 
as its very large size. 

There are several presumed effects of the Navy adjustment. Ob- 
viously, the change provides more direct access for the command- 
ers of the various systems commands to the Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations and his staff, to the Secretary, to the Assistant Secretary for 
Shipbuilding and Logistics, and to other appropriate members of 
the civilian secretariat. It would appear that the major issue in- 
volved in determining whether or not a Naval Material Command 
headquarters is valuable is whether the headquarters was an effec- 
tive coordinator, integrator, and manager of systems command de- 
cisions 

Even if the Navy assessment that, on balance, the Naval Materi- 
al Command should be disestablished is correct, it does not neces- 
sarily mean that the Navy experience is immediately translatable 
to the other Services. Virtually all of the Navy buying activities 
are located in the Washington, D.C. area. This is substantially dif- 
ferent than the Army and Air Force, where the various buying di- 
visions are distributed around the country. Thus, even if the Navy 
decision is sound for the Navy, it may be more necessary for the 
Army and Air Force to have a Washington-based headquarters 
staff to assure proper integration and coordination of the various 
buying activities of each of those Services. 

It is reasonably clear that a fresh look at the organization, size, 
and structure of the buying commands of all the Services would be 
useful. These are immense organizations of great complexity and 
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there are probably opportunities to improve their organizational ef- 
fectiveness. 
19. MILITARY AND CIVILIAN ROLES 

Though the majority of individuals a t  all of the buying com- 
mands of the Services are civilians, the top management positions, 
including positions in program management, are held by military 
officers. Proposals have been made to turn the process of acquiring 
weapon systems over to civilians. Some believe, however, that it is 
essential to have military officers with meaningful operational 
backgrounds and experience in the most important acquisition po- 
sitions. Others believe that there is no need for a military officer to 
devote his career to being an acquisition specialist, and that if ac- 
quisition is to be one’s exclusive career, then it should be a civilian 
career. The pros and cons of both positions can be argued, though 
it is clear that whatever the role of civilians in acquisition, sub- 
stantial involvement of the military is necessary in order to obtain 
meaningful input on operational realities. 

Further attention to the appropriate distribution of responsibility 
between military officers and civilians would be useful. Should 
there be more civilian program managers than there presently are? 
What should be the distribution between military officers and civil- 
ians in the various program offices? Can civilians of outstanding 
ability be attracted into acquisition work at DoD despite numerous 
civil service impediments? These questions, of course, relate closely 
to the question of the professionalism of the acquisition work force 
which was discussed earlier. 
20. PROGRAM MANAGER AND CONTRACTING OFFICER AUTHORITY 

The primary responsibility for planning and contracting for vari- 
ous procurement programs should lie with the program manager 
and the contracting officer. The program manager has responsibil- 
ity for general supervision of the program. The contracting officer 
has the authority to contractually obligate the Federal Govern- 
ment. It is the procurement contracting officer’s responsibility to 
negotiate contract details and to prepare solicitations and con- 
tracts. 

Some concern has been expressed recently over whether program 
managers and contracting officers have sufficient independence in 
the execution of their responsibilities. Some believe that excessive 
involvement and review by higher level officers outside the buying 
commands have compromised the authority and responsibility of 
both the program manager and the contracting officer, and that 
this dilution of responsibility weakens the acquisition process. The 
General Accounting Office is presently conducting a study of this 
and related issues. 
21. CONTRACTOR INDEPENDENT RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT Ex- 

In 1983, the House Appropriations Committee gave a great deal 
of attention to the system by which contractors are permitted to 
charge a certain pre-established amount of independent research 
and development expenses to corporate overhead for reimburse- 
ment by the government. 

PENSES 
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Under the present system, contractors which have previously 
done business with the Department of Defense are permitted to ne- 
gotiate advance agreements with the Department on independent 
research and development (IR&D). An IR&D plan is prepared and 
reviewed by the Department, and this plan becomes the basis for 
the advance agreement. Under the agreement, the contractor is 
permitted to spend a certain amount of money on IR&D (that is, 
research and development on areas of interest to the company and 
not funded by particular governmental solicitations). If these 
amounts of IR&D are spent by the company, such amounts may 
then be considered corporate overhead and charged against other 
contracts with the Federal Government. 

The rationale behind this program is that any high technology 
company, in order to maintain leadership and business growth op- 
portunities, must do a certain amount of independent research. In 
the commercial world, this independent research is paid for in the 
cost of the products. For example, when one purchases an automo- 
bile, the purchase price of the automobile includes a certain 
amount of money which pays for the research activities of the auto- 
mobile manufacturer. Since the government may be the predomi- 
nant customer of a number of defense contractors, the justification 
for permitting the inclusion of some IR&D in corporate overhead is 
that the government should act as other commercial customers 
would and should pay these costs as legitimate costs of doing busi- 
ness. The government believes that it receives substantial benefit 
from the incorporation in specific equipment of advances made 
through IR&D expenditures. 

There have from time to time been proposals made to try to 
either reduce the amount of IR&D that is chargeable to contractor 
overhead, or to more closely control IR&D. Greater controls would 
be inconsistent with the spirit of corporate independent research 
and development. In any case, it appears that congressional con- 
cerns from 1983 have been, at this time, adequately addressed by 
the Department. 
22. RESEARCH AND DOD LABORATORIES 

The process by which DoD conducts research in support of its 
programs is immensely complex. Much of the research is conducted 
by the Services through the buying commands. Some is done in, the 
numerous laboratories operated by each of the Services. Other 
parts of the research are done through Federal contract research 
centers. There is also extensive research contracted with universi- 
ties and corporations. 

In addition, important research projects are coordinated by of- 
fices in OSD. For example, the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency (DARPA) reports to USDR&E. The Strategic De- 
fense Initiative Organization is responsible for extensive research 
in the area of strategic defense. 

It is apparent that the coordination of all these various research 
activities is of central importance. Coordination is critical for at 
least two reasons. First, it is important that all potential users of 
research products be aware of research that is being done and of 
the results of such research so that it can be appropriately incorpo- 
rated into hardware. Second, there is obviously a need to prevent 
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unnecessary duplication of research efforts from the standpoint of 
minimizing research costs. 

Further attention should be given to means for coordinating the 
research activities managed by the Services and OSD to ensure the 
maximum utilization of research products and the prevention of 
duplicated research efforts, where such duplication is not likely to 
be of value. 
23. LENGTH OF TIME IN THE ACQUISITION CYCLE 

A subject that is almost always cited when a critique of the de- 
fense procurement process is made is that of the time involved 
from the development of the concept for a new weapon system to 
the initial operational capability of the system. This period of time 
now often exceeds ten years. 

Defenders of the acquisition process will quickly point out that 
this lengthy time is often planned into the system. For example, in 
the view of the Air Force, initial operational capability for the ad- 
vanced tactical fighter is not required before 1995. Nevertheless, 
concept exploration started in the early 1980’s. One can question 
whether such an extended development cycle is relatively sound or 
unsound. 

Even when the acquisition system is under pressure to develop 
something quickly, it seems to have a hard time doing so. For ex- 
ample, after the Scowcroft Commission report was issued, it 
became apparent that the development of the small mobile inter- 
continental ballistic missile would probably become a high national 
priority. Notwithstanding its importance, the development process 
will still take six or seven years. 

What are the costs associated with this length of time? An ex- 
tended acquisition cycle results in increased costs as a result of in- 
flation experienced during the extended time in development. A 
lengthy acquisition cycle also invites changes (and possibly gold- 
plating) in the weapon system, all of which inevitably lead to in- 
creased costs. Finally, an inability to promptly field weapons leads 
to an inevitable concern that the technology incorporated in a 
weapon system may become outmoded before the system is oper- 
ational. 

For all these reasons, it is apparent that there must be an effort 
to try to streamline the acquisition process and shorten the time 
between the conception of a new major system requirement and its 
operational capability. 
24. SOCIAL GOALS IN DEFENSE CONTRACTING 

It has long been recognized that a number of social goals are ex- 
plicitly promoted in defense contracting. For example, there are 
set-asides for small businesses, emphasis on minority business con- 
tracting, and certain “Buy America” provisions to ensure contract- 
ing with domestic firms. At points in time, there have been pro- 
grams to test contracting in labor-surplus areas. Some question the 
relative effectiveness of these programs and whether the cost of the 
programs outweigh the social benefits they are supposed to yield. 
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25. RELIABILITY AND MAINTENANCE 
One of the most important initiatives in defense contracting re- 

cently has been to place greater emphasis on the reliability and 
maintainability of weapon systems. It has been fully recognized 
that one of the most important characteristics of a weapon system 
is its reliability. 

Tangible evidence of this concern is that Congress has passed two 
laws over the last several years on warranties on weapon systems. 
The most recent law requires that the Department of Defense 
obtain warranties of: (1) an absence of defects in materials and 
workmanship; (2) performance; and (3) conformity with design spec- 
ifications, for virtually all weapon systems. These laws are intend- 
ed to ensure greater emphasis on reliability and to ensure that the 
contractor assumes financial responsibility for such reliability. 





CHAPTER 9 

CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW AND OVERSIGHT 

A. INTRODUCTION 
The Congress has a central role in the overall planning and man- 

agement of the Nation’s security and must share responsibility for 
any fundamental problems. The primary argument presented in 
Chapter 3 (The Office of the Secretary of Defense) is that the lack 
of mission integration in the Defense Department is a serious 
shortcoming which requires corrective action through substantial 
reorganization accompanied by new approaches and attitudes. Un- 
fortunately, Congressional actions have traditionally served to frus- 
trate mission integration efforts in DoD. Beyond this deficiency, 
the current practice of Congressional review and oversight has re- 
sulted in substantial instability in defense policies and programs. 

Efforts to reorganize the Department of Defense will prove im- 
perfect again unless accompanied by changes on Capitol Hill. This 
chapter’s review of the role of the Congress in the formulation of 
defense policies and programs will be limited to two objectives: 

0 identify and analyze problems associated with congressional in- 
volvement in the formulation of defense policies and programs; 
and 

0 assess the potential impact of changes in congressional behav- 
ior on the effectiveness of the Department of Defense. 

SIGHT 
B. EVOLUTION OF CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW AND OVER- 

1. Constitutional Powers of the Congress Relating to National De- 
fense 

Article 1 of the Constitution enumerates the powers granted to 
the Congress. Those relating to national defense include the power 
to declare war, to raise and support the armed forces, to make 
rules for the government and regulation of the armed forces, to 
provide for calling for the militia, to organize, arm, and discipline 
the militia, and to appropriate money. 

In enumerating the powers of the President under Article 2, the 
Constitution also provides additional powers to the Legislature as a 
check upon Executive authority. These include the power to advise 
and consent on treaties and appointments (by the Senate only) and 
the ability to vest powers of appointment of lesser officials in per- 
sons other than the President. 

In addition to these primary grants of authority, Article 5 gives 
the Congress power to dispose of and make rules concerning prop- 
erty belonging to the United States. Beyond all these expressed 
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powers, the Congress retains the implied power to conduct investi- 
gations. 

2. The Organization of the Congress in Providing for the Nation- 
al Defense 

Because the Nation was born in conflict, providing for the 
common defense was explicitly identified as a primary and funda- 
mental responsibility of the Federal Government and its Legisla- 
ture. There was never any question that the Congress would pro- 
vide itself with the tools to accomplish this task. 

Article 1 provides that “each House may determine the Rules of 
its Proceedings...” While this has produced different rules, tradi- 
tions, and behavior in the two Houses of the Congress, their com- 
mittee structures have been more notable for their similarities 
than for their differences. Over time, both Houses have had stand- 
ing committees on Military Affairs, Naval Affairs, and/or the Mili- 
tia. 

The creation and evolution of these committees in both the 
House and the Senate were influenced by internal conflicts and 
struggles for jurisdiction within the committee system itself. In ear- 
lier years, these internal struggles, while present, were less obvi- 
ous. There were fewer standing committees; the subcommittee 
structure was informal and ad hoc; and members of one committee 
were encouraged (and actually appointed) to serve ex officio on 
other committees or subcommittees with similar interests. In 
today’s Congress, these mutually reinforcing traditions are no 
longer present. There are more standing committees and subcom- 
mittees. Joint tenure of Senators on an authorizing committee and 
its counterpart subcommittee on the Appropriations Committee is 
rare and discouraged. The growing complexity of public policy 
issues strains the traditional jurisdictional distinctions of the 
standing committees. 

Under these circumstances, internal conflicts within the commit- 
tee systems include jurisdictional disputes between authorizing and 
appropriating committees, between committees involved in defense 
and those concerned with foreign policy, and between the tradition- 
al authorizing and appropriating processes and the relatively new 
budget process. In fact, introduction of a new budget process in 
1974 proved to be one of the most important historical develop- 
ments in the evolution of congressional procedures and the asser- 
tion of congressional powers. These issues are discussed in greater 
detail in Section C (Key Trends) of this chapter. 

3. The Role of the Senate Committee on Armed Services 
The Senate Committee on Armed Services is a product of the 

Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 which, among its actions, 
combined the Committees on Military Affairs and Naval Affairs. 
Starting with virtually no organizational structure and only 
narrow authorizing jurisdiction, the Senate Armed Services Com- 
mittee has developed a formal subcommittee structure and compre- 
hensive responsibilities for defense authorization. 

a. Jurisdiction 
In its formative years, the Committee’s attention was necessarily 

focused on those issues that dominated the postwar environment, 
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including the organization of the new Department of Defense, de- 
velopment of a military capability for the new North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization, and the resolution of numerous personnel 
issues which followed from the Second World War. 

This period was immediately followed by the Korean Conflict, for 
which the Committee shared oversight responsibilities with the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. During the early 1950’s, 
the Committee invested considerable time and effort in the devel- 
opment and oversight of security assistance and related programs. 

Through 1954, legislation authorizing foreign economic and mili- 
tary aid was at least sequentially (and several times jointly) re- 
ferred to the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations and then the 
Senate Committee on Armed Services. By 1961, however, the For- 
eign Assistance Act was referred exclusively to the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee. The decline of the Armed Services Committee’s 
involvement in these matters paralleled a period in which the For- 
eign Relations Committee not only maintained oversight of the 
Federal agencies responsible for foreign assistance, but continued 
to be the source of expanding or amending legislation as well. 

A fundamentally new direction in the jurisdiction of the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services was begun in 1959 through Public Law 86- 
14, which required annual authorizations of appropriations for the 
procurement of aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels. This marked 
the beginning of a steady expansion in the Committee’s jurisdiction 
and authority. Through the requirement for annual authorizations, 
the Committee found a device for becoming directly and immedi- 
ately involved in defense policy, including resource allocation deci- 
sions. This development of annual authorizations is discussed in 
Section C on Key Trends. 

Today the authority and responsibilities of the Committee on 
Armed Services are found under Rule XXV of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate. The Rule states that all proposed legislation, mes- 
sages, petitions, memorials, and other matters relating to the fol- 
lowing subjects shall be referred to the Committee: 

1. Aeronautical and space activities peculiar to or primarily 
associated with the development of weapons systems or mili- 
tary operations. 

2. Common defense. 
3. The Department of Defense, the Department of the Army, 

the Department of the Navy, and the Department of the Air 
Force, generally. 

4. Maintenance and operation of the Panama Canal, includ- 
ing administration, sanitation, and government of the Canal 
Zone. 

5. Military research and development. 
6. National security aspects of nuclear energy. 
7. Navy petroleum reserves, except those in Alaska. 
8. Pay, promotion, retirement, and other benefits and privi- 

leges of members of the Armed Forces, including overseas edu- 
cation of civilian and military dependents. 

9. Selective service system. 
10. Strategic and critical materials necessary for the 

common defense. 
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The Committee on Armed Services is also charged to "study and 
review, on a comprehensive basis, matters relating to the common 
defense ,policy of the United States, and report thereon from time 
to time. In addition to this general authority, the Committee has 
specific responsibility for the review of presidential appointments 
to the Department of Defense. 

In the discharge of its responsibilities, the Committee exercises 
four basic powers: the power to authorize appropriations, to call or 
subpoena witnesses and hold hearings, to conduct investigations, 
and to recommend statutory nominations to the Senate. 

b. Organization 
During the expansion in jurisdiction from 1960 to 1974, the 

Armed Services Committee continued to organize ad hoc subcom- 
mittees oriented toward specific issues and legislation. (The Pre- 
paredness Investigating Subcommittee remained the only formally 
constituted one.) This dynamic period witnessed Committee consid- 
eration of the so-called Tonkin Gulf Resolution, the war in Viet- 
nam, and the emerging issues of arms control. Membership in- 
creased from 13 Senators in 1947 to 18 in 1967, but by 1973 had 
dropped back to 15. In the 99th Congress, committee membership 
grew to an all-time high with 19 members. 

In 1975, the Committee reorganized itself, eliminating many of 
the temporary ad hoc subcommittees and creating a more formal 
structure to cope with the larger volume of legislation now being 
considered on a regular basis. The Committee established the fol- 
lowing subcommittees: Intelligence, Preparedness Investigating, 
National Stockpile and Naval Petroleum Reserves, Military Con- 
struction, Arms Control, Tactical Air Power, Research and Devel- 
opment, General Legislation, and Manpower and Personnel. 

Between 1975 and 1981, the Committee refined its organization 
further, reducing the number of permanent subcommittees from 
nine to six. The most significant change in recent years occurred in 
1981 when the Committee reoriented several subcommittees from 
oversight of appropriation accounts to oversight of certain mission 
areas. Six subcommittees were created. The Strategic and Theater 
Nuclear Forces, Sea Power and Force Projection, and Tactical War- 
fare Subcommittees were given oversight of mission areas, though 
in practice that oversight was limited to procurement and research 
and development appropriations. The Manpower and Personnel 
and Military Construction Subcommittees continued to exercise 
oversight along the line of appropriation accounts, while the Pre- 
paredness Subcommittee had oversight of the operation and main- 
tenance (O&M) appropriation, elements of procurement accounts 
dealing with munitions, and the overall "readiness" of the military 
forces. 

With the start of the 99th Congress in 1985, the Senate directed 
that the Committee may have no more than six subcommittees. Be- 
cause the Committee had already planned to create a new Subcom- 
mittee on Defense Acquisition Policy, it complied with the Senate's 
directive by disestablishing the Tactical Warfare Subcommittee. 
The full committee assumed the responsibilities of the Tactical 
Warfare Subcommittee, with no redistribution of jurisdiction to the 
other subcommittees. 
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C. KEY TRENDS 

review and oversight of national security policy in recent years. 
Four key trends characterize the evolution of congressional 

1. Erosion of National Consensus on Defense and Foreign Policy 
United States security policy following World War II was in- 

formed by a broad consensus over the nature of U.S. interests and 
the threat posed to those interests by the Soviet Union. That con- 
sensus led to an unprecedented shift in defense policy. Unlike the 
period after World War I, the United States chose to enter into 
binding military alliances, to maintain a large peacetime military 
establishment, and to support extensive overseas deployments in 
order to protect its national interests. 

That consensus, forged by 1947, prevailed through the 1950’s and 
well into the 1960’s. By the second half of the 1960’s, however, 
there were significant signs of erosion. Numerous factors contribut- 
ed to this erosion. The rift between the Soviet Union and China re- 
moved the specter of a communist monolith and presented new op- 
portunities for containing the Soviet Union politically rather than 
just militarily. The war in Vietnam introduced fresh tensions 
among NATO allies and divided the United States. Some experts 
argue that by the middle of the 1970’s the United States had tired 
of its role as a world leader and that the erosion of consensus 
merely represented a reemergence of American isolationism and a 
traditional ambivalence toward the military in American society. 
Yet others argue that American leaders failed to establish clear 
strategic goals in the increasingly complex and interdependent 
international political and economic climate of the 1970’s. 

Irrespective of the causes, during the second half of the 1970’s, 
following the Vietnam war, much of the national security consen- 
sus collapsed. To the extent that basic concepts of national inter- 
ests and threats to those interests were no longer uniformly accept- 
ed and shared among the American leadership, a psychological and 
physical retrenchment of the U.S. defense establishment followed. 
The erosion of the post-World War II consensus undermined the ac- 
ceptance and support of long-term requirements for defense. 

The decline of U.S. military capabilities during the 1970’s was 
dramatic. By 1980 the American public judged that this trend had 
proceeded too far and supported the rebuilding of U.S. military ca- 
pabilities. Yet while the pattern of physical retrenchment was re- 
versed in the early 1980’s, the post-World War II security consen- 
sus has not necessarily returned. Fundamental national security 
questions remain unanswered. 

What is the appropriate balance between nuclear and conven- 
tional capabilities in providing for national security? 
Can NATO meet the requirements of defending Western 
Europe? 
Do the non-U.S. NATO allies bear a fair share of the NATO 
security burden? 
What emphasis should be placed upon conflict with the Soviet 
Union versus lesser contingencies? 
Should and can the United States assume the burden of de- 
fending Western interests in the Persian Gulf region? 
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Does the United States have the requirement for and capabil- 
ity of supporting a three-ocean Navy? 
Is the assessment of our national interests in balance with the 
level of resources likely to be devoted to protecting those inter- 
ests? 

These questions are widely debated today. There is no national 
consensus on the answers to these questions. Without agreement to 
the answers to these questions, the broad objectives of the defense 
program remain obscured, and the annual defense debate remains 
contentious. 

2. Emergence of Annual Defense Authorizations 
During the past 25 years, the Congress has gradually but consist- 

ently expanded the requirement that portions of the defense 
budget be authorized for appropriation. The requirement for ante- 
cedent authorization was not new in 1959. Indeed, separate author- 
izing and appropriating activities are as old as the Congress. 

The original legislators clearly saw the need for separating the 
authorizing (then called “legislating”) function from the appropri- 
ating function. In 1789 Congress first established the new Depart- 
ment of War, specifying its offices and responsibilities. Subsequent- 
ly it passed an appropriation for the Department. This separation 
of substantive legislation from appropriations existed informally 
through the early years of the Republic. However, in 1837 the 
House of Representatives, responding to the growing disregard for 
the informal rules separating authorizations from appropriations, 
explicitly adopted a rule carried on to this day (currently as Rule 
XXI, Clause 2) prohibiting consideration of appropriations bills 
unless preceded by legislation authorizing the expenditure. The 
Senate followed suit in 1850, adopting the antecedent of current 
Rule XVI. Both the House and Senate reinforced this procedural 
separation by referring the two types of legislation to different 
committees. (Allen Schick, “The Many Faces of Congressional 
Budgeting,” prepared for The Center for Strategic and Internation- 
al Studies, Georgetown University, January 1984, pages 3-7) 

Congress alternately shifted power back and forth between au- 
thorizing and appropriating committees in response to national 
crises through the second half of the 1800’s and into the 1900’s. 
When external circumstances threatened the United States (e.g., 
World War I), the authorizing committees rose in power over the 
appropriations committees. When internal problems predominated 
(concern over the deficits following World War I, for example), Con- 
gress elevated the power of the appropriations committees to re- 
strain spending. (“The Many Faces of Congressional Budgeting”, 
pages 4-5) 

In 1957 and 1958, following the launch of “Sputnik,” the country 
perceived another crisis, this time in its competition with the 
Soviet Union. The Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, under the direction of then 
Senator Lyndon Johnson, conducted an extensive inquiry into the 
state of U.S. nuclear defenses and the so-called “missile gap.” It 
was in this context that the Senate began the march toward 
annual authorizations for virtually the entire defense budget. 
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Prior to 1959, the Armed Services Committees authorized an ac- 
tivity or program on a permanent basis, and let the Appropriations 
Committees fund it annually. This changed in 1959 with the adop- 
tion of the requirement for annual authorizations for procurement 
of aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels. Since that time much of the 
remainder of the defense budget has been brought under the re- 
quirement for annual authorizations, as noted in the following 
chronology: 

In 1962 (Public Law 87-436), to require the authorization of 
appropriations for research, development, test or evaluation as- 
sociated with aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels; 

In 1963 (Public Law 88-174), to require the authorization of 
appropriations for the Procurement of tracked combat vehicles; 

In 1967 (Public Law 90-168), to require the annual authoriza- 
tion of the personnel strengths of each of the Selected Re- 
serves; 

In 1969 (Public Law 91-121), to require the authorization of 
appropriations for the procurement of other weapons; 

In 1970 (Public Law 91-441), to require the authorization of 
appropriations for the procurement of torpedoes and related 
support equipment and to require annual authorization of the 
active duty personnel strengths of each component of the 
Armed Forces; 

In 1973 (Public Law 92-436), to require the annual authoriza- 
tion of the average military training student loads of each com- 
ponent of the Armed Forces; 

In 1973 (Public Law 93-155), to require the annual authoriza- 
tion of civilian end-strengths; 

In 1975 (Public Law 94-106), to require the annual authoriza- 
tion of military construction of ammunition facilities; 

In 1977 (Public Law 95-91), to provide the Committee with 
jurisdiction over the national defense programs of the Depart- 
ment of Energy; 

In 1980 (Public Law 96-342), to require the annual authoriza- 
tion of funds for operation and maintenance of the Department 
of Defense and all its components; 

In 1982 (Public Law 97-86), to require the annual authoriza- 
tion of appropriations of funds for the procurement of ammuni- 
tion and so-called “other” procurement; and 

In 1983 (Public Law 98-94), to require the annual authoriza- 
tion of appropriations for working-capital funds. 

Commentators disagree over the fundamental causes that pro- 
duced the first annual authorization requirement in 1959. Some 
argue that annual authorizations reflect the continuing struggle 
between authorizing and appropriating committees for power. John 
Gist argues that Section 412(b) requiring annual authorizations in 
procurement “was clearly an attempt to gain leverage for the 
armed services committees over policy decisions, and thus enhance 
their power and status vis-a-vis the defense appropriations subcom- 
mittees in making military policy.” (“The Impact of Annual Au- 
thorizations on Military Appropriations in the U.S. Congress,” Leg- 
islative Studies Quarterly, August 1981, page 440) Robert Art is 
more explicit: “Annual authorizations began because the Armed 
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Services Committees reasoned that they had lost control over the 
defense budget to the Appropriations Committees.’’ (“Congress and 
the Defense Budget: Improving the Process,” unpublished paper, 
June 1983, page 31) Schick explains the development of annual au- 
thorizations in terms of Congress’s desire to force changes in policy 
on a reluctant Administration. Yet others see the annual authori- 
zation requirement as part of a seamless fabric of bureaucratic pol- 
itics: “The intent of annual authorizations requirements was to 
reduce the area of discretionary power of the Office of the Secre- 
tary of Defense (OSD) and to strengthen legislative control of pro- 
grams. Congress, like the services, appeared to feel threatened by 
the growing power of OSD over all aspects of defense policy.” (Wil- 
liam A. Lucas and Raymond H. Dawson, The Organizational Poli- 
tics of Defense, page 120) 

Irrespective of the original causes, other factors fuel the utility of 
annual authorizations today. Annual authorizations have substan- 
tially expanded the power of the Armed Services Committee to ex- 
ercise control over defense policy. Prior to 1959 the Committee 
largely confined its activities to manpower issues, military con- 
struction, and oversight of narrowly defined issues. (For example, 
“Purchase of Tanks by the Department of the Army During Fiscal 
Year 1956” or “Proposed Closing of Certain Government Owned 
Ordnance Plants” were typical of committee hearings and prints of 
that period.) Since then the Armed Services Committees have 
broadened the scope and deepened the level of oversight detail in 
virtually all aspects of defense policy, all through the mechanism 
of annual authorizations. Annual authorization bills offer expanded 
opportunities to influence and constrain DoD policy and resource 
allocation decisions. Constituents who have failed to “win” their 
case within DoD actively lobby Congress to make their case one 
last time. 

In summary, annual authorizations have become a powerful 
trend because they reflect fundamental political forces: the strug- 
gle for power between committees in Congress, the struggle for 
power by the Congress over the Executive, the struggle for power 
by individual members of Congress on behalf of constituents. 

3. Adoption of New Congressional Budgeting Procedure 
In 1974 Congress established a new congressional budgeting pro- 

cedure by passing the Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344). This new budget process 
was designed to augment the existing two-stage process of authori- 
zations and appropriations, rather than supplant either of the 
stages. 

This new process incorporated the following general schedule of 
key events. The President submits the budget in January. The vari- 
ous committees of the Congress hold broad overview hearings and 
recommend to the respective budget committees by March 15 the 
spending those committees believe is justified in functional areas 
under their jurisdiction. By April 15 the budget committees must 
report a First Concurrent Resolution on the budget to their respec- 
tive Houses. The resolution establishes revenue and spending tar- 
gets for the budget in the aggregate, and specifies spending targets 
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in each of 15 functional categories. The act specifies that Congress 
shall adopt a first budget resolution by May 15. 

During this period the authorizing committees are supposed to 
review the program details of the annual budget request and report 
bills and resolutions authorizing new budget authority. The spend- 
ing projections contained in those bills are supposed to aim at the 
targets adopted in the First Concurrent Resolution, though the au- 
thorizations themselves are not constrained by the budget act. 
During the summer the Congress is supposed to act on those bills. 
By September 15, Congress shall adopt a Second Concurrent Reso- 
lution which sets binding spending targets in each of the catego- 
ries. Those binding targets then constrain the appropriations bills, 
all of which are supposed to be adopted by October 1. 

In theory, the budget process is straightforward. Its operation in 
practice, however, has been less orderly. For all practical purposes, 
the First Concurrent Resolution has become the key binding reso- 
lution. Congress has concluded that key spending compromises 
must be set early in the process and cannot practically be reopened 
a second time near the end of the session. And while the budget act 
does not constrain authorization bills to meet spending targets con- 
tained in the budget resolutions, the practical political pressures of 
a recently adopted budget resolution on the authorization bills 
have become overwhelming. 

The new budget process has been a wrenching experience. Con- 
gress as an institution is designed to deal with complex public 
policy problems by breaking them into their constituent elements 
and reviewing them in standing committees with jurisdiction over 
those constituent elements. By contrast, the budget process is Con- 
gress’s only act of comprehensive public policy integration. Unlike 
all other activities, the budget process requires the participation of 
all committees, and brings their areas of jurisdiction into a 
common legislative process and vehicle. As such, it has established 
an entirely new pattern of pressure and power in Congress. Com- 
mittees now have to reconcile “affordability” concerns with the 
substantive merits of the issues under their exclusive jurisdiction. 

These pressures are exacerbated in a period of substantial Feder- 
al deficits. Those deficits impose enormous pressures to limit spend- 
ing increases in all areas, including defense. Indeed, during the 
past three years, substantial reductions in defense spending have 
been imposed through the pressures of the Federal budget process. 

Aside from the change in congressional behavior which affects 
all committees, the budget process also creates a difficult situation 
for the Armed Services Committees. Determining budget priorities 
has become a major legislative struggle every spring. An agree- 
ment on spending priorities and the accompanying budget resolu- 
tion embodying those priorities are not established until May at 
the earliest. Therefore, the authorizing committees must review 
the details of the annual budget submission without clear guide- 
lines on the level of spending the Congress is likely ultimately to 
permit. In each of the last three years, the Senate Armed Services 
Committee reported a defense authorization bill that proved higher 
than the Senate was prepared to support, requiring a complex and 
disruptive process of adjusting the bill. This creates serious prob- 
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lems in establishing spending priorities in so complex an area as 
defense procurement, for example. 

The frustrations with. the budget process have galvanized mem- 
bers of the Congress to seek means to lessen its burdens. Senators 
and Representatives alike widely believe the process has become 
too time consuming and duplicative of the authorizing and appro- 
priating functions. 

4. Breakdown of Traditions in the Congress 
A fourth key trend concerns the evolution of traditions within 

the Congress itself, characterized generally as a breakdown in the 
traditions that informally guide the work of the Congress. This 
breakdown results in a dilution and distribution of power in ways 
that impede efficient review and authorization of the defense 
budget. This breakdown in traditions has occurred in several ways. 

First, the jurisdictions of the various committees, and especially 
the authorizing and appropriating committees, have become 
blurred. Increasingly, authorizing committees are constraining ap- 
propriations, while the appropriating committees are including sub- 
stantive legislative provisions in appropriation bills. The authoriz- 
ing and appropriating procedures are becoming competitive rather 
than complementary. 
This jurisdictional blurring between committees also includes ex- 

panded efforts by other authorizing committees to review defense 
issues. Senator John Tower, former chairman of the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee, addressed the problem of overlapping committee 
jurisdiction in his testimony before the Temporary Select Commit- 
tee on Committees on August 2, 1984: 

If we look at the area of national security, most committees 
in the Senate have an involvement with some aspect of the 
subject. The involvement of the Armed Services, Appropria- 
tions and Budget Committees is obvious. The Foreign Relations 
Committee has jurisdiction over arms control, foreign aid, secu- 
rity assistance, war powers, and many aspects involving the 
use of military force outside the United States. The Small 
Business Committee injects itself in the breadth of the procure- 
ment process on the basis that it is concerned about small busi- 
ness opportunities to participate in defense contracting. The 
Veterans Affairs Committee has jurisdiction over a series of 
benefits available to those who have previously served in the 
armed forces, though this benefit package may have an impact 
on military recruitment and retention. The Governmental Af- 
fairs Committee asserts a claim, which I strongly dispute, that 
it has primary jurisdiction over procurement policy, including 
procurement policy in the Department of Defense. The Bank- 
ing Committee has jurisdiction over the Cost Accounting 
Standards Board which sets the fundamental ground rules for 
the manner in which defense contracts are paid. That commit- 
tee also has jurisdiction over the Defense Production Act, 
which is a critical legislative tool for ensuring an adequate de- 
fense industrial base. The Banking Committee also has juris- 
diction over the Export Administration Act, which is the pri- 
mary legislative tool for stopping transfer of militarily sensi- 
tive technologies. The Commerce Committee has jurisdiction 
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over NASA, which plays an integral role in providing access to 
space for the Department of Defense. The Commerce Commit- 
tee also has jurisdiction over the Merchant Marine, which has 
an important national defense function, as we learned in the 
Falklands War. The Intelligence Committee has primary juris- 
diction over the gathering of intelligence though that is inex- 
tricably linked to military posture. This is simply an illustra- 
tive list of the extent to which aspects of national security are 
divided among a huge number of standing committees. I might 
add that in the House the situation is even worse, in that the 
House Energy committee has shared jurisdiction with respect 
to the Department of Energy nuclear weapons program. 

Second, the proliferation of committees and subcommittees in the 
Congress is diluting the time and attention any individual Senator 
can devote to key issues. The Temporary Select Committee on Com- 
mittees highlighted this problem in its concluding report: 

A recurring theme in the Select Committee hearings was the 
proliferation of committees, subcommittees and assignments 
and the resulting conflicting demands on senators’ time and at- 
tention. . . . When senators acquire additional committee and 
subcommittee commitments, it becomes increasingly difficult 
for them to attend all of the meetings scheduled for each of 
their panels. This situation frustrates not only each individual 
senator, but the chairmen of committees when they try to 
muster a quorum to conduct business. (pages 6-7) 

The number of committees and subcommittees has fluctuated sig- 
nificantly. In the 1950’s, senators typically had nine committee or 
subcommittee obligations. The early 1970’s witnessed the largest 
growth in the number of committee and subcommittee assignments 
for members of the Senate, with the average senator serving on 15 
panels. This has been reduced in recent years. The average senator 
in the 98th Congress served on 11 committees or subcommittees. 
This is still a substantial commitment of time which not only 
limits the time Senators can devote to any single area, but has 
compounded the problems of scheduling in the Senate as well. 

Third, new cross-cutting organizations in Congress have entered 
the defense debate. Recent cross-cutting organizations include the 
Arms Control and Foreign Policy Caucus, the Military Reform 
Caucus, the Senate Drug Enforcement Caucus, in addition to long- 
standing partisan organizations. Most of these organizations re- 
serve their input to the defense budget or oversight process until 
the authorization and appropriation bills reach the floor of the 
House or Senate. There these organizations sponsor a legislative 
agenda through amendments which has contributed to the increase 
in time required to adopt the annual defense authorization and ap- 
propriation bills. 

Fourth, during the past twenty years, there has been a trend 
toward weakened congressional leadership and the committee 
system in general. The Congress is a unique institution in that it 
does not practically have the ability to control admission of its own 
membership. Consequently, it has had to develop alternative meth- 
ods for controlling its members. Traditionally those methods in- 
volved positive and negative incentives controlled by the party and 
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committee leaders. The structure of control revolved around com- 
mittees and party organizations because they controlled resources. 

While committees and leadership organizations still wield great 
power because of their procedural prerogatives, their dominant 
control over resources has been diluted. In 1947 each member of 
the House of Representatives had a staff of three. Today they may 
have as many as 18. In 1965 the average Senator had a staff of six. 
In 1985 the average senator has 40 employees. Members of Con- 
gress are less dependent on the party and committee leadership be- 
cause they have at their personal disposal greater resources to deal 
with issues directly. The large number of organizations attempting 
to influence the Congress on defense and other issues provides ad- 
ditional de facto resources for members. Larger personal staffs and 
the availability of help from organizations outside of Congress 
mean that members are less dependent on committees and leader- 
ship organizations for information and direction, and hence are 
more willing to depart from the positions taken by those leadership 
organizations on individual issues. 
D. PROBLEM AREAS AND CAUSES 

This section discusses five primary problem areas in the current 
congressional execution of its responsibilities for review and over- 
sight of defense policies and programs. These problem areas reflect 
the consequences of the key trends noted above. 
1. FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEMS WITH CONGRESS THAT AFFECT DEFENSE 

Members of Congress are increasingly preoccupied with what one 
senator called “the deteriorations of this institution. Fundamental 
factors changing the way the Congress operates in general are be- 
ginning to affect the way Congress oversees the Department of De- 
fense in particular. These fundamental problems create difficulties, 
not just for the Department of Defense, but for the entire Execu- 
tive branch. Two fundamental problems were identified for pur- 
poses of this study. 

OVERSIGHT 

a. Hegemony of the Budget Process 
The budget process has come to dominate the life of the Con- 

gress. During the last four years, the budget process has over- 
whelmed the remainder of the legislative agenda. Senator Nunn 
gave primary emphasis to this problem in his testimony before the 

No one can deny that the 1974 Budget Act, which many of 
us worked on, provided, for the first time, the ability to spot- 
light the federal budget and to attempt to provide broad guide- 
lines on overall consolidated spending. But the time and work- 
load of the Senate-and of its Committees-are being dominat- 
ed and devoured by this task alone. 

The hegemony of the budget process over the rest of the legisla- 
tive agenda occurs in several ways. First, there just is not sufficient 
time for Congress to adopt a budget, authorization bills, and appro- 
priations bills before the start of a fiscal year. Congress is trying to 
fit too many activities into too little time. Any delay in one step 
creates a domino effect later in the year. The budget resolution is 

Temporary Select Committee on Committees in August 1984: 
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taking longer to adopt (reflecting the lack of consensus in the coun- 
try on national priorities). This delays consideration of the authori- 
zation bills, which in turn delays consideration of appropriations 
bills and forces Congress to resort to continuing resolutions for 
spending measures. Since 1960 Congress has never started a fiscal 
year with all appropriation bills passed. However, the problem has 
deteriorated markedly in the last several years. Congress fails to 
meet its deadlines because it has too much to do, and the newcom- 
er in the system-the budget process-is increasingly taking too 
much of the precious legislative time of Congress. 

Second, the authorizing committees are caught in a pinch be- 
tween the budget process and the appropriations process. Authoriz- 
ing committees cannot effectively proceed to the floor with major 
authorizations until a budget has been adopted. This is taking 
longer each year, stretching well into June. On the other end, the 
last month of the fiscal year must be devoted to consideration of 
the appropriations bills. Consequently, all authorization bills are 
increasingly pinched into six to eight weeks in the summer. The 
budget process was not designed to pinch off the authorizing com- 
mittees, but that has been the outcome. 

Third, because the budget process is the first stage in the three- 
stage process, policy decisions are increasingly being brought for- 
ward into that stage. An extended defense debate occurred this 
year as in the past during the budget debate in the Senate. The 
most far reaching decision made by the Senate as a whole on the 
fiscal year 1986 defense budget-its decision to freeze defense 
spending in real terms for Fiscal Year 1986-occurred during the 
budget debate, not during debate on the authorization bill or the 
appropriations bill. 

This predominance of the budget process is likely to continue so 
long as the country continues to have massive budget deficits. The 
challenge is to find less disruptive budget procedures. 

b. Duplicative Committee Reviews and Blurred Jurisdictions 
The new budget process added a third cycle to the authorizing 

and appropriating cycles. The three stages are supposed to be com- 
plementary. But increasingly they have become redundant and 
competitive. The Georgetown University CSIS Defense Organiza- 
tion Project highlighted this problem in its final report Toward a 
More Effective Defense: 

Redundancy in the congressional review process seriously ag- 
gravates the oversight problem. Each chamber reviews the de- 
fense budget at least three times annually. In each chamber, a 
separate committee controls each of the three annual reviews. 
At the same time the differentiation among functions, which 
once clearly distinguished the committees, has become blurred. 
The armed services committees in both chambers have expand- 
ed their authorization functions to encompass nearly the entire 
defense budget. At the same time, the appropriating commit- 
tees increasingly apportion funds without regard to authoriza- 
tions. Moreover, the question of how budgeting committees can 
rationally establish overall budgetary levels without delving 
into the detailed questions traditionally considered by authoriz- 
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ing, and even appropriating, committees has never been an- 
swered satisfactorily. (page 32) 

These redundant steps mean that Congress rarely takes conclu- 
sive action on any issue. Compromises on key issues merely carry 
over to the next step and are then reopened. The story of the MX 
missile might represent an extreme case, but it is not entirely un- 
usual either. Duplicative steps also unnecessarily burden the De- 
fense Department in preparing and giving testimony, responding to 
formal inquiries, and notifying Congress of key changes or develop- 
ments. / 

The jurisdictional blurring, especially between the authorizing 
and appropriating committees, has become a particularly keen 
problem. Appropriations committees no longer refrain from actions 
traditionally considered substantive legislation. Last year the ap- 
propriations committees appropriated nearly $3 billion in programs 
that were not authorized by prior legislation. This action constitut- 
ed a fundamental assault on the basic premise separating authoriz- 
ing and appropriating committees in Congress. Since the appropria- 
tion bill was enacted into law after the authorization bill, the De- 
partment of Defense argued that it constituted legal authority to 
spend the funds, even though no authorization existed for these 
programs. Objections by the Armed Services Committee held up 
DoD obligation of the funds for six months and created a policy 
flashpoint between the two committees in the Senate. The Armed 
Services Committee relented only when it became clear that DoD 
intended to proceed despite the Committee’s objections. That the 
matter was resolved in the spring of 1985 does not mean that the 
fundamental cause of this problem-the blurring of functional 
boundaries among committees-is diminished. 
2. CONGRESSIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND PROCEDURES REINFORCE DIVI- 

The very structure of Congress and its review procedures 
produce an inconsistent and sometimes contradictory pattern of 
oversight and guidance. This inconsistent pattern reinforces divi- 
sions within the Defense Department, inhibiting the development 
of coherent and integrated defense program. The absence of coher- 
ent mission integration in DoD is a fundamental flaw in the cur- 
rent defense organization, and Congress has been a major contribu- 
tor to that shortcoming. 

There are five aspects to this problem. First, the cognizant com- 
mittees charged with DoD oversight have developed different struc- 
tures, styles, and traditions, resulting in an inconsistent and some- 
times contradictory pattern of oversight. These inherent differences 
foster confusion, and tempt factions within DoD to export conflicts 
to Congress. Second, the Congress tends to review the defense pro- 
gram in terms of artificial accounting inputs rather than in terms 
of defense mission outputs. Adjustments tend to be made for fi- 
nancing reasons within accounts rather than for reasons of prior- 
ities among defense missions. Third, the Congress tends not to com- 
pare programs across Service lines and very rarely makes policy 
tradeoffs that cross military Service lines. Fourth, the Congress 
tends to dwell on policy or program conflicts and tensions within 

SIONS IN DoD 
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DoD, reinforcing those conflicts. Fifth, the Congress has historically 
favored independent subordinate offices as opposed to centralized 
control in DoD, in order to maximize its leverage in directing the 
allocation of resources or determining the outcome of policy dis- 
putes. 

a. Cognizant Committees Have Different Styles and Traditions 
Each of the four cognizant congressional committees has devel- 

oped different styles and traditions in reviewing the Defense De- 
partment budget. This is demonstrated by comparing the subcom- 
mittees of the House and Senate Armed Services Committees, as 
shown in the following table: 

COMPARISON OF SUBCOMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE AND 
SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEES 

Senate Subcommittees House Subcommittees 

Defense Acquisition Policy Investigations 
Manpower and Personnel 

Military Construction 

Military Personnel and Compen- 

Military Installations and Facili- 
sation 

Preparedness 
Sea Power and Force 

Projection 
Strategic and Theater 

Forces 
(Tactical Warfare) 

Nuclear 

ties 
Readiness 
Seapower and Strategic 

and Critical Materials 
Procurement and Military 

Nuclear Systems 
Research and Development 

While the two committees have parallel subcommittees for some 
areas-Preparedness vs. Readiness, for example, or Manpower and 
Personnel vs. Military Personnel and Compensation-there are im- 
portant differences. The House Armed Services Committee is 
aligned primarily in terms of appropriation accounts. The Research 
and Development Subcommittee reviews all R&D accounts and 
only R&D accounts for each of the military Services and the De- 
fense Agencies. The Procurement and Military Nuclear Systems 
Subcommittee reviews only procurement programs, except for 
Navy programs included in the Seapower Subcommittee’s jurisdic- 
tion. 

By way of contrast, in 1981 the Senate Armed Services Commit- 
tee established three subcommittees to review defense programs on 
a mission basis-Sea Power and Force Projection, Strategic and 
Theater Nuclear Forces, and Tactical Warfare. (The rules of the 
Senate now limit committees to six subcommittees. When the 
Armed Services Committee formally established the Defense Acqui- 
sition Policy Subcommittee, it dissolved the Tactical Warfare Sub- 
committee, though the functions of the subcommittee were as- 
sumed by the full committee.) These three subcommittees review 
both procurement and R&D programs in their mission areas. How- 
ever, these subcommittees do not have jurisdiction over the tradi- 
tional operating accounts; therefore, their ability to assess major 
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policy trade-offs (e.g., between modernization and readiness) is lim- 
ited. 

These differences are not inconsequential. Different structures 
produce different perspectives on problems and different priorities 
when constructing solutions. The Senate Armed Services Commit- 
tee, because of its mission orientation, is better able to address de- 
fense outputs and relative trade-offs among contending priorities. 
The House Armed Services Committee, because it is organized 
along appropriation account lines, can more readily highlight du- 
plicative efforts and redundant programs. 

Maintaining different committee organizations, however, creates 
distinct problems and generates confusion in DoD. The conference 
committee for the fiscal year 1986 defense authorization bill had 
over 1,200 items in disagreement between the House and Senate 
bills. Many of the differences were trivial, though a large number 
were quite significant. The two committees engage in major dis- 
putes because of the different perspectives they bring to the same 
defense issue. 

Various elements within DoD attempt to exploit those differ- 
ences by developing relationships with this committee or that com- 
mittee, hoping that their distinct interests will be preserved in any 
compromise. Similarly, the committees align themselves with con- 
tending factions within the Defense Department. 

In short, Congress, by its nature and traditions, fosters the very 
factors within DoD that have frustrated mission integration in the 
past. 

b. Congress Dwells on Artificial Accounting Inputs Rather than 
Defense Outputs 

When the Congress reviews the annual budget request, it tends 
to examine the details of the request as accounting inputs to func- 
tional activities rather than as defense mission outputs. This is best 
illustrated with an actual example. 

In 1978 the United States joined with our NATO allies in signing 
the Long Term Defense Plan. As a component of that plan, the 
United States agreed to develop the capability to deploy 10 combat 
divisions to Europe within 10 days of mobilization. Virtually all 
areas of the DoD budget were involved. The following is a general 
delineation of the activities required to carry out that national 
policy directive, and the subcommittee responsible for each of those 
activities : 

Component Program SASC Subcommittee 

Storage Sites for Prepositioned Military Construction 
Equipment 

Stockage Levels of Spare Tactical Warfare/Preparedness 
Parts/ Munitions 

Airlift Modernization Program Sea Power and Force Projection 

Forward Deployment of Logis- Military Construction/Prepared- 
tics Units ness/ Manpower 
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Component Program SASC Subcommittee 

Transportation of Equipment Preparedness 
and Spares to Europe 

Combat Equipment Moderniza- Tactical Warfare 
tion Programs 

Virtually every subcommittee has responsibilities for aspects of 
the national policy decision to pledge 10 divisions within 10 days of 
mobilization for the defense of Europe. The emphasis in oversight, 
especially after the initial announcement of the policy, shifted from 
the policy goal itself to the relative allocation of resources required 
to implement the policy. However, those inputs were compared 
with other like activities unrelated to the policy. Storage facilities 
for combat equipment in Europe were evaluated in conjunction 
with other military construction projects that ranged from new 
housing in California to office buildings in Maryland. Funds re- 
quested for spare parts for the 10 day requirement were lost in the 
mass of funding for spare parts in general. Budget reductions were 
imposed on spare parts or other procurement with no knowledge of 
the impact it would have on our ability to meet the 10 day require- 
ment. In a short time, the emphasis on policy implementation of a 
major defense commitment was lost among thousands of minor de- 
cisions on accounting inputs. 

This pattern of reviewing programs within artificial categories of 
resource inputs means that Congress rarely obtains a comprehen- 
sive picture of current defense capabilities, or of the progress being 
made toward a major defense commitment or national policy objec- 
tive. The policy decisions are dissipated because they are reviewed 
in Congress along artificial appropriation lines providing resource 
inputs to DoD, instead of in the context of defense outputs. 

The Senate Armed Services Committee attempted to overcome 
this problem by establishing mission oriented Subcommittees. How- 
ever, none of the mission subcommittees deal at all with the tradi- 
tional operating accounts-Operation and Maintenance and Mili- 
tary Personnel. The Preparedness Subcommittee has responsibility 
for reviewing the O&M account as well as the ammunition procure- 
ment account. Yet some of the most important factors accounting 
for peacetime readiness-replenishment spare parts and sophisti- 
cated munitions such as air-to-air missiles-are not within the ju- 
risdiction of the Preparedness Subcommittee; instead, they are re- 
viewed by the mission subcommittees. 

The committees and subcommittees determine funding priorities 
and program trade-offs within appropriation accounts, not across 
them. When budget reductions are required, “bogies” are allocated 
to subcommittees. If the subcommittees are organized along appro- 
priation account lines, trade-offs are not made, for example, be- 
tween “readiness” and “modernization”, but instead are made 
against competing projects or programs within the same appropria- 
tion. Even where subcommittees are organized somewhat along 
mission lines, trade-offs between appropriation accounts are limit- 
ed. 
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c. Congress Reviews Service Programs in Isolation 
While Congress reviews defense programs largely within artifi- 

cial appropriation categories, it also tends to review the Services’ 
programs in relative isolation. Funding trade-offs very rarely cross 
Service appropriations. The resource shares of the Services change 
very little as a result of congressional oversight. Traditionally, Con- 
gress is loath to alter the priorities contained implicitly in the 
annual budget submission. 

The subcommittees and the staff tend to develop closer ties with 
some Services and branches than others. The Military Departments 
develop particularly close working ties with certain members of 
Congress, often because of the types of installations in the Mem- 
bers’ state or congressional district, or the types of major defense 
contractors in the state or district. Also, many members of the 
House and Senate committees have former military service and 
naturally understand, and retain keen interest in, the activities of 
their Services. Because of these close ties, subcommittees and their 
members become advocates for their client Services. Faced with the 
need to impose budget reductions, the committees attempt to mini- 
mize tensions by insuring reductions are balanced among the Serv- 
ices, irrespective of the priority of their missions. 

d. Congress Dwells on Conflicts within DoD 
The massive number of Defense Department activities and pro- 

grams makes it largely impossible for the Congress to review all 
programs in a comprehensive manner. As such, congressional 
review tends to dwell on the policy and programmatic conflicts 
within DoD-conflicts among the Military Departments, between 
the Military Departments and the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense (OSD), among offices within OSD, and so forth. 

Conflicts within DoD are exported to Congress and the battle is 
waged in a different arena. The case of helicopter airlift for special 
operations forces is illustrative. The Army and Air Force jointly de- 
cided to transfer the Air Force fleet of ? helicopters to the Army. 
This proved threatening to a small number of Air Force helicopter 
pilots, and to the member of Congress whose district contained the 
military installation where the 7 aircraft were based. The Congress 
acted to prevent the transfer of the mission and to direct a change 
in policy by the Army and Air Force. Quite apart from the merits 
of the case, this example demonstrates the extent to which con- 
flicts within DoD are exported to Congress. Conversely, congres- 
sional participants frequently cite differences within DoD as justifi- 
cation for revising budget requests or program proposals. It is com- 
monplace for Congress to suspend funding in a program for a year 
based on disagreements among the Services over the justification 
for a program. 

e. Congressional Preference for Independent Subordinate Organi- 
zations Within DoD 

Traditionally the Congress has favored decentralization in the 
Defense Department over highly structured central control. Decen- 
tralization permits the Congress to establish direct relationships 
with and control over those organizations within the military es- 
tablishment that are responsible for directing the allocation of re- 
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sources, thereby maximizing Congress’ leverage over the distribu- 
tion of those resources. 

This pattern is longstanding and was firmly entrenched by 1900. 
The Dodge Commission, established by President Theodore Roose- 
velt following the Spanish American War, was highly critical of the 
war effort, particularly the lack of logistics support and the ab- 
sence of competent command in the field. The Dodge Commission 
concluded that one of the prime factors contributing to the prob- 
lems that plagued the war effort was the autonomy of the inde- 
pendent bureaus in the War Department, which was encouraged by 
the Congress. 

In both [the War Department and the Navy Department] the 
agencies immediately concerned with the expenditure of mili- 
tary budgets on arms, armaments, and supplies were the tech- 
nical bureaus. In both [the Navy and War Departments], they 
were thoroughly entrenched in power. They had the statutory 
authority to spend their moneys directly granted from the Con- 
gress and it was an observed pattern for them to maintain 
close and direct relations with key figures in Congress and to 
receive outright political help when attacked from within the 
executive branch. (Paul Hammond, Organizing for Defense, 
page 8) 

The military officers in the bureaus were generally awarded ad- 
vances in rank and pay when assigned to the bureaus and served 
with no time limit in those positions. Secretary of War Elihu Root 
ended this open-ended tenure of bureau officers, but did not end 
the special relationships that prevailed between the bureaus and 
the Congress. While the Congress assented to many of Root’s re- 
forms, it specifically exempted one bureau from oversight by the 
new Chief of Staff of the Army, and provided that all bureaus 
could deal directly with Congress if so specified in future legisla- 
tion. (For a more extensive discussion, see Organizing for Defense, 
page 26) 

World War II forced a consolidation of control by the central 
staffs over the bureaus in both the Navy and the War Depart- 
ments. And while this consolidation led over time to the creation of 
the Department of Defense, it did not end Congress’s preference for 
continuing relations with subordinate organizations. Instead of 
Congress siding with the bureaus against their parent Military De- 
partments, increasingly Congress joined forces with the military 
Services against the new Office of the Secretary of Defense. Lucas 
and Dawson noted this pattern in the early days of the new De- 
partment of Defense: 

Congress has an interest in a considerable measure of service 
autonomy. . . . It is significant that, starting with the 86th Con- 
gress in 1959, successive Congresses either enacted or consid- 
ered the enactment of new requirements for annual authoriza- 
tion legislation in all major areas of weapons procurement and 
military research and development. The intent of these 
changes was clear: to reduce the area of discretionary power of 
OSD and to strengthen legislative control of programs. Con- 
gress, like the services, appeared to feel threatened by the 
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growing power of OSD over all aspects of defense policy. Con- 
gress joined with the armed services in resisting a historic re- 
distribution of power in the Pentagon. (The Organizational Pol- 
itics of Defense, page 120) 

Congress continues to align itself with the military Services 
against OSD. In 1981, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, at the direction of 
then Deputy Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci, established a 
Special Task Force to study management alternatives for improved 
surface transportation, both land and ocean, in DoD. The Special 
Task Force recommended integration of the Army’s Military Traf- 
fic Management Command and the Navy’s Military Sealift Com- 
mand into a new unified command to be called the Military Trans- 
portation Command reporting directly to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Though endorsed by the Joint Chiefs and Secretary Carlucci, the 
Secretary of the Navy in March 1982 opposed the plan because it 
would “diffuse management accountability for sealift and fleet sup- 
port programs” and would disrupt the ship acquisition process. 

Responding to Secretary Lehman’s concern, the Senate Armed 
Services Committee included a provision in the fiscal year 1983 de- 
fense authorization bill prohibiting DoD from proceeding with any 
consolidation of military transportation. The provision was accept- 
ed by the House of Representatives and became law. The provision 
remains in effect to the present, despite DoD’s subsequent requests 
to repeal it. Despite substantial evidence that consolidation would 
yield more effective command arrangements for military surface 
transportation, the Congress sided with the Navy in preventing 
consolidation. 

To summarize this second major problem in congressional over- 
sight, Congress as an institution, because of its structure and its de- 
centralized procedures, amplifies the inherent flaws within DoD 
which inhibit development of a coherent integrated defense pro- 
gram. The primary weakness in defense organization is the lack of 
mission integration, fostered by congressional procedures, tradi- 
tions, and attitudes. 
3. PREDOMINANCE OF AN ANNUAL REVIEW CYCLE 

Oversight of the Department of Defense has evolved into an 
annual review of DoD’s budget submission. Virtually the entire de- 
fense budget is now subject to annual authorization review in addi- 
tion to annual appropriations. The development of the congression- 
al budget procedure reinforced, and arguably accelerated, the trend 
toward annual review. The budget act requires the Congress to 
adopt annual spending goals for the various functions of the feder- 
al government. Increasingly the Congress looks at all government 
activity in fiscal year increments. 

Also, as legislative gridlock developed during the latter half of 
the 1970’s and through the early 1980’s, annual defense bills have 
become a primary means for advancing legislative proposals that 
probably would not otherwise get over all the legislative hurdles. 
Additionally, since the President is not likely to veto the annual 
defense authorization or appropriation bill, it becomes a convenient 
vehicle to force through legislative proposals that might not other- 
wise be favorably received by the President. An annual authoriza- 
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tion and appropriation becomes an important lever of power, not 
only for factions within Congress but by Congress over the Execu- 
tive Branch as well. 

This is reflected in the time devoted to floor consideration of the 
annual authorization and appropriation bills and the number of 
amendments considered during the debate. There has been a dis- 
tinct shift during the past 10 years in both the House and the 
Senate. From 1975 through 1979, debate on the defense authoriza- 
tion bills averaged slightly more than three days each in the House 
and Senate. From 1980 through 1984, however, the annual defense 
debate averaged over seven days each in the House and Senate. 
As might be expected, the increase in time devoted to the author- 

ization bills led to an  increase in the number of amendments con- 
sidered. During the same 10-year period, there were roughly four 
times as many amendments considered during the second half of 
the period as during the first half. These data are summarized in 
the following table: 

Summary of Floor Debate on Annual Authorization Bills 

Because the annual authorization and appropriation bills are 
guaranteed action in the Congress and almost certainly will be 
signed by the President, they become vehicles for a host of amend- 
ments, many of which are only remotely germane to the primary 
legislation. 

This annual review process has produced four specific problems. 
First, the Congress focuses increasingly on the details, not on the 
big picture. Second, an annual review process tends to sacrifice 
long-term goals in the face of short-term pressures. Third, overem- 
phasis on annual budgets tends to stress each year’s new budget 
plan for the future, ignoring the execution of last year’s program. 
Fourth, annual budgets become impediments to conclusive deci- 
sions. 
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a. Preoccupation with Detail, Ignoring Fundamental Policies and 
Priorities 

The annual review process, together with an increasing desire to 
control details, has led the Congress to a preoccupation with detail. 
Senator Nunn noted this trend in testimony before the Temporary 
Select Committee on Committees in 1984: 

. . . the extent to which we have wrapped ourselves around 
the budget axle is exacerbated by the growing tendency to 
examine budget proposals in even finer, almost microscopic, 
detail. The Armed Services Committee now authorizes almost 
every element of the Defense budget each year, down to almost 
the last screw and bolt. 

The emergence of “micro-management” is discussed in greater 
detail below. The point here is to note that by its preoccupation 
with detail, the Congress has tended to trivialize its true charter, 
which is to spell out major strategies and purposes. The Constitu- 
tion intends for the Congress to establish national strategic prior- 
ities and to allocate resources toward those priorities. The Congress 
is to act as a national board of directors, not as national level pro- 
gram managers. 

b. Sacrifice Long-Term Goals Because of Short-Term Pressures 
A second unfortunate outcome of an annual review process is the 

tendency to sacrifice long-term goals in the face of short-term pres- 
sures. The evidence of this trend is manifold in the defense budget. 
Repeatedly, the military Services, OSD, or the Congress will sacri- 
fice long-term savings in order to achieve short-term budget reduc- 
tions. For example, faced with the need to find budget reductions 
in one year, production rates are stretched out, saving modest sums 
one year only to create even greater long run costs for the program 
and delay modernization. 

This pattern typifies the entire budget. Stable long-term plans 
are sacrificed to meet the pressures to make budget reductions in 
any one year. 

c. Ignore Program Execution to Focus on Future 
Third, the annual review process reinforces the inherent DoD 

tendency to ignore program execution and to focus on future pro- 
grams. (See the discussion in chapter 7 on the Planning, Program- 
ming and Budgeting System.) The annual budget submission is fi- 
nalized only two to three months into the new fiscal year. Obvious- 
ly the pending budget cannot respond to the lessons learned in the 
execution of the current budget. During consideration of the pend- 
ing annual request, there is rarely sufficient data to evaluate the 
operations of the current budget. The annual review then tends to 
develop into a comparison of last year’s plans with this year’s 
plans, instead of a comparison of plans with current problems. 

More recently, it has encouraged Congress to react to problems 
without knowing whether or not the solutions enacted in the previ- 
ous year were working. In 1984, the Congress enacted significant 
changes in defense procurement. Nonetheless, procurement “horror 
stories” created intense pressure to institute yet new sets of pro- 
curement reforms. An entirely new set of initiatives was proposed 
in 1985 without knowing whether the laws passed last year (and 
just now being implemented) are having an effect. 
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d. Impediments to Conclusive Decisions 
Because the defense review process has evolved into an annual 

budget debate, congressional decisions are always tentative and 
never final. Actions taken by one committee are always subject to 
appeal in subsequent legislative steps or in the next fiscal year sub- 
mission. Losing a legislative battle in one committee, a Military 
Department or contractor will seek to reverse that action in subse- 
quent stages of the legislative process by building countervailing 
positions in the other committees. 

This is understandable in a bicameral legislature, if unfortunate. 
It results in several specific problems. Congress rarely terminates 
marginal programs, since the energy required to do so over the op- 
position of the Services, the Defense Department, or the contractor 
is immense, and the outcome will likely be reversed in compromise 
as the aggrieved parties build firebreaks in the other chamber or in 
subsequent legislative steps. For example, over a dozen major pro- 
grams were proposed for termination by either the House or the 
Senate in the fiscal year 1986 defense authorization bill. Yet every 
program recommended for termination was restored in the House- 
Senate conference, albeit with some restrictions. 

This creates an incentive for proponents to patch together a com- 
promise in order to get past each legislative hurdle, instead of con- 
fronting fundamental choices over the future of troubled systems. 
It also creates an incentive for system opponents to focus on any 
problem with a program to justify slowing it down or terminating 
it. Consequently, the same issues are reviewed year after year. The 
MX missile is an extreme example, but not a unique one. 

Compromise is the central reality of a legislative democracy. But 
the process of annual review of the defense budget has elevated 
compromise at the expense of finality and progress. 
4. CONGRESSIONAL MICRO-MANAGEMENT OF DEFENSE PROGRAMS 

Of all the criticisms of congressional behavior in the formulation 
of defense policies and programs, overmanagement or micro-man- 
agement of the Department of Defense is most often mentioned. In- 
creasingly the Congress is becoming involved in the details of the 
defense budget, not just the broad policies and directions that guide 
it. There has been a steady and dramatic increase in the extent of 
congressional involvement in the annual defense budget submis- 
sion. In 1970 the defense authorization act totaled 9 pages, with a 
33 page conference report accompanying the bill. The authorization 
bill enacted into law in 1975 reached 15 pages of bill language and 
75 pages of conference report. The final fiscal year 1985 bill was 
169 pages and the conference report 354 pages. 

The Secretary of Defense highlighted this increasing problem of 
congressional micro-management this spring in testimony before 
the House Armed Services Committee. The following table (pre- 
sented by the Secretary of Defense) shows that since 1970 the 
number of reports and studies requested by the Congress has in- 
creased by a factor of 12. Statutory restrictions have increased by 
233 percent. 
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Growth of Congressional Micro-Management Since 1970 

Historically the appropriations committees have generally made 
substantial dollar adjustments, which is seen in the number of pro- 
grams that were adjusted in each of the years, though most 
changes consisted of financial, not programmatic, adjustments to 
the budget submission. Since 1970 the Appropriations Committees 
have roughly tripled the number of changes in individual line 
items and program elements. An even more dramatic change has 
occurred in micro-management by the Armed Services Committees. 
During the past 15 years, the Armed Services Committees have in- 
creasingly become involved in this pattern of line item revision, ad- 
justing individual programs seven times more often than in 1950. 
Clearly, micro-management has grown dramatically and has 
reached crisis proportions. 

The fiscal year 1985 budget request had 1,890 separate line en- 
tries in the various procurement accounts and 897 program ele- 
ments in the various research and development (R&D) accounts. 
The House and Senate Armed Services Committees changed 440 or 
23 percent of the procurement line entries and 317 or 35 percent of 
all R&D programs. 

More than an irritation to civilian and military managers, con- 
gressional micro-management reinforces problems within DoD. 
First, the tremendous demands that the Congress places on the 
Pentagon to justify in detail every aspect of the defense budget 
forces the Office of the Secretary of Defense to place too much at- 
tention on resource questions. This diverts attention from strategic 
planning, an area of weakness in DoD. Second, in response to con- 
gressional micro-management, OSD places an equivalent emphasis 
on details that could be better left to the Military Departments. 

Micro-management has had an equally perverse impact on the 
Military Departments, as noted by Theodore Crackel: 
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The line-item by line-item budgeting embraced by Congress 
in recent decades has created perverse incentives in the de- 
fense acquisition system. By budgeting for a specific weapon, 
rather than providing funds to accomplish the task or mission 
for which the weapon is intended, the Services are encouraged 
to shield marginal programs from scrutiny. The funded weapon 
amounts to their only solution; to lose it is to lose the money 
for the mission. As a result, the Services tend to fix and patch 
whatever problems emerge on that weapon rather than scrap 
it, try to sell an alternative approach, and obtain approval for 
new funds. There is little incentive for effective testing; the re- 
sults can only hurt. Any problems identified by testing threat- 
en both the project and the mission. Congress recently created 
an independent Office of Test and Evaluation. This, however, 
treats the symptoms, not the cause, and provides little incen- 
tive for better testing. (“Pentagon Management Problems: Con- 
gress Shares the Blame”, Heritage Foundation Backgrounder, 
January 22, 1985, page 2) 

The reasons for micro-management have been discussed earlier. 
They are worth repeating here: (a) the evolution toward standing 
subcommittees with specific substantive jurisdiction; (b) the devel- 
opment of an annual budget review process; (c) the quest to control 
policy through control of details; and (d) the pressure imposed on 
members of Congress by interest groups (and by staff), and the 
desire by members of Congress to be responsive to those constitu- 
ent concerns. While these four factors evolved through the last 30 
years, the trend has accelerated with the collapse of the foreign 
policy consensus which disciplined micro-management in the past. 
5. INSUFFICIENT SENATE REVIEW OF PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTMENTS IN 

Chapters 3 and 6, which address the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense and the Military Departments, identify several concerns 
related to the quality of senior civilian leadership in DoD. Dissatis- 
faction with the qualifications of nominees must be identified (at 
least in part) as a problem of congressional oversight. Presidential 
appointments cannot be made without the advice and consent of 
the Senate. Even though the candidates have been disappointing, 
Congress has shown little stomach for fighting the President for 
candidates of higher caliber. There are two fundamental causes 
that contribute to a relatively loose congressional attitude toward 
presidential nominees. 

a. Different Perceptions of Job Requirements and Qualifications 
There are different perceptions of the job requirements and nec- 

essary qualifications which accompany specific appointments. This 
is, in part, the fault of the Congress for not having established the 
specific responsibilities associated with each appointed position. 
Even so, there is an understandable tendency in the Senate to 
assume that the President is, in effect, asking for the qualifications 
that he thinks are needed in a given position. 

DOD 

b. Tendency to Defer to the President 
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The second cause of an insufficient review of presidential nomi- 
nations is the basic philosophy within the Senate that (barring 
some specific cause) the President is entitled to have the pleasure 
of his appointment, regardless of a Senator’s personal opinion on 
the competence of the nominee. In the 96th and 97th Congresses, 
the Senate approved 99.1 percent and 99.2 percent of presidential 
nominations, respectively. In these two Congresses, not a single 
presidential nominee was rejected by the Senate, and less than 0.05 
percent were withdrawn. 

E. DESCRIPTION OF SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEM AREAS 
1. PROBLEM AREA #1— FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEMS WITH CONGRESS 

The first major problem area encompasses two fundamental 
problems in Congress itself-the growing hegemony of the budget 
process in the overall legislative agenda and the blurring of juris- 
dictions among committees, turning the three stage legislative 
process into a series of redundant steps. Solutions to these prob- 
lems go far beyond the issue of improving the quality of defense 
oversight to the heart of the continuing effectiveness of Congress in 
general. 

Fundamentally, Congress has too much to do and insufficient 
time to do it. There are two basic solutions to the problem: either 
skip some stages in the process or do all the steps, but less fre- 
quently. The following specific solutions expand on these two basic 
strategies. 

THAT AFFECT DEFENSE OVERSIGHT 

0 Option 1A-adopt a biennial budget process 
A key option widely advocated is to shift the current budget 

process from an annual to a biennial cycle. Currently, the Congress 
reviews the President’s annual budget and makes changes only in 
the pending budget year. Under a biennial budget, the Administra- 
tion would submit a proposed budget for a two-year period, and the 
Congress would debate, amend, and eventually approve a two-year 
budget, authorization, and appropriation. 

Many different biennial proposals have been offered by a wide 
range of proponents. All proposals fit into one of the following 
three categories: 

Spend the first session of a new Congress adopting a two- 
year budget and the second session conducting oversight re- 
views; 

Spend the first session of a new Congress conducting over- 
sight hearings and adopt a budget during the second session 
based on those hearings; or 

Stretch out the current annual process to cover a two-year 
period. 

Ideally, the entire Federal budget process would be shifted to a 
two-year cycle. However, it would be possible to shift just the De- 
partment of Defense to a biennial budget. Indeed, Congress has al- 
ready acted on this option to establish a two-year budget for DoD. 
The fiscal year 1986 defense authorization bill contained a provi- 
sion (section 1405) directing the President to submit a two-year 
budget for the Department of Defense and related agencies in Jan- 
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uary 1987 for fiscal years 1988 and 1989. The Secretary of Defense 
is directed to submit by April 1, 1986, a study outlining the statuto- 
ry and procedural changes required to implement the two-year 
budget. 

The provision does not presuppose which of the three categories 
might be adopted for a new biennial cycle for DoD. Because DoD 
may be the only Executive Branch department on a two-year cycle, 
it is likely that the first category would be most appropriate. Also 
open to question is whether the two-year cycle must include all 
steps-budgeting, authorizing, and appropriating-or might consist 
of just the first two. 
0 Option 1B-consolidate congressional committees 
A second solution to the overall problems with Congressional 

oversight would be to consolidate the number of steps in the proc- 
ess. Since each step is controlled by separate committees, this in 
effect requires the consolidation of committees. 

The form of that consolidation is again subject to dispute, with 
proponents offering many different combinations. Again, three 
basic types of recommendations for consolidation have been sug- 
gested: 

Consolidate the authorizing and appropriating committees 
into a single functional committee; 

Combine the Budget and the Appropriations Committees 
into a single committee that has responsibility primarily for 
the budgeting stage; or 

Expand the membership of the subcommittees of the Appro- 
priations Committees and give them responsibility for authori- 
zations as well as appropriations. 

Obviously those senators and representatives on authorizing com- 
mittees would favor options 1 and 2 while the members on the Ap- 
propriations Committees would disagree and prefer option 3. Mem- 
bers of the Budget Committees would likely oppose option 2. Clear- 
ly there is no consensus on which approach to take. The Tempo- 
rary Select Committee to Study the Senate Committee System 
chose to ignore recommendations offered by several senators in tes- 
timony calling for committee consolidation. 
0 Option 1C-restructure the Budget Committee membership 
One suggestion for solving the problem of the dominance of the 

budget process is to restructure the Budget Committee so that its 
membership reflects the leadership of the authorizing and appro- 
priating committees. Members would serve on the Budget Commit- 
tee because they were chairmen or ranking members on the other 
committees. This option would not lessen the number of steps in 
the process. Nor would it reduce the number of committees. It 
would, however, theoretically integrate the priority setting aspects 
of the budget process into the normal functioning of the authoriz- 
ing and appropriating committees. As such, it would, in theory, 
represent an extension of the authorizing and appropriating proc- 
esses and committees, and not a separate stage. 
0 Option 1D-clarify and enforce jurisdictions among committees 
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The jurisdictional boundaries separating the committees of the 
Congress have become blurred in recent years. The boundaries 
have become particularly imprecise between authorizing and ap- 
propriating committees. Jurisdictional differentiation between au- 
thorizing committees is relatively easy to accomplish through defi- 
nitions. Differentiation between authorizing and appropriating 
committees is much more difficult, necessitating functional distinc- 
tions. Traditionally those functional distinctions have been honored 
and have been complementary in producing a final product. In- 
creasingly, they have become competitive. Jurisdictional realign- 
ment will come initially through party organizations as they orga- 
nize the House and Senate for a new Congress. Sustaining the dif- 
ferences will require the ongoing diligence of the committee and 
party leaders. 
2. PROBLEM AREA #2-CONGRESSIONAL PROCEDURES REINFORCE DI- 

VISIONS IN DOD 
The second major problem area is the inconsistent and contradic- 

tory pattern of congressional oversight which reinforces divisions 
within DoD. Ultimately, consolidation of committees offers the best 
solution. Absent that, however, there are several alternatives that 
might be considered. 

0 Option 2A-complete evolution to mission-oriented subcommit- 

As previously discussed, in 1981, the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services altered its subcommittee structure to improve its 
focus on defense missions. Three of the six subcommittees were 
given a mission-orientation. However, only one of these subcommit- 
tees-the Subcommittee on Strategic and Theater Nuclear Forces- 
has a sharp mission focus. The two other subcommittees-Tactical 
Warfare and Sea Power and Force Projection-have a tendency to 
focus on forces and individual programs, and not on missions. Fur- 
ther, their jurisdiction is incomplete since they review procurement 
and research and development programs only. The mission subcom- 
mittees do not have jurisdiction over most of the accounts that tra- 
ditionally contribute to combat readiness. 

In addition, the current subcommittee structure does not lend 
itself to continuing and detailed consideration of broad defense 
strategy and policy issues. Only the full committee can address 
such issues, and the time and attention that it can devote to these 
issues is limited. Similarly, the committee does not have organiza- 
tional arrangements for conducting investigations. 

These shortcomings in the subcommittee structure of the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services weaken the committee’s ability to 
address fundamental defense issues. To correct shortcomings in the 
current structure, the subcommittees could be reorganized as fol- 
lows: 

tees 

Current Subcommittees Proposed Subcommittees 

1. Strategic and Theater Nuclear Strategic and Theater Nuclear 
Forces Forces 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Current Subcommittees 

(Tactical Warfare) 

Sea Power and Force Projec- 
tion 

Preparedness 

Manpower and Personnel 

Military Construction 

Defense Acquisition Policy 

Proposed Subcommittees 

Tactical Warfare and NATO 
Defense 

Sea Power and Force Projec- 
tion and Regional Defense 

Manpower, Installations and 
Logistics 

Procurement Policy and Tech- 
nology Base 

Strategy, Policy and Investiga- 
tions 

There would be no change in the jurisdiction of the Strategic and 
Theater Nuclear Forces Subcommittee. The Tactical Warfare Sub- 
committee would have the additional responsibility of oversight of 
NATO defenses, while the Sea Power Subcommittee would assume 
responsibility for regional defense programs, including the Persian 
Gulf and Central America. The Manpower, Preparedness and Mili- 
tary Construction subcommittees would be consolidated into a 
single new subcommittee, though readiness issues directly related 
to deployed forces would fall subject to the mission subcommittees. 
The Defense Acquisition Policy Subcommittee would also have re- 
sponsibility for oversight of defense technology issues. Finally, a 
Strategy, Policy and Investigations Subcommittee would be created 
for oversight of broad issues of defense policy. 

The impact of this evolution in committee structure would be 
limited unless both the House and Senate Committees on Armed 
Services adopt parallel structures. The transition would be modest 
for the Senate Armed Services Committee though drastic for the 
House Armed Services Committee which continues to organize sub- 
committees along the lines of the appropriation categories. On the 
other hand, the House Armed Services Committee has a standing 
investigations subcommittee and a de facto strategy subcommittee. 
If different committee structures persist, however, dissonance in 
congressional oversight will continue. 

0 Option 2B-structure hearings along mission lines 
As noted above, the Congress tends to confine its oversight of de- 

fense programs within Service appropriation accounts. Hearings 
tend to focus on each Service’s appropriation budget requests, even 
in the mission subcommittees of the Senate Armed Services Com- 
mittee. This reinforces the tendency to review the defense program 
in terms of artificial accounting inputs instead of mission outputs. 
It also prevents the committees from determining relative prior- 
ities among contending missions. 
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In recent years, the Armed Services Committees have held hear- 
ings featuring the testimony of the Commanders-in-Chief (CINC’s) 
of the unified commands. This testimony has been helpful in identi- 
fying near-term problems and shortages, but has been of marginal 
help in determining priorities in the annual budget submission be- 
cause of the lack of depth of knowledge by the CINC’s of the pend- 
ing budget proposals. The CINC’s have largely endorsed without 
elaboration the Service programs. 

This option would expand those hearings, making operational 
commanders lead witnesses for a larger number of hearings, espe- 
cially those hearings with a resource review emphasis primarily in 
the areas of readiness and combat sustainability. In order to accom- 
plish this, the CINC’s will need expanded access to and responsibil- 
ities in the Planning, Programming, and Budget System (PPBS), a 
proposal which is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5 on the 
Unified and Specified Commands. 

0 Option 2C-modify budget justification material to reflect mis- 

Budget justification material submitted by DoD to the Congress 
follows the appropriation account categories for each of the Serv- 
ices. There is no detailed presentation of justification material 
along mission account lines, despite the fact that DoD’s Planning, 
Programming and Budgeting System ostensibly develops the 
annual budget submission within DoD along mission lines. 

However, as noted in Chapter 7, the PPB system largely ignores 
program execution. Current DoD budgeting and management sys- 
tems tend to operate autonomously. That is, DoD does not routine- 
ly link the process that acquires resources with the tools that 
manage those resources once they are in hand. If the Congress au- 
thorizes and appropriates less for systems than was requested, the 
Defense of Defense will subsequently adjust its fielding plans, 
though at the time the reductions are made, there is no way to de- 
termine the impact of the decision. 

The annual budget submission and justification materials could 
be modified along mission account lines, though a comprehensive 
change would take some time. Such changes a t  first would be su- 
perficial, rearranging the various accounts under different head- 
ings. A more fundamental revision in DoD accounting and manage- 
ment procedures would be required ultimately to facilitate a more 
direct linkage between policy decisions by Congress with program- 
ming and execution actions within DoD. 

sions 

3. PROBLEM AREA #3-PREDOMINANCE OF ANNUAL REVIEW CYCLE 
As noted earlier, the burdens of an annual defense budget proc- 

ess have become too great, both for DoD and the Congress. An 
annual budget process requires the Defense Department to work on 
three separate budgets simultaneously-executing the current pro- 
gram, defending the request for the pending budget year, and plan- 
ning the budget submission for the next year. For its part, Con- 
gress has become mired in the details of a massive budget, losing 
sight of its fundamental responsibilities to provide national level 
guidance and direction for policies and priorities. Three options 
have been developed to help overcome this problem. 
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0 Option SA-establish a biennial budget process 
This option is discussed under Problem Area #1 but is listed 

here as well because of the substantial impact it would have in 
overcoming the predominance of the annual review cycle. 
0 Option 3B-establish milestone authorizations for major 

For the procurement of major new weapon systems, the Defense 
Department follows explicit procedures outlined in DoD directives. 
Current DoD rules specify a series of major milestones in the life- 
cycle development of a new system. The acquisition milestones 
focus on key program development phases such as concept develop- 
ment, demonstration and evaluation, full-scale development, and 
production go-ahead. At the start of each of these phases, the De- 
fense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) meets to evalu- 
ate the promise of a system in meeting its documented require- 
ments. Each DSARC phase represents a major milestone in the de- 
velopment cycle of a new system. (The DSARC process changes 
somewhat with the particular emphasis of each Administration.) 

The Congress has no similar explicit review process. Instead each 
program is evaluated each year whether it is troubled or trouble 
free. The average weapon system requires 8 to 10 years of develop- 
ment before production begins. Systems will stay in production 
from 10 to 15 years. Annual authorizations in this broad context 
make little sense. 

The current process of annual reviews reinforces the tendency to 
focus on accounting considerations rather than policy issues. It also 
tends to prolong the period of contentiousness over a program, with 
advocates and opponents alike struggling from year to year, debat- 
ing the future of the system. 

In its place the Congress could choose to establish an explicit 
procedure to authorize milestones in the life of a system, parallel- 
ing the process currently used by DoD. At each milestone, the De- 
fense Department would provide a cost and performance baseline 
that would carry the program to its next milestone (for example, 
from demonstration to full-scale development). If the Congress au- 
thorizes that milestone the defense managers would be free to con- 
tinue the program, unless costs or performance deviate (by some 
preset percentage) from the baseline provided at the time of au- 
thorization, until its next natural milestone. If a program deviated 
from its cost or performance baseline, Congress would review the 
program in a traditional oversight manner. 

0 Option 3C-require budget submissions to conform to the con- 

The current congressional budget process requires .Congress to 
set mandatory ceilings for the budget year and targets for the fol- 
lowing two years. The President is free, however, to submit the 
next year any proposal he may choose. Presidents have traditional- 
ly submitted optimistic five-year defense spending plans. 

Unrealistic long-term plans pose serious problems because they 
tend to distort near-term decisions. Overly optimistic projections of 
resources permit the start of more programs than can be afforded 
over the long run. They also permit DoD to carry forward marginal 

weapon development 

gressional budget resolution 
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programs rather than terminate them, because everything appears 
“affordable” by the end of the five-year plan. Finally, it tends to 
reinforce the inefficiencies of annual budget reviews, since only the 
budget year represents a serious budget proposal. 

The Congress could require the President to submit a five-year 
budget that conforms to the outyear spending targets contained in 
the previous congressional budget resolution. The President would 
be free to submit a request for funds in addition to the amount con- 
tained in the budget resolution, which would be considered simulta- 
neously with the budget request. 
4. PROBLEM AREA # 4-CONGRESSIONAL MICRO-MANAGEMENT OF DE- 

FENSE DEPARTMENT 
Micro-management is a particularly difficult problem to address 

because it requires a steady plan to reverse the trends of the past 
25 years. At the core is the need to restore the pattern of trust and 
consensus that prevailed through the 1950’s and 1960’s. Any recom- 
mendation for mechanical changes to reduce micro-management 
will be at best a secondary solution until the underlying consensus 
can be restored. There are, however, a few mechanical changes 
that could help reduce micro-management. 

0 Option 4A-“package” authorizations 
Less than 100 major systems in procurement account for approxi- 

mately half of all expenditures for procurement. There are over 
1,800 individual line entries in the procurement accounts, however. 
The bulk of the annual revisions to the budget request are in these 
small programs. This creates several specific problems. First, 
changes can be made in individual programs which create imbal- 
ances in other programs. For example, the Congress may increase 
the number of tanks over the budget request, but reduce the 
number of trucks required to support tanks. Presumably the Serv- 
ices submit balanced acquisition programs. Changes in the large 
number of line entries can distort that balanced acquisition pro- 
gram. 

More fundamentally, however, Congress has become trapped in 
trivia, authorizing shop vans, five ton trucks, munitions lift trail- 
ers, and so forth, instead of keeping a focus on major policy issues 
and national priorities. 

One solution to this problem, suggested by General M.R. Thur- 
mond, Vice Chief of Staff of the Army, is to develop authorization 
packages, instead of individual line items. Under this approach, all 
of the major items required to support a fielded tank would be 
brought together into a package and authorized as a package. In- 
stead of authorizing a tank and 29 different items required to sup- 
port that tank, Congress could authorize a single package that had 
30 separate elements. If Congress chose to add 120 tanks, it would 
also add 120 tank packages. Binding programs together into these 
packages would help avoid the distortions that come from micro- 
management and would help Congress disengage from a preoccupa- 
tion with trivial details. 

0 Option 4B-consolidate research and development accounts 



601 

During the last ten years, the number of individual line items in 
the research and development appropriations has multiplied. 
Today there are over 900 individual program elements and multi- 
ple projects within each program element. 

The hundreds of line items and multiple projects encourage the 
very micro-management by the Congress that DoD decries. More 
importantly, this proliferation diverts attention from more funda- 
mental problems: the need to establish criteria for evaluating the 
progress of R&D activities, and the need to assign priorities for re- 
search and development efforts across mission areas and among 
promising technologies. 

The Congress could direct that DoD consolidate the number of 
separate program elements and convert the justification material 
from a description of funding inputs to a description of goals set for 
the project and the progress expected in meeting those goals. The 
current justification material is broadly descriptive and offers little 
indication of the role the R&D activity plays in meeting some spe- 
cifically determined defense objective. Ultimately the Congress 
should be able to authorize an objective and the baseline program 
required to attain the objective patterned after the milestone au- 
thorizations noted above. 
0 Option 4C-increase discipline by congressional leaders 
A third option for dealing with micro-management is not at all 

mechanical. A consistent effort by defense leaders in the Congress 
to resist micro-management cannot be legislated but would have 
substantial impact in reversing the trend toward micro-manage- 
ment. It is often said that organizations do well those things the 
boss checks. If the boss places priority on minimizing micro-man- 
agement, the staff will follow that lead. 

Logically this should carry over to the floor debate on defense. In 
recent years, the number of floor amendments to authorization 
bills has escalated. This poses a dilemma for the floor managers. 
Fighting superfluous amendments would prolong the debate and 
add to its contentiousness. It is much easier to modify amendments 
to make them relatively benign and accept them on the floor, 
rather than fight them. This establishes a pattern, however, of 
yielding to almost any member’s wishes for the sake of expediency 
in securing adoption of the bill. If the desire to curtail micro-man- 
agement is sufficient, the leaders will have to bring discipline to 
the floor debate and oppose a much larger number of amendments. 
5. PROBLEM AREA # 5-INSUFFICIENT SENATE REVIEW OF PRESIDEN- 

TIAL APPOINTMENTS IN DOD 
To the extent that the Congress believes that improvements are 

0 Option 5A-reduce the number of presidential appointive posi- 

This option would permit the Senate Armed Services Committee 
and the Senate to focus on fewer nominations which would be the 
most senior in the Department of Defense. However, this solution 
offers, by itself, little potential for correcting the problems of 
poorly qualified political appointees in DoD. Only if the Senate 

required in this area, it has the tools to fix the problem. 

tions 
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makes its standards for appointments more rigorous will the qual- 
ity of DoD appointees improve. 

0 Option 5B-vest powers of appointment in persons other than 

This option focuses on a basic cause of the problem of inexperi- 
enced political appointments in DoD, which is the failure of the 
White House to give defense management credentials sufficient 
emphasis in the selection of nominees for appointive positions. By 
vesting powers of appointment in persons other than the President, 
it is likely that the defense management credentials of nominees 
would receive greater attention and that other factors would re- 
ceive less emphasis. 

0 Option 5C-establish more rigorous standards for congressional 

Absent legislative changes, the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services and the Senate as a whole could simply alter its practice 
of nearly routine confirmation of Presidential nominees. This is at 
once the easiest and the most difficult option to pursue. It would 
require no statutory changes or any significant changes in proce- 
dures. However, it would pose serious difficulties because of the 
generally held view among Senators that Presidents deserve to 
have a staff of their own choosing. 

F. VALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 
This section evaluates the specific options for reforming the pat- 

tern of congressional oversight of the Department of Defense that 
were set forth in Section E. These options are not compared with 
each other or ranked in any way. Rather, this section seeks to de- 
lineate in an objective manner the advantages and disadvantages 
of each alternative solution. The options are identified by the same 
number and letter combination that was used in the preceding sec- 
tion. 
1. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEMS IN CON- 

President 

approval of presidential appointees 

GRESS THAT AFFECT DEFENSE OVERSIGHT 
The first problem area concerned broad scale problems in Con- 

gress that go beyond the issue of congressional oversight of DoD. 
As such, the prospect of implementing these options is substantial- 
ly more problematical than for those options that are subject to the 
action of the Senate Armed Services Committee alone. 

0 Option 1A-adopt a biennial budget process 
A biennial budget process offers tremendous promise of long- 

term benefits. A biennial budget would foster greater stability in 
the planning process and minimize the number of disruptive re- 
views for programs. It would ease the burden now created by an 
annual cycle on senior DoD managers who spend tremendous 
amounts of time preparing annual budget submissions, preparing 
and delivering testimony, and responding to official inquiries. More 
important for the Congress, a biennial cycle would allow greater ef- 
forts to be directed at the broad questions of national strategy and 
policy oversight. Currently, all oversight must be accomplished 
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during the budget review, which has become mired in a mass of 
programmatic trivia. 

On the negative side, while there is broad agreement on the de- 
sirability of a two-year budget process, there is little agreement on 
the specific type of two year cycle to be adopted. The different basic 
strategies noted in Section E reflect fundamental differences in the 
perspective of the sponsors, determined largely by the committees 
on which they presently serve. 

Beyond these fundamental philosophical differences, there are 
persistent technical problems that affect all schemes for biennial 
budgeting. How would the system adjust to significant changes in 
the economy without reopening the substantive debate over spend- 
ing priorities? This is potentially a very serious problem if only 
DoD shifts to a two-year cycle while the rest of the budget is on an 
annual cycle. Any major changes in the economy might place sub- 
stantial pressure to reopen the second year in the defense two-year 
budget. 

Second, in which year should deliberations take place and the 
budget begin? If the debate occurred in odd-numbered years, mem- 
bers of Congress would be forced to run for reelection on the basis 
of budget compromises set more than a year before the election. 
The sharp economic swings of the past three years highlight the 
perils of that approach. Were the deliberations to take place in 
even-numbered years, however, newly elected Presidents would 
have to wait nearly three years to implement new policy initia- 
tives. Since either situation would likely be unacceptable, supple- 
mental budgets would be necessary and could quickly evolve into 
an annual budget review, negating the purpose of the shift to a bi- 
ennial budget. 

0 Option 1B-consolidate congressional committees 
Consolidating the number of committees that have jurisdictional 

oversight over the Department of Defense is perhaps the only sure 
formula for reducing redundancy. As Senator Nunn said before the 
Temporary Select Committee to Study the Senate Committee 
System, “Three different Committees in each House should not be 
doing essentially the same thing. Some consolidation of the tasks 
currently being performed repetitively be these three Committees 
must be given serious assessment.” 

Fewer committees would result in fewer steps in the process, 
which would not only reduce redundancy but lower the total time 
required by the House and Senate to review the budget request. 
Fewer committees would also result in fewer staff members to 
review DoD programs and generate work for the Department. 
Some critics charge that the primary reason Congress has turned 
toward micro-management is because the professional staff work- 
ing for the Congress has opened these areas. Once opened, the 
mass of detail leads Senators and Representatives to argue for 
more staff to cope with the job requirements, continuing on in a 
deteriorating spiral. 

Finally, fewer committees would reduce the inconsistency inher- 
ent in current Congressional oversight. Each committee brings a 
different perspective to problems because of the different traditions 
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and priorities of the Members. Fewer committees would result in 
fewer inconsistencies in congressional oversight. 

The primary negative argument against this option is its politi- 
cal implausibility. Consolidating committees is a euphemism for 
stripping power from some committees (and their members) and 
giving power to other committees. Who becomes the “consolidator” 
and who the “consolidatee” is a subject of little agreement in 
either the Senate or the House. As the Georgetown CSIS Defense 
Organization Project stated in its final report, “Despite the attrac- 
tiveness of such a committee consolidation, we judge that under 
current circumstances the political obstacles to its implementation 
are insurmountable.” (pages 35-36) While several Senators suggest- 
ed in testimony before the Temporary Select Committee to Study 
the Senate Committee System that consolidation should be consid- 
ered, the Committee avoided the subject entirely in its report. 

0 Option 1C-restructure the Budget Committee membership 
Under this option, the budget committee members would be 

drawn from the chairmen and ranking members of the other com- 
mittees. As such, the budget committee, and the budget process, 
could become extensions of the authorizing committees, rather 
than a separate step in a three-stage process. 

The primary advantage of this option is that it would provide a 
more structured method for formulating a political consensus on 
budget priorities than currently exists. Presently the Budget Com- 
mittee (especially in the Senate) builds packages through informal 
consultation with the committee chairmen and ranking members. 
This option would make this informal arrangement explicit and 
open. It would also permit committee chairmen to gauge more ac- 
curately earlier in the session the likely range of possible spending 
targets, permitting a more orderly mark-up process within the com- 
mittee and bills more acceptable to the full Senate. During each of 
the last three years, the Senate Armed Services Committee has 
had to modify its recommendations because the Senate was unwill- 
ing to accept the levels proposed in the defense authorization bill 
in light of compromises reached in the budget process. Making the 
chairman a part of the budget committee would ease this uncer- 
tainty. 

The primary problem with this option is that it proposes a me- 
chanical solution to what is essentially a non-mechanical problem. 
The budget process has come to dominate the legislative agenda 
primarily for three reasons. First, the President chose to use the 
budget process in 1981 to launch his legislative agenda. He was suc- 
cessful in that effort and has made the budget process a central 
focus of the Administration’s agenda ever since. The budget is now 
a prominent focus for partisan politics. Second, the budget domi- 
nates the Congress because there is so little consensus in the coun- 
try over spending priorities, and Congress accurately reflects that 
lack of consensus. Establishing a budget in any fiscal year involves 
wrenching conflict and compromise among important priorities. In 
the absence of clear agreement in the country on those priorities, 
Congress will have difficulty reaching swift agreement. Third, the 
massive deficits insure that the budget battle will be fought each 
year. In the face of these powerful forces, this option to restructure 
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the Budget Committee membership represents a superficial change 
that fails to come to grips with the fundamental problems that 
have been identified in congressional oversight. 

0 Option ID-clarify and enforce jurisdictions between commit- 

Clarifying the jurisdictional confusion among committees will 
provide much clearer guidance from the Congress and should meas- 
urably contribute to better strategic guidance within DoD. The cur- 
rent process lends itself to confusion and inconsistent oversight as 
committees compete for jurisdiction, reverse the recommendations 
of other committees, and dilute a clear perspective of national 
intent and policy. 

There are no disadvantages to this option. Achieving it, however, 
may prove difficult. The problem is not one of unclear definitions 
or boundaries but of inconsistent efforts to police transgressions. 
Congress as an institution operates on consensus and compromise. 
Guarding jurisdiction “turf is difficult, because it requires con- 
tinuing attention and confrontation which may tax the pattern of 
trust and accommodation that must prevail in a legislative body 
like the Senate. 
2. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM THAT CONGRESSIONAL 

0 Option 2A-complete evolution to mission-oriented subcommit- 

Under this option, the Armed Services Committees would re- 
structure their subcommittees to follow the primary missions of 
the Department of Defense, rather than to continue to review pro- 
grams along appropriation account lines. 

There are several advantages to this option. It would help shift 
the perspective away from artificial accounting inputs toward de- 
fense outputs. So long as the Congress reviews the DoD budget 
along appropriation account lines, it will fail to develop an inte- 
grated plan. Mission integration has been a primary shortcoming 
in DoD. If the Congress places a priority on mission integration, 
OSD and the Services will respond by giving it greater attention as 
well. 

There are disadvantages to such an option, however. The Appro- 
priations Committees prefer the present input-oriented categories 
because it is easier to control them, and changes in them, over 
time. The Appropriations Committees, especially in the House, pre- 
sume a fiduciary responsibility to the public over appropriations, 
and as such operate with an “accounting” mentality. This frame of 
reference places a premium on stable definitions and accounts. It is 
much preferable with this perspective for the Congress to deter- 
mine those definitions on the input side than it is to permit DoD to 
determine the categories on the output side. 

It could also be argued that having different structures-a mis- 
sion-oriented approach in one committee and an input appropria- 
tion-oriented approach in the other-improves the quality of over- 
sight in the Congress. Retaining the two different approaches 
would combine the strengths of both. Uncertainty and confusion a t  
the staff level is the price paid for different subcommittee orienta- 

tees 
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tions by different committees. But that uncertainty and confusion 
is manageable, as has been demonstrated during the last four 
years. 

0 Option 2B-structure hearings along mission lines 
Under this option, hearings on the defense budget would be 

structured along mission lines rather than along appropriation ac- 
count lines for each of the Services. 

This option is logically related to Option 2A which would orga- 
nize the subcommittees along mission lines. As such, it would con- 
tinue the effort to shift the focus away from inputs toward outputs. 
This approach would be especially valuable in the area of readiness 
and sustainability. These areas are traditionally neglected because 
the advocates for those areas-primarily the operational command- 
ers-in-chief-do not traditionally testify on the details of the budget 
submissions. The primary testimony is given by the senior Service 
managers who are primarily oriented toward modernization rather 
than toward readiness. 

There is a limit, however, to the value of the testimony of oper- 
ational commanders in the area of procurement of new weapon sys- 
tems, for example. The operational CINC’s should lead on issues of 
current operations and the capabilities and problems of standing 
forces. They cannot be expected to be responsible for future sys- 
tems. Here the emphasis could be placed on expanded joint hear- 
ings along mission lines. Instead of a hearing on tactical aircraft 
modernization in the Air Force and ground forces modernization in 
the Army, hearings could emphasize joint mission activities, such 
as “Combined Arms Operations and Close Air Support”. These 
hearings would be more useful in helping the committees deter- 
mine problems and progress in meeting mission requirements and 
would aid in determining priorities among contending activities. 

0 Option 2C-modify budget justification material to reflect mis- 

This option too is related to the two previous options in this sec- 
tion in that it is required to complement the shift away from artifi- 
cial accounting inputs to mission outputs. 

There would be substantial advantages to an improved ability to 
relate resource decisions to mission outputs. For example, if the 
Congress wished to add $10 billion over three years to improve U.S. 
capabilities for reinforcing NATO, Congress can do so only indirect- 
ly by increasing funding in certain categories, while providing in- 
structions to DoD to apply those increases according to certain cri- 
teria. There is no way to know where the most effective invest- 
ments could be made. And there is no way to insure that the funds 
will actually go to the intended purpose. Congress could add funds 
to increase the stockage level of war stocks in Europe, for example, 
but the Army could just as easily subsequently redirect those addi- 
tional items of equipment to U.S.-based units. 

A revised system linking resource decisions to program imple- 
mentation would help overcome this shortcoming. Underlying this 
change would be an improvement in the PPB system that would 
focus on program execution. These changes could be beneficial to 
all of DoD, but they would help move Congress away from micro- 

sions 
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management of individual items toward broad issues of policy di- 
rection. 

There are significant problems associated with presenting justifi- 
cation material along mission account lines. How, for example, 
would we treat procurement of fighters, which can be used either 
in continental air defense (which would be subject to the Strategic 
Subcommittee), in a conventional war in Europe (falling subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Tactical Warfare and NATO Defense Sub- 
committee), or in third-world contingencies (subject to the jurisdic- 
tion of the Sea Power, Force Projection and Regional Defense Sub- 
committee)? 

Decision rules can certainly be constructed to deal with the prob- 
lem, but they would be arbitrary at best. It should be noted, howev- 
er, that DoD builds the budget annually along these mission lines, 
so the task is certainly not impossible. 
3. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE PREDOMINANCE 

OF ANNUAL REVIEW CYCLES 
0 Option 3A -establish a biennial budget process 
A biennial budget process would obviously alleviate the problems 

caused by annual review cycles. However, this option is already de- 
scribed and evaluated as Option 1A in sections D and E. 
0 Option 3B -establish milestone authorizations for major 

Under this option, Congress would authorize milestones in the 
life of a system rather than one year’s activity in the life of that 
system. Once a program successfully accomplishes one stage-e.g., 
concept development-the Congress would then authorize the Serv- 
ice to proceed entirely with the next stage-full scale development 
in this case. If the Congress authorizes that milestone, the defense 
managers would be free to continue the program, unless costs or 
performance deviate (by some preset percentage) from the baseline 
provided at the time of authorization, until its next natural mile- 
stone. Once a program is authorized to begin procurement, mile- 
stone authorization naturally would extend to multi-year procure- 
ment. 

This option holds tremendous potential. The Congress would be 
free from having to review every system every year, and could 
focus instead on the key programmatic and policy issues before the 
Congress that year. Program managers could count on stable pro- 
grams so long as they remain on cost and meet their performance 
objectives. The Congress would get out of the business of micro- 
management, except when major programs are in trouble, where 
oversight is appropriate and warranted. 

Milestone authorizations would also help focus debate on major 
systems and bring that debate to a conclusion, rather than have it 
stretched out for years. Currently, troubled systems are debated 
year after year, often during both the authorization and the appro- 
priation stages. This system would help overcome the need to 
reopen debate. 

There are additional benefits that accrue from this alternative. 
Under the current system of annual authorizations, the Congress is 
pressured to make adjustments in programs because of the limited 

weapon development 
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time perspective, which would not be the case with a longer time 
perspective. For example, minor problems in the early stages of 
testing are frequently blown entirely out of proportion. During the 
first years of production on the M1 tank, every little problem was 
cited as reason to terminate the program. In retrospect, the M1 
tank program was a significant success story. Its progress was un- 
necessarily disrupted because of annual reviews. A system of mile- 
stone authorizations would help overcome this problem. If a pro- 
gram were authorized to proceed to its next milestone, unless its 
cost grows unacceptably or its performance falls consistently short 
of expectations, minor problems would be kept in perspective and 
Congress could reject the demands of the perennial critics to dis- 
turb a program based on a single test. 

There are three problems with milestone authorizations. First, 
milestone authorizations would still be subject to the perverse ef- 
fects of unrealistic long-term budgeting in DoD. If DoD insists on 
budgeting to unrealistically high targets in the future, milestone 
authorizations would not necessarily protect programs from pres- 
sure within DoD. Indeed, the primary source of program stretch- 
outs during the past four years has been the Defense Department 
and not Capitol Hill. Milestone authorizations would certainly be 
better than annual programs, but they could still fall victim to un- 
realistic long-term budgeting. 

Second, as larger portions of the procurement and R&D accounts 
would come under milestone authorizations, greater pressure 
would fall on programs not under those procedures if budget reduc- 
tions had to be made. Long-term authorizations would limit the 
flexibility of the Military Departments to make annual adjust- 
ments. As is the case with multi-year contracts, budget reductions 
become concentrated in areas that are not covered by the milestone 
authorizations. The difficulty this could pose for those programs 
not covered under milestone authorizations could become so great 
that the Services would trade away program stability in order to 
preserve budgeting flexibility. 

Third, some have argued that milestone authorizations would 
delay progress on programs, forcing program managers to wait 
until Congress has authorized the next stage. This is a specious ar- 
gument, since under current practice a program manager cannot 
proceed to the next stage until provided the funds to do so. As 
such, this system would have the same effect as the current system 
of annual authorizations in this regard. 

0 Option 3C-require budget submissions to conform to the con- 

This option would require the President to confirm his annual 
budget submission to the targets specified the previous year in the 
congressional budget resolution. The President would be free to 
submit a request for funds in addition to the amount contained in 
the budget resolution, which would be considered simultaneously 
with the budget request. 

This would help to reduce the artificiality of long-term spending 
horizons and introduce near-term discipline in budget-making. It 
would also help discipline the Congress to live up to the budget 
commitments made in the previous year. Recently the Congress 

gressional budget resolution 
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has demanded lower levels for defense spending than were agreed 
to in the previous year’s budget resolution. This process would not 
preclude the Congress from reneging on its plans, but it would 
reduce the contentiousness that accompanies the annual budget 
submission and would provide a basis for the Administration to jus- 
tify its submission and call on the Congress to acknowledge the re- 
quirement for long-term commitments in the area of national secu- 
rity. 

The disadvantage of this approach is that the President should 
be free to submit whatever he believes is required to meet defense 
requirements. Under current practice, the “out-years” of the First 
Concurrent Resolution for national defense are set entirely on the 
basis of artificial assumptions and political requirements, and not 
on the basis of defense requirements. 

It should be acknowledged that the out-years of the Five Year 
Defense Plan are usually set in the aggregate and not constructed 
from the bottom up looking at requirements. At the start of its 
first term, the Administration pledged to increase the defense 
budget by 7 percent real growth without knowing whether that 
was sufficient or executable. As such, this option would merely 
bring the Administration and the Congress together in setting out- 
year goals. 
4. OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF CONGRESSIONAL 

MICRO-MANAGEMENT OF DEFENSE DEPARTMENT 
0 Option 4A-“package” authorizations 
The purpose of this option is to reduce the number of items au- 

thorized by the Congress by packaging together those items re- 
quired to support major systems. Instead of separately authorizing 
a tank and the 29 different items required to support that tank, 
Congress could authorize a single package that has 30 separate ele- 
ments. If Congress chose to add 120 tanks, it would also add 120 
tank packages. 

Under this approach, the procurement programs would be kept 
in balance and incremental changes would be tied to realistic re- 
quirements. More specifically, the Congress would shift away from 
excessive detail and more toward the fundamental issues that 
should guide our procurement plans and priorities. 

At this time, the Services lack the management tools to bring to- 
gether disparate procurement programs into defendable “pack- 
ages” for authorization. And there would be difficult transition 
problems since some programs would be ending while others were 
just beginning. Consequently, some items for the existing stock of 
deployed equipment would have to be procured outside of packages. 
The Services would also likely resist this “package” concept since 
it would show the full cost of a weapon system and give greater 
ammunition to critics of the system. 
0 Option 4B-consolidate research and development accounts 
The primary advantage of this option is to reduce the prolifera- 

tion of research and development categories to minimize their ex- 
posure to micro-management. This is also primarily the objection 
to this option since the Congress has tended to focus its revisions 
more intensively in R&D than in other accounts. It is widely be- 
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lieved in the Congress that once a program has entered full scale 
development, it is virtually impossible to make any meaningful 
changes. Consolidating R&D accounts may help, but there would be 
nothing to stop the Congress from going into the accounts and 
making changes in individual projects, as is currently the case. 

0 Option 4C-discipline by congressional leaders 
This is judged to be the only truly effective solution to the micro- 

management program. Micro-management occurs because House 
and Senate leaders permit it to occur. These leaders increasingly 
accept amendments on the floor of the House and the Senate to 
avoid holding up passage of the defense authorization bill. Accept- 
ing these amendments not only contributes to micro-management 
but fosters additional efforts in subsequent years as well. Staffs 
feed this pattern of micro-management because it suits the inter- 
ests of their employers. If congressional leaders placed primary em- 
phasis on avoiding micro-management, the staffs would follow suit. 
Organizations do well those things the boss checks. 

There is no apparent disadvantage to this option. The primary 
problem with it is its difficulty in implementation. As noted above, 
the Congress as an organization operates on the basis of compro- 
mise and conciliation. Fighting micro-management requires con- 
frontation. Since most instances of micro-management do involve a 
genuine problem (the question is not that a problem exists but 
whether the Congress, as opposed to the Military Departments or 
DoD, ought to be dwelling on the problem), congressional leaders 
are placed in the difficult position of arguing against an amend- 
ment to deal with a problem. 
5.  OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF INSUFFICIENT 

0 Option 5A-reduce the number of presidential appointive posi- 

This option treats the symptoms and not the cause. 
0 Option 5B-vest powers of appointment in persons other than 

The purpose of this option is to remove senior management posi- 
tions from political pressures by giving the power to make those 
appointments to those individuals who will be judged for the suc- 
cess they have in accomplishing their missions. It is believed that 
those individuals who are going to spend the next four years in 
DoD and will be judged by their success in managing the Depart- 
ment will want to place a greater emphasis on defense manage- 
ment credentials than nominations made by the White House 
which naturally reflect a significant political dimension. 

On the negative side, this option would lessen powers of the 
President that have been exercised for a considerable period of 
time. Also, a decision to vest powers of appointment in individuals 
other than the President would require the concurrence of the 
House of Representatives and the signature of the President or a 
subsequent vote to override his veto. This may be difficult to 
achieve. 

REVIEW OF PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTMENTS IN DOD 
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0 Option 5C-establish more rigorous standards for congressional 

This alternative is at once the best and the most difficult one to 
implement because it is essentially political in nature. Presidential 
appointments represent presidential commitments, and the Presi- 
dent’s party is almost always obligated to support the President. 
Alternatively, a decision to reject a candidate’s appointment on a 
bipartisan basis could have a significant impact in encouraging the 
President to seek more competent candidates to avoid the embar- 
rassment of a second rejection. 
G. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section presents the conclusions and recommendations of 
this chapter concerning congressional review and oversight. The 
conclusions result from the analyses presented in Section C (Key 
Trends) and Section D (Problem Areas and Causes). The recommen- 
dations are based on the more promising options evaluated in Sec- 
tion F (Evaluation of Alternative Solutions). 

approval of presidential appointees 

Conclusions Recommendations 

1. Efforts to reorganize the 
Department of Defense will 
prove imperfect unless ac- 
companied by changes in 
congressional review and 
oversight of the defense 
program. 

2. The congressional budget 
process dominates the legis- 
lative agenda and has dis- 
torted defense oversight. 

3. Annual congressional 3A. Adopt a biennial budget proc- 
review cycles of DoD’s ess. 
budget submission have 
become counterproductive 3B. Establish milestone authoriza- 
and inhibit coherent over- 
sight. 

tions for major acquisitions. 
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Conclusions Recommendations 

4. The Congress has trivia- 
lized its responsibilities 
through micro-management 
of DoD; the Congress no 
longer focuses on funda- 
mental issues of strategy 
and national priority. 

5. The Congress reinforces the 
flaws inherent in current 
DoD organizations and pro- 
cedures; the Congress 
dwells on material inputs, 
not mission outputs. 

4A. Have congressional leaders 
dace  increased emphasis on 
avoiding micro-management of 
DoD. 

4B. Consolidate individual line 
items into force “packages” an- 

dauthorize packages. 
(A biennial budget process, while 

not solving micro-management 
directly, would help shift the fun- 
damental focus of the Congress 
by deemphasizing annual budg- 
ets and reemphasizing tradition- 
al oversight.) 

5A. Complete the evolution to mis- 
sion-oriented subcommittees. 

5B. Structure hearings along lines 
of defense missions, not appro- 
priation accounts. 

5C. Modify budget justification ma- 
terial to reflect defense missions. 



CHAPTER 10 

OVERVIEW ANALYSIS 

A. INTRODUCTION 
Chapters 2 through 9 of this study address distinct concepts, or- 

ganizations, and decision-making procedures within or affecting the 
Department of Defense. This chapter seeks to combine these sepa- 
rate efforts to provide an  overview analysis of DoD and its prob- 
lems. The extensive interdependence of the topics studied in the 
eight preceding chapters requires an integrated analysis; it is not 
possible to formulate effective solutions for any one topic in isola- 
tion. As Paul R. Lawrence and Jay W. Lorsch have noted: 

... an organization is not a mechanical system in which one 
part can be changed without a concomitant effect on the other 
parts. Rather, an organizational system shares with biological 
systems the property of an  intense interdependence of parts 
such that a change in one part has an impact on the others. 
(Developing Organizations: Diagnosis and Action, pages 9 and 
10) 

The subsequent section of this chapter aggregates the numerous 
problem areas identified in Chapters 3 through 9 to identify ten 
major problem themes that are undermining the performance of 
the Department of Defense. These problem themes provide useful 
insights into broad organizational and procedural deficiencies in 
DoD. The third section seeks to place the current problems of DoD 
in a historical context. The final section presents a set of conclu- 
sions and recommendations based on the overview analysis con- 
tained in this chapter. Appendix B of this chapter presents a brief 
summary of the views of 15 outside experts who evaluated this staff 
study. These views were presented during meetings of these experts 
with nine Members of the Senate Committee on Armed Services held 
at Fort A. P. Hill, Virginia, on October 5 and 6, 1985. 

B. MAJOR PROBLEM THEMES IN DOD ORGANIZATION AND 

Chapters 3 through 9 identify 34 organizational or procedural 
problem areas within or affecting the Department of Defense. 
From these numerous problem areas, ten major problem themes 
emerge. The first six problem themes, while they have counter- 
parts in other organizations, are specifically oriented to the unique- 
ness of the Department of Defense. The next three problem themes 
are general management problems that plague many organizations, 
both private and public. The last problem theme -involving the 
insufficient power and influence of the Secretary of Defense -draws 
upon the nine problem themes that precede it. The specific prob- 
lem areas from Chapters 3 through 9 upon which each theme is 
based are presented in Appendix A of this chapter. 

(613) 

PROCEDURES 



614 

1. IMBALANCE OF EMPHASIS ON FUNCTIONS VERSUS MISSIONS 

Drucker has written: 
In discussing new concepts in organizational design, Peter F. 

... We realize now that structure is a means for attaining the 
objectives and goals of an institution. And if a structure is to 
be effective and sound, we must start with objectives and strat- 
egy. ... Strategy-that is, the answer to the questions: “What is 
our business? What should it be? What will it be?” -deter- 
mines the purpose of structure. It thereby determines the key 
tasks or activities in a given business or service institution. Ef- 
fective structure is the design that makes these key activities 
function and produce results. In turn the key activities are the 
load-bearing elements of a functioning structure. Organization 
design is, or should be, primarily concerned with the key ac- 
tivities; other purposes are secondary. (“New Templates for 
Today’s Organizations”, Harvard Business Review On Manage- 
ment, page 633) 

The organization of the Washington Headquarters of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, especially the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
violates this approach. Objectives and strategy, or missions, are 
not sufficiently reflected in any of the headquarters organizations. 
The organizational structures of the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense, Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Military De- 
partments are focused excessively on functional areas, such as 
manpower, research and development, and policy. Within the func- 
tional offices of these organizations, there may be officials who 
worry about missions, but they do so only from the narrow perspec- 
tive of a single function. 

The functional structure across the Washington Headquarters of 
DoD leads to a focus on business management and not on major 
missions and their objectives and strategy. There are benefits to 
this business management orientation. DoD can integrate on a 
functional basis across major organizational lines. For example, 
manpower planning can be done on a department-wide basis. Yet, 
business management efforts are, in Drucker’s terms, ”secondary“ 
activities. While these secondary activities continue to be needed in 
DoD, they have come to assume the role of key activities by dis- 
placing a sharp focus on mission needs. 

Lost in the functional diffusion of the current DoD organization 
is a focus on the central strategic objectives and missions of DoD. 
(As identified in this study, DoD has six major missions: nuclear 
deterrence, NATO defense, defense of East Asia, defense of South- 
west Asia, maritime superiority, and power projection superiority.) 
This focus must be provided in the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense. The deficiencies of OSD’s functional structure are well docu- 
mented in Chapter 3 and will not be repeated here. However, Peter 
F. Drucker’s summation of the problems of a functional structure 
puts the issue into perspective: 

... The functional principle [of organizational design], for in- 
stance, has great clarity and high economy, and it makes it 
easy to understand one’s own task. But even in the small busi- 
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ness it tends to direct vision away from results and toward ef- 
forts, to obscure the organization’s goals, and to sub-optimize 
decisions. It has high stability but little adaptability. It perpet- 
uates and develops technical and functional skills, that is, 
middle managers, but it resists new ideas and inhibits top- 
management development and vision. (“New Templates for 
Today’s Organizations”, page 631) 

These deficiencies of the functional structure are reflected in the 
organizational problems of DoD, especially OSD. The functional 
structure serves to: 

0 direct vision away from results and towards efforts -DoD is fo- 
cused on inputs and not outputs; 

0 obscure the organization’s goals -strategic goals and missions 
are not the focus of organizational activity within the Wash- 
ington Headquarters of DoD; 

0 sub-optimize decisions -decisions in DoD are dominated by 
Service and functional perspectives and not by benefits to the 
goals of the entire organization; 

0 limit adaptability -changes in the nature of warfare and the 
external environment, primarily the threat, are slow to be re- 
flected in organizational activity; 

0 develop functional and technical skills -DoD has built great 
expertise in these areas, yet there is a lack of a strategic context 
for the effective application of these skills; and 

0 resist new ideas and inhibit to -management development and 
vision -DoD is unable to con duct effective strategic planning, 
to clearly articulate strategic goals and concepts, to establish 
resource priorities, and to adapt readily to changing require- 
ments and concepts. 

While the functional structure of DoD results in many shortcom- 
ings in organizational performance, its major deficiency is that it 
inhibits the integration of Service capabilities along mission lines, 
termed ”mission integration“ in this study. As mission integration 
is the principal organizational goal of DoD, the predominant func- 
tional structure is a major problem. 

This problem theme does not suggest that certain portions of 
DoD organizations should not focus on functions. They will need to 
do so. The problem arises because they are now excessively focused 
on functions and are nearly ignoring missions. A more appropriate 
organizational balance between functional and mission orientations 
is needed. 
2. IMBALANCE OF SERVICE VERSUS JOINT INTERESTS 

of 1947 stated: 
The Declaration of Policy (Section 2) of the National Security Act 

In enacting this legislation, it is the intent of Congress to 
provide a comprehensive program for the future security of the 
United States, to provide for the establishment of integrated 
policies and procedures for the departments, agencies, and 
functions of the Government relating to the national security; 
to provide three military departments for the operation and 
administration of the Army, the Navy (including naval avia- 
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tion and the United States Marine Corps), and the Air Force, 
with their assigned combat and service components; to provide 
for their authoritative coordination and unified direction under 
civilian control but not to merge them; to provide for the effec- 
tive strategic direction of the armed forces and for their oper- 
ation under unified control and for their integration into an ef- 
ficient team of land, naval, and air forces. 

In many respects, the intent of the Congress has not been fulfilled, 
particularly with respect to providing for “authoritative coordina- 
tion and unified direction”, for “effective strategic direction,” and 
for “integration [of the armed forces] into an efficient team of land, 
naval, and air forces.” 

The failure to implement this policy results from the inability to 
strike an appropriate balance between Service and joint interests 
in DoD decision-making. The Services have been able to maintain 
overwhelming independence and influence. In his book, Reapprais- 
ing Defense Organization, Archie D. Barrett cites one of the signifi- 
cant organizational problems of DoD as 

The overwhelming influence of the four services. The defer- 
ence accorded their positions on defense issues as a result of 
the present organization is completely out of proportion to 
their legally assigned and limited formal responsibilities-in 
essence, organizing, training, and equipping forces for the com- 
batant commanders. (pages xix and xx) 

Barrett supports this conclusion as follows: 
... In effect, the services have co-opted the joint structure 

through the dual roles of the service chiefs, overweening influ- 
ence on the Joint Staff, participation in CINC [Commander in 
Chief of a unified or specified command] selection, and pre- 
dominant control over the component commands. 

... the military input into decisionmaking, whether through 
service secretaries, the JCS, Joint Staff, CINCs, or components, 
is predominantly service-oriented. On a broad range of conten- 
tious issues, military advice from a national perspective is un- 
available to civilian decisionmakers who are forced to provide 
this perspective themselves, whether or not they are qualified 
to do so. (pages 79 and 80) 

The Chairman’s Special Study Group reached a similar conclusion: 
The problem is one of balance. A certain amount of Service 

independence is healthy and desirable, but the balance now 
favors the parochial interests of the Services too much, and the 
larger needs of the nation’s defenses too little. The military or- 
ganizations given the responsibility for the planning and exe- 
cution of Joint activities -notably the JCS, the Joint Staff and 
its subordinate agencies such as the Joint Deployment Agency, 
and the various Unified Command headquarters -simply do 
not have the authority, stature, trained personnel, or support 
needed to carry out their jobs effectively. (page 54) 

Former Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger cites the same 
imbalance: 
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The net effect of the structure that we created in the post- 
war period was that the balance was tipped toward a preserva- 
tion of existing institutional [Service] interests and against the 
efficient design of forces or execution of war plans. (Senate 
Committee on Armed Services Hearings, Part 5, page 187) 

Ambassador Robert W. Komer found the same imbalance in strate- 
gy formulation and resource allocation: 

... The fact of the matter is that the historical independence 
and political strength of the services is inconsistent with the 
goal of coherent unified strategy with clear priorities and 
better translation of those priorities into resource allocations. 
Because the JCS system is service-dominated at the expense of 
any joint perspective, bureaucratic politics has greater influ- 
ence on JCS and Service planning than systematic strategic 
thinking. (“Strategymaking in DoD,” page 24) 

Samuel P. Huntington terms the predominant influence of Service 
interests as “servicism” which he cites as “the central malady of 
the American military establishment.” (“Defense Organization and 
Military Strategy”, The Public Interest, Number 75, Spring 1984, 
page 24) Huntington discusses “servicism” in the following terms: 

... the individual services per se were not supposed to fight 
wars, to make strategy, or to determine overall force structure. 
In fact, they continued to exercise a prevailing influence in 
each of these areas. Instead of developing a system for coher- 
ent central strategic planning, the Joint Chiefs continued to 
give priority to their role as spokesmen for their services, and 
Joint Staff officers bargain among themselves, each trying to 
get the most for his service. Instead of rational choices of pro- 
grams and weapons most needed to serve national purposes, 
such choices are still largely determined by service needs and 
service interests, resulting in duplication of some programs, 
misallocation of resources to others, and, most important, ne- 
glect of still others. Instead of the unified command of combat 
forces, command is often fragmented and the unified com- 
manders (CINCs) almost always find their authority over their 
forces second to that of the services that supplied those forces. 
(pages 23 and 24) 

To which, he adds: 
... servicism is the doctrine or system that exalts the individ- 

ual military service and accords it primacy in the military es- 
tablishment. The individual military services are and will 
remain indispensable elements in that establishment. Service 
interests, service needs, and service power, however, have 
dominated U.S. defense structure, warping and frustrating ef- 
forts to establish rational systems of strategic planning, force 
development, and combat command. The result is, inevitably, 
an undesirable weakening of the collective military contribu- 
tion in these areas. (page 45) 

The predominance of Service influence finds expression in orga- 
nizational deficiencies in DoD. The Services are able to dominate 
joint organizations, both those in Washington and in the field. Cor- 

55-642 0 - 85 - 21 
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recting these organizational imbalances will substantially enhance 
effective strategic direction and mission integration. Yet, the prob 
lem is more deep-seated than can be corrected by mere organiza- 
tional realignments. The core of this problem is the basic attitudes 
and orientations of the professional officer corps. As long as the 
vast majority of military officers at all levels gives highest priority 
to the interests of their Service or branch while losing sight of 
broader and more important national security needs-and believes 
that their behavior is correct-the predominance of Service influ- 
ence will remain a problem. Whatever changes are made at the top 
of the DoD organization, powerful resistance to a more unified out- 
look will continue to be the basic orientation of military officers 
deeply immersed in the culture of their Services. 

This fact is presented here not to argue against organizational 
realignments which are obviously needed. The utility of this obser- 
vation is that it is a clear indication that organizational realign- 
ments, by themselves, will not be sufficient. They will need to be 
augmented by major changes in the education and training of mili- 
tary officers of all Services. The objective of these changes should 
be to produce military officers with a greater commitment to na- 
tional (instead of Service) security requirements, a genuine multi- 
Service perspective, and an  improved understanding of the other 
Services. 

The imbalance between Service and joint interests also is a 
major cause of another imbalance: between modernization and 
readiness. For the most part, the Washington Headquarters of the 
Services are focused on future requirements and the modernization 
of their equipment. The constituency for readiness is the operation- 
al commands which are among the joint organizations whose inter- 
ests are under-represented in senior decision-making councils. The 
operational commands are the organizations that worry about war- 
fighting or crisis response capabilities today and tomorrow. 

The needs of the operational commands are not well represented 
in the Pentagon. Their geographic separation from Washington 
makes it impossible for them to exert a continuing influence on de- 
cisions. The Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff -which is ex- 
pected to articulate their needs -is dominated by the moderniza- 
tion-oriented Services. Moreover, the unified commands must work 
through their Service component commands on resource issues. 
These component commands are generally attuned to the resource 
allocation priorities of the Washington Headquarters of their Serv- 
ices. In addition, the links between the operational commands and 
the O f f i c e  of the Secretary of Defense are weak. Even if these links 
were stronger, the functional organization of the Office of the Sec- 
retary of Defense does not provide natural allies for operational 
commanders on the full spectrum of their resource needs. 
As a result, those organizations that are modernization-oriented 

are over-represented in Pentagon decision councils, and those that 
are readiness-oriented are under-represented. U.S. defense efforts 
have been continually plagued by the resulting modernization- 
readiness imbalance. 
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3. INTER-SERVICE LOGROLLING 

and Lorech state: 
In Developing Organizations: Diagnosis and Action, Lawrence 

... effective organizations confront internal conflicts, rather 

By this yardstick, DoD is not a n  effective organization. The Serv- 
ices have developed a strong inclination to smooth over internal 
conflict. This smoothing over is accomplished by inter-Service log- 
rolling. In this context, logrolling means the practice of the Serv- 
ices to submerge divergent views on the important issues for 
mutual parochial gain. This practice has been referred to as back- 
scratching, marriage agreements, negotiated treaties, and truces. 
The following quote from General David C. Jones, USAF (Retired), 
previously cited in Chapter 4, provides evidence of inter-Service 
logrolling. In commenting on the imbalance of Service and joint in- 
terests and the JCS desire for unanimity, General Jones stated: 

It is commonly accepted that one result of this imbalance is 
a constant bickering among the services. This is not the case. 
On the contrary, interactions among the services usually result 
in “negotiated treaties” which minimize controversy by avoid- 
ing challenges to service interests. Such a “truce” has its good 
points, for it is counterproductive for the services to attack 
each other. But the lack of adequate questioning by military 
professionals results in gaps and unwarranted duplications in 
our defense capabilities. What is lacking is a counterbalancing 
system, involving officers not so beholden to their services, who 
can objectively examine strategy, roles, missions, weapons sys- 
tems, war planning and other contentious issues to offset the 
influence of the individual services. (Senate Committee on 
Armed Services Hearing, December 16,1982, page 22) 

This point of view clashes sharply with the long-standing criti- 
cism of destructive and disruptive ‘inter-Service rivalry.” For the 
most part, this intense rivalry was the mark of an  earlier era - 
roughly the 20 years following World War II. However, since about 
the third or fourth year (1963 or 1964) of Secretary McNamara’s 
tenure, “inter-Service logrolling” has been the order of the day. 

The intensity of the postwar rivalry among the Services was so 
great that its continued existence has been assumed. It is true that 
inter-Service hostility, secretiveness, jealousy, duplication, lack of 
understanding, and inconsistencies continue to exist. These are 
found a t  lower levels of organizational activity where they continue 
to undermine coordination and cooperation. However, on the cen- 
tral issues of concern to them, the Services logroll in order to pro- 
vide a united front to the Secretary of Defense and other senior ci- 
vilian authorities. 

Lucas and Dawson comment on this profound change in DoD or- 
ganizational politics: 

... During the McNamara era, however, the defense secretar- 
iat [OSD] came to find itself confronted by a Joint Chiefs of 
Staff which had informally and tacitly moved to a stance of 
non-competition among themselves. Not that interservice con- 

than smoothing them over... (page 14) 
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flict disappeared; but it was muted when the services dealt 
with the Secretary of Defense, especially on those issues which 
General [Maxwell D.] Taylor called the “blue chip” ones. (The 
Organizational Politics of Defense, page 108) 

The impact of this change, in Lucas and Dawson’s view, was to 
shift the focus of organizational conflict: 

. ..Interservice conflict -adjudicated by OSD -was largely 
supplanted by civil-military conflict. The center of gravity of 
defense decision-making was so decisively changed that the 
dominant form of organizational conflict was between the de- 
fense managers and the military services, instead of interserv- 
ice rivalry. (page 98) 

This change in the pattern of organizational conflict resulted 
from the development of expertise in OSD to challenge Service po- 
sitions. Prior to 1961, OSD relied on the natural competition among 
the Services as the source of information to pick and choose be- 
tween alternatives. The development of independent expertise in 
OSD, coupled with forceful management by Secretary McNamara, 
“created a military consensus that rested on log-rolling and on sub- 
merged differences.” (The Organizational Politics of Defense, page 
108) 

Since 1961, independent expertise has remained an enduring fea- 
ture of OSD. In response, the Services have continued to logroll on 
major issues and have forced OSD to assume the entire burden of 
challenging the policies and programs of any Military Department. 
The natural consequence has been a heightening of civil-military 
disagreement, an isolation of OSD, a loss of information critical to 
effective decision-making, and, most importantly, a political weaken- 
ing of the Secretary of Defense and his OSD staff. The overall result 
of inter-Service logrolling has been a highly undesirable lessening of 
civilian control of the military. 

The current system in many regards represents the worst of 
many possibilities. On critical issues, the Services logroll and deny 
the opportunity for effective decision-making. On lesser issues, the 
Services remain determined rivals and preclude the degree of coopera- 
tion and coordination necessary to provide efficient and integrated 
fighting teams. 
4. PREDOMINANCE OF PROGRAMMING AND BUDGETING 

The overall performance of DoD suffers from the predominance 
in organizational activity of the programming and budgeting 
phases of the resource allocation process. The overly extensive 
focus on resource decisions leads to insufficient attention to other 
important responsibilities: 

0 strategic planning; 
0 operational matters, including the preparation and review of 

0 execution of policy and resource decisions. 
Combined with the deficiencies of the functional structure of 
DoD (which contribute to this problem), the predominance of pro- 
gramming and budgeting has inhibited the overall strategic direc- 

contingency plans; and 
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tion of DoD. There is a lack of clarity of the strategic goals of DoD 
(which is addressed in detail in the following subsection). 

The operational side of DoD is neglected in the rush to address 
resource issues. The Secretary of Defense pays insufficient attention 
to his chain of command responsibilities. Contingency plans, joint 
doctrine, joint training, and coalition issues are among the oper- 
ational topics that receive insufficient attention. In The Pentagon 
and the Art of War, Edward N. Luttwak notes the poor performance 
of the operational chain in DoD: 

... In peacetime, delusions of adequacy persist; but ever since 
Korea, each test of combat has revealed gross deformations in 
the making of strategy, in the absence of operational art, and 
in tactics made willfully clumsy. (page 64) 

The underemphasis of operational matters is also reflected in the 
professional development of military officers. The development of 
leadership skills needed in wartime has been given relatively low 
priority in the resource-oriented Services. Instead, technical, mana- 
gerial, and bureaucratic skills have been emphasized. The Army's 
Professional Development of Officers Study supports these assertions. 
The officer survey conducted as part of this study revealed the 
following critical perceptions of the current officer professional 
development system: 
0 45 percent of general officers agree that senior Army leaders 

behave too much like corporate executives and not enough like 
warriors. 

0 68 percent of all officers feel that only two-thirds or less of 
their peers would make good wartime leaders. 

0 78 percent of all officers agree that the officer professional de- 
velopment system does not go far enough today in preparing 
officers for war and combat. 

0 All officers tend to agree that the weakest areas of officer 
preparation tend to be warfighting, leadership, and critical 
thinking skills. 

0 49 percent of all officers agree that the bold, original, creative 
officer cannot survive in today's Army. 

0 Company and field grade officers tend to agree that the promo- 
tion system does not reward those officers who have the sea- 
soning and potential to be the best wartime leaders. (Profes- 
sional Development of Officers Study Survey Results, pages 1, 
2, and 9) 

In The Pentagon and the Art of War, Edward N. Luttwak uses 
the term "the materialist bias" in discussing the predominance of 
programming and budgeting. He states: 

... the pervasive materialist bias... distorts our entire approach 
to defense policy and military matters in general. With few ex- 
ceptions (as when nuclear weapons are at issue), Pentagon offi- 
cials, military chiefs, Congress, and the media all focus their 
attention on the measurable, material "inputs" that go into 
the upkeep and growth of the armed forces-i.e., the weapons 
and supplies, maintenance and construction, salaries and bene- 
fits. Spelled out in dollars and cents, these inputs are very im- 
portant considering the federal budget and the entire relation- 



622 

ship between the military establishment and the nation's econ- 
omy. But the purpose of the armed forces is to make the 
nation secure and powerful, and for that it is the "outputs" of 
military strength that count .... when it comes to military power, 
the relationship between material inputs and desired outputs 
is not proportional; it is in fact very loose, because the making 
of military strength is dominated by nonmaterial, quite intan- 
gible human factors, from the quality of national military 
strategy to the fighting morale of individual servicemen. (page 
139) 

5. LACK OF CLARITY OF STRATEGIC GOALS 
In an organization as large as the Department of Defense, the 

clear articulation of overall strategic goals can play an important 
role in achieving a coordinated effort toward these goals by the 
various components and individuals within them. Clarity of goals 
can enhance unity and integration. DoD loses the benefit of this 
unifying mechanism through its failure to clarify its strategic 
goals. 

In The Organizational Politics of Defense, William A. Lucas and 
Raymond H. Dawson discuss the importance of organizational goals 
in enhancing organizational unity: 

At least two factors are particularly significant in limiting 
the degree to which an organization fragments into autono- 
mous, confederated divisions: (1) the degree to which the mem- 
bers of the organization adhere to the basic organizational 
goals; and (2) the extent to which it is possible to put those or- 
ganizational goals into practice. If the participants in the com- 
ponent units accept the organizational goals and the goals can 
be expressed in meaningful terms, then the sub-goals and spe- 
cialized ideologies of the [military] departments will develop 
only until they appear to be detrimental to the basic goals of 
the organization itself. If these constraining factors are not 
present, the "centers of interest" [the Military Departments] 
may become so diverse that centrifugal forces are set in motion 
which rend the organization. (pages 11 and 12) 

In this context, Lucas and Dawson note the importance of clarity 

... If the organization's goals are clear and its members are 
committed to them, the ends-means connections of the various 
activities will be clear, and conflict and goal displacement will 
be relatively low. When the goals are ambiguous, however, 
there is great latitude for conflict and for sequential displace- 
ment of organizational goals by sub-ideologies, and sub-ideolo- 
gies, in turn, by activity-decision rules [e.g., in Vietnam, these 
were number of aircraft sorties and the number and tonnage of 
bombs dropped]. And, concomitantly, it becomes more likely 
that the nature of that displacement will serve the varied self- 
interests of groups and individuals in the organizations. To the 
degree they have been unable to operationalize the common 
defense, members of the defense establishment then become 
engaged in the competitive pursuit of their own normative ac- 

of goals: 
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tivities [those activities most central to the achievement of 
each Military Department’s sub-ideology]. (page 16) 

This is exactly what is happening in DoD. The vagueness of the 
strategic goals of DoD as a whole has led to their displacement by 
the sub-goals and sub-ideologies of the Services. The Services then 
compete to secure resources for programs that promote their sub- 
goals. Yet, the ability of OSD and OJCS to decide between these 
competitive programs is hampered by the lack of clear goals and 
the accompanying lack of program yardsticks. 

This goal displacement and program competition by the Services 
has taken the form of a “requirements approach.” Lucas and 
Dawson discuss this approach as follows: 

The historical means by which programs have been defined 
to cope with national security needs has been by service state- 
ments of what they “require.” This “requirements approach,” 
as Bernard Brodie has called it, has been the operational mani- 
festation of military sub-ideology. The services come to believe 
that their requirements are a reasonable minimum definition 
of what is adequate, and they press to have them fulfilled. Too 
frequently a service group will lose sight of the vague goal of 
security and fix instead upon the more concrete sub-goal of its 
requirements. They equate security with requirements, leading 
them to view the compromise of their requirements as the 
compromise of national security. (page 67) 

The Services have continued the requirements approach, now 
stated in terms of 18 Army divisions, 600 Navy ships, and 40 Air 
Force wings. The relationship of these requirements to DoD strate- 
gic goals has been poorly developed, primarily because they were 
not derived from them. Their source is the sub-goals and sub-ideolo- 
gies of each Service. Warner and Havens describe this phenomenon 
as a “means-ends inversion, the neglect of the claimed goals in 
favor of the means as ends in themselves.” (“Goal Displacement 
and the Intangibility of Organizational Goals,” page 541) 

What makes this approach so difficult to counter in DoD is that 
Service leaders -both civilian and military -believe that their be- 
havior is correct. Lucas and Dawson comment as follows: 

... The departmental ideologies that result from specialized 
centers of interest, whether they are in industry or govern- 
ment bureaucracies, are powerful explanatory factors precisely 
because they lead men to believe in the correctness of their 
own behavior. Their actions might be ill-advised or short-sight- 
ed, but organizational conflict is often all the more intense be- 
cause it is well-intentioned. (page 11) 

In their book, In Search of Excellence, Lessons from America’s 
Best Run Companies, Thomas J. Peters and Robert H. Waterman, 
Jr. list eight basic principles used by the best-run companies. One 
of these, which they term “simultaneous loose-tight properties”, is 
applicable to the issue of unclear DoD goals. They describe this 
principle as follows: 
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... fostering a climate where there is dedication to the central 
values of the company combined with tolerance for all employ- 
ees who accept those values. (unnumbered page) 

In explanation of this principle, Peters and Waterman offer: 
... The excellent companies are both centralized and decen- 

tralized. For the most part ... they have pushed autonomy 
down to the shop floor or product development team. On the 
other hand, they are fanatic centralists around the few core 
values they hold dear. (page 15) 

... a remarkably tight-culturally driven/controlled-set of 
properties marks the excellent companies. Most have rigidly 
shared values. (page 320) 

... when we look at McDonald’s or virtually any of the excel- 
lent companies, we find that autonomy is a product of disci- 
pline. The discipline (a few shared values) provides the frame- 
work. (page 322) 

In DoD, this principle cannot be applied due to a lack of shared 
values or goals. DoD is more difficult to manage because the strate- 
gic goals around which the department’s officials could become “fa- 
natic centralists” have not been clearly articulated. As a result, 
DoD cannot provide its components more autonomy because they 
seek to promote their own self-interested goals and values. 

Nothing in this discussion is intended to imply that the clear ar- 
ticulation of strategic goals is an easy undertaking. The complexity 
of DoD’s missions and the rapidity of change in the international 
security environment make the formulation of strategic goals ex- 
tremely difficult. It is precisely for this reason that DoD must 
devote more attention to this vital task. 
6. INSUFFICIENT MECHANISMS FOR CHANGE 

Throughout history, military organizations —like all large orga- 
nizations -have been noted for their resistance to change. A popu- 
lar military maxim is: 

Any change, even for the better, is to be deprecated. (Dic- 

Basil H. Liddell Hart cited the resistance to new ideas in the mili- 
tary profession: 

The only thing harder than getting a new idea into the mili- 
tary mind is to get an old one out. (Thoughts on War, v, 1944) 

The U.S. military establishment shares the resistance to change 
innate in the military profession. In testimony before the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services, General David C. Jones, USAF (Re- 
tired) spoke of the resistance to change in the U.S. military estab- 
lishment: 

By their very nature, large organizations have a built-in re- 
sistance to change. As the largest organization in the free 
world, our defense establishment -the Department of Defense 
-has most of the problems of a large corporation but lacks an 
easily calculated “bottom line” to force needed change. At the 
core are the Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps: institu- 

tionary of Military and Naval Quotations, page 268) 
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tions that find it difficult to adapt to changing conditions be- 
cause of understandable attachments to the past. The very 
foundation of each service rests on imbuing its members with 
pride in its missions, its doctrine and its customs and discipline 
-all of which are steeped in traditions. While these deep- 
seated service distinctions are important in fostering a fighting 
spirit, cultivating them engenders tendencies to look inward 
and to insulate the institutions against outside challenges.The 
history of our services includes striking examples of ideas and 
inventions whose time had come, but which were resisted be- 
cause they did not fit into existing service concepts. The Navy 
kept building sailing ships long after the advent of steam 
power. Machine guns and tanks were developed in the United 
States, but our Army rejected them until long after they were 
accepted in Europe. The horse cavalry survived essentially un- 
changed right up until World War II despite evidence that its 
utility was greatly diminished decades earlier. Even Army Air 
Corps officers were required to wear spurs until the late 
1930’s. But the armed services are only part of the problem. 
The Defense Department has evolved into a grouping of large, 
rigid bureaucracies -services, agencies, staffs, boards and com- 
mittees -which embrace the past and adapt new technology to 
fit traditional missions and methods. There is no doubt that 
the cavalry leaders would have quickly adopted a horse which 
went farther and faster -a high-technology stallion. The 
result of this rigidity has been an ever-widening gap between 
the need to adapt to changing conditions and our ability to do 
so. (SASC Hearing, December 16, 1982, page 16) 

In part, resistance to change in the U.S. military establishment 
can be attributed to inherent military conservatism. The Steadman 
Report comments on military conservatism: 

There is a natural tendency to be comfortable with what one 
understands and knows will operate and a natural skepticism 
to accept theoretical assertions of improvements. This tenden- 
cy (pejoratively labeled by some “fighting the last war over 
again”) needs to be challenged more often, but challenges are 
difficult within the existing system which provides many ave- 
nues for delay. (pages 55 and 56) 

As the Steadman Report suggests, this tendency in the Department 
of Defense is magnified by systemic problems. Key among these 
systemic problems are (1) the bureaucratic agreements among the 
Services -the Key West Agreement on Service roles and missions, 
the Unified Command Plan, and JCS Publication 2 (Unified Action 
Armed Forces) being key examples -which are “off-limits” even 
when serious deficiencies are identified; (2) the predominant influ- 
ence of the Services, particularly when compared to that of joint 
organizations; (3) inter-Service logrolling on critical issues; and (4) 
absolute Service control over promotions and assignments of all 
military officers, including those in joint duty billets. The result of 
these systemic problems is that DoD does not have effective mecha- 
nisms for change. 
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As this study documents, the Department of Defense suffers from 
numerous organizational and procedural deficiencies. Of major con- 
cern is the frequent inability of DoD to correct these deficiencies on 
its own. Despite substantial evidence of poor organizational perform- 
ance, DoD expends its energies on defending the status quo. Citing 
inaction following the urgent appeals of senior military officers then 
on active duty -General David C. Jones, USAF and Admiral Elmo 
R. Zumwalt, Jr., USN among others -for structural reform, Edward 
N. Luttwak concludes: 

... such is the paralyzing effect of long-decayed military bu- 
reaucracies that even the widest consensus on the need for 
reform does not yield any substantial remedy. (The Pentagon 
and the Art of War, page 61) 

Lawrence and Lorsch cite the “process of self-correcting and self- 
modifying” as making organizations “potentially such a flexible 
and powerful tool.” (page 11) The absence of an effective process of 
self-correction and self-modification has resulted in an undesirable 
rigidity in DoD organization and procedures. In The Pentagon and 
the Art of War, Edward N. Luttwak notes the inability of DoD to 
reform itself: 

... the path of self-reform, which a healthy institution would 
achieve informally by an  entire pattern of disinterested [objec- 
tive, non-parochial] decisions, is rigidly blocked. (page 43) 

Related to the problem theme of insufficient mechanisms for 
change is the absence of useful feedback in many organizational ac- 
tivities of DoD. Effective management control is not possible with- 
out useful and timely feedback on actual operations and implemen- 
tation of plans. In Organization and Management, Fremont E. Kast 
and James E. Rosenzweig discuss the importance of feedback: 

Feedback is an essential ingredient in any control process. It 
provides the information for decisions that adjust the system. 
As plans are implemented, the system is tracked or monitored 
in order to ascertain whether or not performance is on target 
and whether objectives are being met. Feedback is usually ob- 
tained with reference to both the ends sought and the means 
designed to achieve them. (page 509) 

Peter F. Drucker notes the importance of feedback to the decision- 
making process: 

A feedback has to be built into the decision to provide con- 
tinuous testing, against actual events, of the expectations that 
underlie the decision. Few decisions work out the way they are 
intended to. Even the best decision usually runs into snags, un- 
expected obstacles, and all kinds of surprises. Even the most ef- 
fective decision eventually becomes obsolete. Unless there is 
feedback from the results of a decision, it is unlikely to 
produce the desired results. (Management, page 480) 

Feedback mechanisms in DoD are underdeveloped. This short- 
coming denies DoD managers the information required to make 
necessary changes and adjustments to plans and programs. As a 



result, substantial deviations from desired performance remain un- 
corrected for extended periods. 

While inadequate feedback reduces management control of the 
resource allocation process, it also precludes learning large lessons 
from poor organizational performance. Past mistakes-whether in 
the procurement of a weapon system or in the employment of forces 
during a crisis-often do not receive the critical review that would 
prevent them from recurring. The lessons go unlearned, and the 
mistakes are repeated. While there are other factors that contribute 
to this deficiency, inadequate feedback mechanisms play an impor- 
tant role. 

While inadequate feedback results in part from the predominance 
of the forward-looking programming and budgeting processes, DoD 
has not established a tradition of comprehensive, critical evaluations 
of its performance in many areas. Internal investigations have 
traditionally failed to comprehensively and objectively assess the 
causes of deficient performance. Edward N. Luttwak notes the 
absence of critical evaluations in the context of the military failure 
in Vietnam: 

... there was no agonizing reappraisal after Vietnam, no 
reform of any kind, let alone the drastic reform so obviously 
needed. (The Pentagon and the Art of War, page 42) 

Obviously, these incomplete investigations have often sought to 
deflect public criticism from DoD and its programs and operations. 
They may have achieved this objective, but they have denied DoD 
the critical information which it needs to modify its plans and pro- 
grams, management procedures, organizational structure, com- 
mand relationships, and coordination and supervisory arrange- 
ments. 

7. INADEQUATE QUALITY OF POLITICAL APPOINTEES AND JOINT DUTY 

Problems with the quality of personnel have been identified in 
political appointee positions in the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense and the Service Secretariats and in joint duty military posi- 
tions, especially in the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
the staffs of the unified commanders. Political appointees are a 
problem because of their relative inexperience and high turnover 
rates as well as lengthy vacancies in appointed positions. These fac- 
tors lead to extended periods of on-the-job training and poor conti- 
nuity. The Senate shares some responsibility for the inadequate 
quality of political appointees because of its failure to establish 
more rigorous standards for presidential appointments. 

Regarding joint duty military personnel, Hanson W. Baldwin 
made the following statement in 1949: 

One of the tragedies of unification is that there are not, at 
the top, men who really know enough about each of the serv- 
ices to evaluate all of those services. (The New York Times, Oc- 
tober 16, 1949, page 34) 

Unfortunately, this statement is nearly as true today as it was in 
1949. DoD has given insufficient attention to the development of 
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military officers capable of effectively performing joint duty assign- 
ments. In addition, the substantial disincentives to serving in such 
assignments have been permitted to persist. 
8. FAILURE To CLARIFY THE DEsIRED DIVISION OF WORK 

One of the basic mechanisms for enhancing organizational effi- 
ciency is to rationally divide the work among the various structur- 
al components. In Organization and Management, Fremont E. Kast 
and James E. Rosenzweig discuss division of work (or division of 
labor) in the following terms: 

A basic concept of traditional management theory is to 
divide work into specialized tasks and to organize them into 
distinct departments. Departmentalization with a natural divi- 
sion of labor is emphasized. It is desirable to determine the 
necessary activities for the accomplishment of overall organiza- 
tional objectives and then to divide these activities on a logical 
basis into departments that perform the specialized functions. 
The organization structure is the primary means for achieving 
the technical and economic advantages of specialization and di- 
vision of labor. (pages 238 and 239) 

Harold Koontz and Cyril O’Donnell, in Principles of Management: 
An Analysis of Managerial Functions, discuss the principle of divi- 
sion of work in terms of organizational effectiveness and efficiency: 

... The more an organization structure reflects a classification 
of the tasks or activities necessary to attain goals and assists 
in their coordination, and the more that roles are designed to 
fit the capabilities and motivations of people available to fill 
them, the more effective and efficient an organization struc- 
ture will be. (page 411) 

... The point of the principle [of division of work] is that the 
activities of an enterprise should be so divided and grouped as 
to contribute most effectively to objectives. (page 412) 

Within DoD, the desired division of work has not been adequate- 
ly clarified in many instances; in others, the assigned division of 
work is ignored in practice. Congressional micro-management of 
defense programs and OSD micro-management of Service programs 
are key examples of this problem theme. Equally relevant is DoD’s 
inability to objectively examine the Unified Command Plan and 
the Services’ roles and missions. This inability precludes a more ra- 
tional division of work among the operational commands in the 
first instance and among the Services in the second. In the context 
of civilian control of the military, there is also a lack of clarity on 
the division of work between civilian and military officials and or- 
ganizations. As a last point, many organizations have encroached 
on the duties of OJCS; both OSD and the Services are performing 
roles assigned to OJCS. 
9. EXCESSIVE SPANS OF CONTROL AND ABSENCE OF EFFECTIVE HIER- 

At many levels of the Department of Defense, key managers 
have an excessive number of subordinates reporting to them. For 
example, the Secretary of Defense has 41 senior military and civil- 
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ian officials (excluding the Deputy Secretary and his immediate 
staff) who report directly to him. Likewise, the Service Chiefs have 
unwieldy spans of control. The Army Chief of Staff has 42 officials 
reporting directly to him; the Chief of Naval Operations, 48 offi- 
cials; the Air Force Chief of Staff, 35 officials; and the Marine 
Corps Commandant, 41 officials. As is noted in Chapter 3, an analy- 
sis of organizational needs in the Department of Defense suggests 
that smaller spans of control for senior civilian and military offi- 
cials would enhance organizational performance. Effective manage- 
ment and coordination of excessive numbers of officials are not pos- 
sible. As a result, organizational inefficiency is substantial. 

In general, excessive spans of control in DoD result from the use 
of relatively flat organizational structures. Use of more orderly 
hierarchical structures may help to solve the problems of insuffi- 
cient supervision and coordination. 

At the same time, the existing hierarchy does not clearly define 
superior-subordinate relationships. This is most notable in the 
operational chain of command where considerable confusion exists 
over the actual authority of the Secretary of Defense and the JCS. 
This problem is also found in the relationships between the Secre- 
tary of Defense and the Service Secretaries. In discussing mistakes 
in organizing, Koontz and O’Donnell comment: 

The failure to clarify organization relationships, probably 
more than any other mistake, accounts for friction, politics, 
and inefficiencies. Since the authority and the responsibility 
for action are critical in organization, lack of clarity here 
means lack of knowledge of the part employees are to play on 
an enterprise team. (page 397) 

DEFENSE 
10. INSUFFICIENT POWER AND INFLUENCE OF THE SECRETARY OF 

From the foregoing analyses of this chapter and of preceding 
chapters, it is evident that the actual power and influence of the 
Secretary of Defense are not sufficient to enable him to effectively 
manage the Department of Defense. The problem arises not from 
his formal statutory authority which provides him a full measure 
of power. Instead, the problem emanates from powerful organiza- 
tional forces whose vigorous pursuit of their own agendas has sub- 
stantial weakened the office of Secretary of Defense. As a result, 
the Secretary lacks the tools, levers, and organizational channels 
that he needs to effectively manage the defense bureaucracy. More- 
over, his efforts are seriously hampered by the absence of a source 
of truly independent military advice. 

In his paper, “The Office of the Secretary of Defense With a 
Strengthened Joint Staff System,” John G. Kester states: 

By statute, the Secretary enjoys “direction, authority and 
control” of all that goes on in the Defense Department. In re- 
ality, his authority is impinged upon from all sides -by the 
Congress, by other Executive Branch power centers, by the pa- 
rochial subparts of the Department of Defense, sometimes even 
by some of his own appointees who busily pursue their own 
agendas. The Secretary, if he does his job, is likely often to be 
embattled constantly, and even if he does very little still is 
likely to feel he is less heading a department than sitting atop 
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a centrifuge. His real authority is not as great as it seems, and 
his vast responsibilities are not in reality matched by commen- 
surate powers. (pages 12 and 13) 

Inherent in the system of checks and balances found in Ameri- 
can government is the goal of preventing any one official from ac- 
cumulating too much power. While this principle must be adhered 
to, it is legitimate to examine whether checks on the power of the 
Secretary of Defense have become so substantial as to make his 
management task extremely difficult, if not impossible. Moreover, 
it should be recognized that limiting the power of the Secretary of 
Defense -the President’s deputy for military affairs -also limits 
the power of the President. 

Circumscription of the powers of the Secretary of Defense are in- 
herent in the form of American government. The Constitution pro- 
vides that separate institutions share power. Other limitations are 
prescribed in statute. These limitations are not at issue. The Secre- 
tary of Defense must work within the national political process of 
which the Department of Defense is only a part. In this regard, the 
political skills of the Secretary will remain important. The problem 
arises because the Secretary’s ability to exercise effective political 
power has been eroded by bureaucratic constraints and obstacles. 
Real authority in DoD has become so dispersed that the power of 
the Secretary is insufficient for him to effectively play his impor- 
tant political role. 

Section 133(b) of title 10, United States Code, places vast respon- 
sibility on the Secretary of Defense: 

The Secretary is the principal assistant to the President in 
all matters relating to the Department of Defense. Subject to 
the direction of the President and to this title and section 2 of 
the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401), he has au- 
thority, direction, and control over the Department of Defense. 

The Secretary’s authority is not, however, commensurate with his 
statutory responsibility. The problem is not the Secretary’s statuto- 
ry authority. The Congress prescribed his authority in the strong- 
est terms possible. The problem is the Secretary’s insufficient polit- 
ical authority, primarily within the Department of Defense. As 
John C. Ries notes in The Management of Defense: 

... Regardless of what the folklore of organization prescribes, 
leadership and control have a political rather than a statutory 
base. (page 200) 

To which he adds: 
... His [the Secretary of Defense’s] control is as much (if not 

more) a function of his political powers as of his legal author- 
ity or hierarchical position. (page 203). 

In Organization and Management, Kast and Rosenzweig comment 
on the importance of linking authority with responsibility: 

... authority and responsibility should be directly linked; that 
is, if a subordinate is responsible for carrying out an activity, 
he should also be given the necessary authority.... Authority is 
the means for integrating the activities of participants toward 
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objectives and provides the basis for centralized direction and 
control. (page 239) 

This study presents substantial evidence that there is an imbal- 
ance in the responsibility and authority of the Secretary of De- 
fense. In many instances, bureaucratic constraints on the S e c r e t a r y  
make him impotent in efforts to achieve needed changes and set 
new directions. The following give some appreciation for this prob- 
lem: 

0 Congress -The Congress continues to reinforce the divisions 
in DoD. In pursuit of local political interests, the Congress has 
given its support to the promotion of parochial Service inter- 
ests. This perspective, combined with congressional micro-man- 
agement, hinders the development of an integrated defense 
program. In addition, the substantial demands that the Con- 
gress makes on the time of the Secretary of Defense in review- 
ing near-term programs and problems precludes sufficient at- 
tention by the Secretary and other senior officials to the long- 
term strategic direction of the Department. 

0 OSD -OSD is comprised of functional specialists who do not 
share the broader perspective of the Secretary of Defense. 
These officials are special pleaders for their functional areas 
and offer little assistance to the Secretary on the larger issues 
that confront him. Moreover, some OSD officials pursue sepa- 
rate agendas which is made possible by their independent po- 
litical bases. 

0 JCS -Rather than seeing themselves as principal assistants to 
the Secretary of Defense, the JCS have sought to secure a posi- 
tion of independence from him. They have logrolled on impor- 
tant issues and have normally provided the Secretary with 
only one course of action for consideration. In many respects, 
their actions have denied the Secretary information critical to 
effective decision-making. The JCS, moreover, have often served 
to insulate the Secretary from the operational commanders. 

0 Service Secretaries -For the most part, the Service Secretaries 
have confined their role to being zealous advocates of Service 
interests. In this role, they have often undermined the author- 
ity of the Secretary of Defense. 

Much more could be stated in this regard, but the point has been 
made. The Secretary of Defense is confronted by powerful institu- 
tional forces that undermine his authority and offer him little help 
in carrying out his vast responsibilities. 

Efforts to strengthen the political authority and management po- 
tential of the Secretary of Defense need not seek to preclude orga- 
nizational conflict or provide for increased centralization. As Lucas 
and Dawson note: 

... When policy choices are made, organizational conflict is in- 
evitable. (The Organizational Politics of Defense, page 5 )  

In line with this reality, Ries concludes: 
...On troublesome issues, where sharp differences occur 

among subordinates, no substitute exists for the consideration 
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of opposing views, ably argued. The secretary [of defense] must 
be able to examine the proponents carefully, convince them he 
is familiar with the full consequences of the decision, is intoler- 
ant of superficiality, and is willing to use his political power, 
fully if necessary, in resolving the issue. (page 201) 

Given their limited political power, Secretaries of Defense have 
more often than not sought to centralize key organizational activi- 
ties in order to secure greater control. However, as long as the Sec- 
retary’s authority remains limited and his allies within the system 
are few in number, overcentralization will have minimal benefits 
and numerous drawbacks. Only when bureaucratic constraints and 
obstacles are removed can the Secretary balance centralization and 
decentralization without losing control. On the whole, the recom- 
mendations of this study offer the potential for the Secretary of De- 
fense to realize the advantages of decentralized management of 
many organizational activities. Key among these recommendations 
are: 

0 the shift of OSD’s efforts away from functional micro-manage- 
ment of the Services and toward more effective mission inte- 
gration and strategic planning; 

0 the formation of an institution -the Joint Military Advisory 
Council -capable of providing more useful and timely advice 
on critical issues, especially those that cross Service lines, 
which would lessen the time that the Secretary of Defense and 
OSD must devote to these issues; 

0 the clarification of the roles of the Service Secretaries which 
should enhance their effectiveness and contributions to DoD 
management; 

0 the strengthening of the stature, authority, and support of the 
unified commanders which should enhance warfighting capa- 
bilities and serve to emphasize operational matters; 

0 the creation of three mission-oriented under secretaries of de- 
fense to assist the Secretary of Defense in his mission integra- 
tor role; and 

0 the streamlining of the organizations of OSD and the Military 
Departments which will serve to broaden the responsibilities of 
subordinates and lessen demands on more senior officials. 

C. HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

One obvious conclusion of this study is that the problems cur- 
rently plaguing the Department of Defense have not just recently 
evolved. For the most part, they have been evident for much of this 
Century. This section seeks to show the long-term nature of cur- 
rent problems. It is important to understand the distant origin of 
these problems and the repeated failures to solve them. 

The Report of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel noted (in‘ the third 
paragraph of the following quote) three changes in the organiza- 
tional requirements of the U.S. military establishment that began 
to emerge at the start of the 20th Century: 

... for nearly 150 years the President was the sole coordinator 
of the two [War and Navy] departments and the sole court for 
settling disputes. 
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During the 19th century this was a reasonable arrangement 
and not very burdensome. Army and Navy missions seldom 
overlapped, and, in the absence of instant communications, 
such problems as arose in the field had to be resolved in the 
field anyway. Moreover, the military Services, being relatively 
small organizations, except in time of war, caused no earth- 
shaking problems. The peace time Army never reached 30,000 
men in the years before the Spanish-American War, and the 
peace time Navy stayed below 13,000, and the peace time 
Marine Corps below 4,000. 

This situation gradually changed after the turn of the centu- 
ry. First, the emergence of the United States as a world power, 
accompanied by a deeper involvement in international prob- 
lems, gave an increased importance to an effective joint mili- 
tary policy. At the same time, the technological revolution, 
particularly the development of the airplane as a military 
weapon, had a disturbing effect on the traditional missions of 
the Army and Navy. And finally, the constantly increasing re- 
sponsibilities of the Chief Executive made the proposal to dele- 
gate the burden of coordinating the two military Services to a 
subordinate an ever more attractive one. (Appendix A, page 4) 

Organizational arrangements to meet these new requirements 
have continuously proven to be flawed. The development of an ef- 
fective joint military policy has not been possible because Service, 
rather than joint, interests continue to dominate. The Services 
have been unable to adjust traditional missions and develop cooper- 
ative approaches to keep pace with the evolution of warfare. 
Lastly, there has been continuing resistance to a forceful role for 
the President’s deputy for military affairs -the Secretary of De- 
fense. The Secretary’s efforts to curtail the independence of the 
Services have too often been resisted, and he has frequently been 
viewed as an undesirable barrier between the Services and the 
Commander in Chief. 

The Spanish-American War, particularly the Cuban campaign, 
demonstrated serious deficiencies in the performance of the U.S. 
military establishment in both operational and administrative 
areas. The utter failure of the Army and Navy to cooperate in 
Cuba was the forerunner of inter-Service bickering and uncoordina- 
tion during World War II, the Vietnam War, the seizure of the 
Pueblo, the Iranian rescue mission, and the Grenada incursion to 
name a few. On the administrative side, during the Spanish-Ameri- 
can War, there were no effective central organizations in the War 
and Navy Departments. The departmental bureaus, supported by 
their congressional interest groups, remained autonomous and in- 
dependent of meaningful central direction. 

During the 40-year period after the Spanish-American War, the 
topics of debate on the organization of the U.S. military establish- 
ment were remarkably similar to those of the last few years. Some 
of the topics included: 

0 emphasis by military officers on technical skills rather than 
warfighting skills and strategic planning -In Organizing for 
Defense, Paul Hammond relates Rear Admiral Alfred Thayer 
Mahan’s criticism of this misplaced emphasis: 
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... Mahan conceived the bureaus of the Navy to be orient- 
ed primarily to peaceful, civil, and routine functions, while 
naval operations were of a military character, and strate- 
gic planning, the essence of the military art. He thus repu- 
diated the tendency of professional naval officers to stake 
out their profession by emphasizing highly technical skills. 
(page 53) 

In The Soldier and the State, Samuel P. Huntington uses the 
term “technicism” to describe the orientation of military offi- 
cers to technical skills. He identifies the major organizational 
problem of the U.S. military establishment in the 20-year 
period leading up to World War I as “the struggle against tech- 
nicism” : 

... The fundamental organizational problem for both the 
Army and Navy at the end of the nineteenth century was 
to provide an organ to perform the professional military 
function and to represent professional military interests. 
Inevitably solution of this problem required subordination 
of the technical-administrative units which played a major 
role in the structure of both services. (page 247) 

0 congressional undermining of central authority in the U.S. 
military establishment -While the Spanish-American War 
clearly showed the problems of autonomous bureaus and weak 
and ineffective central organizations in the War and Navy De- 
partments, the Congress, in pursuit of its own political inter- 
ests, continued to oppose the creation of effective central au- 
thority in both departments. Hammond discusses this problem: 

... Before World War I the major political effects of War 
and Navy Department organization were the pork barrel 
and other local advantages accruing from the location of 
military posts. In both services the agencies immediately 
concerned with the expenditure of military budgets on 
arms, armaments, and supplies were the technical bu- 
reaus. In both, they were thoroughly entrenched in power. 
They had the statutory authority to spend their moneys di- 
rectly granted from Congress; and it was an observed pat- 
tern for them to maintain close and direct relations with 
key figures in Congress and to receive outright political 
help when attacked from within the executive branch. 
(page 8) 

0 centralization versus decentralization -Efforts to provide for 
central direction and development, within the War and Navy 
Departments were resisted by the bureaus and their congres- 
sional allies. For the most part, those who favored decentrali- 
zation had the upper hand. Hammond notes this outcome and 
its consequences: 

The effect on both the Army and the Navy of this en- 
forced administrative decentralization was not only to 
keep them fragmented as organizations, but to inhibit the 
development of a single general concept of their profession 
in terms of their national purpose. (page 9) 

0 absence of a national military strategy -The efforts of the War 
and Navy Departments during this period were hampered by 
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the absence of a national military strategy. While particularly 
critical of the absence of grand strategy for naval and national 
warfare, Admiral Mahan was able to provide the Navy with 
strategic doctrines. Hammond discusses the absence of a na- 
tional military strategy in terms of its impact on the War De- 
partment: 

... without defined strategic objectives, a national mili- 
tary policy of any coherency, or at least a general strategic 
doctrine such as the Navy had, strategic planning was vir- 
tually meaningless ...(p age 30) 

Huntington also noted this problem during the same period: 
... Frequently, the military men found themselves forced 

to work in a vacuum and to guess as to the nature of na- 
tional policy. Such a situation tended to undermine either 
civilian control or national security, forcing the military 
men to make their own policy or give up any serious strat- 
egy planning. (The Soldier and the State, page 263) 

0 the division of civilian and military responsibilities -As 
many of the preceding issues were debated, the question of ap- 
propriate civil and military roles also arose, particularly in the 
Navy Department. During the period from 1900 to 1930, Ham- 
mond notes the central role of this issue in the Navy: 

... At stake were fundamental questions concerning the 
administration of a military establishment: the role of ci- 
vilian responsibility and of the professionals in the admin- 
istration of the Navy Department. (page 53) 

0 General Staff -While the Congress enacted the General 
Staff Act of 1903 providing a General Staff for the Army, con- 
gressional hostility to the concept of a General Staff remained 
substantial. While many Navy officers pressed for a General 
Staff for the Navy, the opposition was too great to create it. 
Secretary of the Navy Josephus Daniels was one of the more 
outspoken opponents. According to Hammond, Secretary Dan- 
iels 

... regarded a General Staff not simply as unwise but as 

This brief discussion of the organizational history of the U.S. 
military establishment serves two purposes: (1) it clearly shows the 
long-standing nature of current problems; and (2) it demonstrates 
the complexity of these issues which have remained unresolved de- 
spite the serious attention that they have received at regular inter- 
vals over the last 85 years. On the whole, the U.S. military estab- 
lishment has not been able to adapt its organizational arrange- 
ments to keep abreast of the evolution of warfare which has re- 
quired a greater integration of land, air, and sea capabilities. While 
President Eisenhower declared in 1958 that "separate ground, sea, 
and air warfare is gone forever," this fact has not been recognized 
in organizational and command arrangements or in inter-Service 
cooperation and coordination. 

On the administrative side, the sharing of responsibilities be- 
tween the Executive and Legislative Branches has caused many 
problems, often obscuring national defense needs. The legitimate 
role of central authority, whether civilian secretaries or General 

undemocratic and "Un-American.'' (page 61) 
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Staffs, remains undecided. Powerful bureaucratic forces have con- 
tinued successfully to press for decentralization (despite much evi- 
dence of the need for greater unified direction and control) in order 
to promote narrow interests and greater independence. The preoc- 
cupation with technical skills and material resources continues to 
plague the military establishment; strategy, operational planning, 
and command -the heart of the military profession -remain sec- 
ondary concerns. 
D. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section presents conclusions and recommendations based 
upon the analyses in Sections B and C of this chapter. An effort 
has been made to avoid the repetition of conclusions and recom- 
mendations presented elsewhere in this study. The focus here is on 
broader judgments that could not be adequately developed in Chap- 
ters 2 through 9. 

Conclusions Recommendations 

1. The functional structure of 1A. Create mission-oriented organi- 
the Washington Headquar- zations in the Office of the Secre- 
ters organizations of DoD tary of Defense. 
inhibits the integration of 
Service capabilities along 
mission lines which is the 
principal organization goal 
of DoD. 

2. The power and influence of 2A. Strengthen the authority, stat- 
the Military Departments ure, and support of joint organi- 
and Services are completely zations, primarily the Organiza- 
out of proportion to their tion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
statutorily assigned duties. (or its succeeding organization) 

and the unified commands. 

3. The basic attitudes and ori- 
entations of the profession- 
al officer corps result in the 
unjustifiable emphasis on 
Service or branch interests; 
organizational realign- 
ments to correct the prob- 
lem of undue Service influ- 
ence will be insufficient 
without substantial alter- 
ation of officer corps atti- 
tudes and orientations. 

3A. Change the system of military 
education, training, and assign- 
ments to produce officers with a 
heightened awareness and great- 
er commitment to DoD-wide re- 
quirements, a genuine multi- 
Service perspective, and an im- 
proved understanding of the 
other Services. 

4. The imbalance between 4A. Strengthen the representation 
of the unified commanders in the 
resource allocation process. 

Service and joint interests 
is a major cause of the im- 
balance between moderniza- 
tion and readiness. 
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Conclusions 

5. The Services logroll on crit- 
ical issues in order to pro- 
vide a unified front when 
dealing with the Secretary 
of Defense; this logrolling 
has heightened civil-mili- 
tary disagreement, isolated 

OSD denied information 
critical to effective deci- 
sionmaking, politically 
weakened the Secretary of 
Defense, and lessened civil- 
ian control of the military. 

Recommendations 

5A. Require that senior civilian au- 
thorities be informed of all legiti- 
mate alternatives. 

6. The predominance of pro- 
gramming and budgeting in 
DoD organizational activity 
leads to insufficient atten- 
tion to strategic planning, 
operational matters, and 
execution of policy and re- 
source decisions. 

7. The lack of clarity of strate- 
gic goals denies DoD an im- 
portant unifying mecha- 
nism. 

8. The absence of sufficient 
mechanisms for change has 
denied DoD an effective 
process of self-correction 
and self-modification. 

9. DoD’s feedback mecha- 
nisms are underdeveloped; 
moreover, DoD has not es- 
tablished a tradition of 
comprehensive, critical 
evaluations of its perform- 
ance in many areas. 

6A. Diminish DoD’s predominant 
focus on programming and budg- 
eting. 

7A. Establish and maintain a well- 
designed and highly interactive 
strategic planning process. 

8A. Correct systemic problems that 
preclude the development of ef- 
fective mechanisms for change 
and result in an undesirable ri- 
gidity in DoD organization and 
procedures, 

9A. Develop feedback mechanisms 
necessary for effective manage- 
ment control. 
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Conclusions Recommendations 

10. Despite his vast statutory 10A. Ensure that organizational 
and procedural changes enhance 
the management potential of the 
Secretary of Defense. 

authority, the power and in- 
fluence of the Secretary of 
Defense are not sufficient 
to enable him to effectively 
manage DoD; the Secretary 
is confronted by powerful 
institutional forces that un- 
dermine his authority and 
offer little help in carrying 
out his vast responsibilities. 

11. The conceptual, organiza- 
tional, and procedural prob- 
lems currently plaguing 
DoD-both on administra- 
tive and operational mat- 
ters-are not new; they 
have been evident for most 
of the 20th Century. 



APPENDIX A 

AGGREGATION OF PROBLEM AREAS INTO MAJOR 
PROBLEM THEMES 

This appendix identifies the problem areas from Chapter 3 
through 9 which were aggregated into the ten major problem 
themes. Some of the problem areas contributed to the identification 
of more than one theme. 

SIONS 
1. IMBALANCE OF EMPHASIS ON FUNCTIONS VERSUS MIS- 

This problem theme is based on three problem areas: 
0 limited mission integration of the overall defense effort (Chap- 

0 planning and programming are unilateral, not coalition, ori- 

0 failure of the PPBS to emphasize the output side of the defense 

ter 3 -OSD); 

ented (Chapter 3 -OSD); and 

program (Chapter 7 -PPBS). 
2. IMBALANCE OF SERVICE VERSUS JOINT INTERESTS 
This problem theme is based on nine problem areas: 
0 inability of the JCS to provide useful and timely unified mili- 

tary advice (Chapter 4 -OJCS); 
0 weak authority of unified commanders over Service component 

commanders (Chapter 5 -Unified and Specified Commands); 
0 imbalance between the responsibilities and accountability of 

the unified commanders and their influence over resource deci- 
sions (Chapter 5 -Unified and Specified Commands); 

0 absence of unification below the level of the unified command- 
er and his staff (Chapter 5 -Unified and Specified Commands); 

0 confusion concerning the roles of the Service Secretaries 
(Chapter 6 -Military Departments); 

0 inability of the JCS system to make meaningful programmatic 
inputs (Chapter 7 -PPBS); 

0 lack of commonality of military equipment (Chapter 8 -Acqui- 
sition Process); 

0 weak management of, and general resistance to, joint pro- 
grams (Chapter 8 -Acquisition Process); and 

0 congressional institutions and procedures reinforce divisions in 
DoD (Chapter 9 -Congressional Review and Oversight). 

3. INTER-SERVICE LOGROLLING 
This problem theme is based on two problem areas: 
0 inability of the JCS to provide useful and timely unified mili- 
tary advice (Chapter 4 -OJCS); and 
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0 inability of the JCS system to make meaningful programmatic 
inputs (Chapter 7 -PPBS). 

4. PREDOMINANCE OF PROGRAMMING AND BUDGETING 
This problem theme is based on seven problem areas: 
0 inadequate OSD review of non-nuclear contingency plans 

(Chapter 3 -OSD); 
0 insufficient OJCS review and oversight of contingency plans 

(Chapter 4 -OJCS); 
0 ineffective strategic planning (Chapter 7 -PPBS); 
0 insufficient relationship between strategic planning and fiscal 

constraints (Chapter 7 -PPBS); 
0 absence of realistic fiscal guidance (Chapter 7 -PPBS); 
0 insufficient assured connection between national military 

strategy and formulation of military requirements (Chapter 8 
-Acquisition Process); and 

0 predominance of annual review cycles in the Congress (Chap- 
ter 9 -Congressional Review and Oversight). 

5. LACK OF CLARITY OF STRATEGIC GOALS 
This problem theme is based on two problem areas: 
0 ineffective strategic planning (Chapter 7 -PPBS); and 
0 insufficient assured connection between national military 

strategy and formulation of military requirements (Chapter 8 
-Acquisition Process). 

6. INSUFFICIENT MECHANISMS FOR CHANGE 
This problem theme is based on two problem areas: 
0 absence of an objective review of the Unified Command Plan 

(Chapter 5 -Unified and Specified Commands); and 
0 limited utility of the current assignment of Service roles and 

missions and absence of effective mechanisms for change 
(Chapter 6 -Military Departments). 

In addition, one specific problem area was identified in the study 

0 insufficient attention in the PPBS to execution oversight and 
relating to inadequate feedback: 

control (Chapter 7 -PPBS). 
There is, however, other evidence of this problem: 

0 the failure to honestly assess military operations during crises 

0 the absence of links between contingency planning and the re- 

7. INADEQUATE QUALITY OF POLITICAL APPOINTEES AND 

(Chapter 5 -Unified and Specified Commands); and 

source allocation process (Chapter 4 -OJCS). 

JOINT DUTY MILITARY PERSONNEL 
This problem theme is based on four problem areas: 
0 inexperienced political appointees and poor continuity in 

0 inadequate quality of the OJCS staff (Chapter 4 -0JCS); 
senior levels of OSD (Chapter 3 -OSD); 
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0 inexperienced political appointees and poor continuity in the 
Service Secretariats (Chapter 6 -Military Departments); and 

0 insufficient Senate review of presidential appointments (Chap 
ter 9 -Congressional Review and Oversight). 

8. FAILURE TO CLARIFY THE DESIRED DIVISION OF WORK 
This problem theme is based on six problem areas: 
0 OSD micro-management of Service programs (Chapter 3 - 

OSD); 
0 absence of an objective review of the Unified Command Plan 

(Chapter 5 -Unified and Specified Commands); 
0 unnecessary micro-management of tactical operations and cir- 

cumvention of the chain of command during crises (Chapter 5 
-Unified and Specified Commands); 

0 limited utility of the current assignment of Service roles and 
missions and absence of effective mechanisms for change 
(Chapter 6 -Military Departments); 

0 fundamental problems with Congress that affect defense over- 
sight (Chapter 9 -Congressional Review and Oversight); and 

0 congressional micro-management of defense programs (Chapter 
9 -Congressional Review and Oversight). 

FECTIVE HIERARCHICAL STRUCTURES 
9. EXCESSIVE SPANS OF CONTROL AND ABSENCE OF EF- 

This problem theme is based on four problem areas: 
0 many offices in OSD are neither adequately supervised nor co- 

ordinated (Chapter 3 -OSD); 
0 confused chain of command from the Commander in Chief to 

the operational commanders (Chapter 5 -Unified and Speci- 
fied Commands); 

0 unnecessary staff layers and duplication of effort in the top 
management headquarters of the Military Departments (Chap- 
ter 6 -Military Departments); and 

0 lack of effective departmental coordination of acquisition 
(Chapter 8 -Acquisition Process). 

10. INSUFFICIENT POWER AND INFLUENCE OF THE SECRE- 
TARY OF DEFENSE 

This problem theme is based on four problem areas: 
0 limited mission integration of the overall defense effort (Chap- 

0 inability of the JCS to provide useful and timely unified mili- 

0 confusion concerning the roles of the Service Secretaries 

0 congressional institutions and procedures reinforce divisions in 

ter 3 -OSD); 

tary advice (Chapter 4 -OJCS); 

(Chapter 6 -Military Departments); and 

DoD (Chapter 9 -Congressional Review and Oversight). 



APPENDIX B 

SUMMARY OF THE VIEWS OF OUTSIDE EXPERTS ON THE 
STAFF STUDY 

As had been their long-standing intention, Senator Goldwater and 
Senator Nunn organized a group of distinguished military and 
civilian experts to review the staff analysis and to advise the Task 
Force on Defense Organization and the Armed Services Committee. 
This group of 15 experts met with nine Members of the Armed 
Services Committee on October 5-6, 1985 at Fort A.P. Hill, Virginia. 
This paper summarizes the major areas of consensus among the 
outside experts on the staff study. This summary was prepared by 
the staff based on the proceedings of the meetings. The individual 
participants did not review this summary. 

There was complete agreement among the experts that U.S. 
military forces are more capable today than they were previously. 
There have been improvements in U.S. military capabilities. How- 
ever, the experts believed that the future is likely to pose significant 
challenges and that Soviet capabilities have continued to improve as 
well. Further, the experts believed that progress against the capa- 
bilities of our adversaries should be the primary criteria of evalua- 
tion. There was a general belief that budget resources available to 
the Department of Defense have peaked and that the defense budget 
can be expected to remain static for the foreseeable future. Finally, 
international political developments and the changing nature of 
various threats present a more complex security challenge to the 
United States and its allies. 

In view of this situation, the experts agreed there are major long- 
standing problems in the various organizations of the Department of 
Defense (DoD) and that changes should be made. It was noted that 
some improvements have occurred in recent years, but that addi- 
tional changes are needed and would improve and strengthen U.S. 
military capability. 

The group agreed that the fundamental analysis in the study was 
sound and accurately reflected the substantive problem areas in 
DoD. Several experts felt that some characterizations in the study 
were too sharp and should be modified or qualifying words added. 
This criticism was focused on the Executive Summary and Chapter 
10 (Overview Analysis). The consensus was that the analysis in these 
two summary portions of the study was correct and that the points 
could be made while using less dogmatic wording. Appropriate 
changes in the Executive Summary and Chapter 10 (Overview 
Analysis) have been made in an effort to accommodate this criticism. 
As might be expected, not all participants agreed with all of the 
specific recommendations offered in the staff study. A few experts 
believed that there were no organizational changes needed and that 
any problems could be resolved simply by improvements in the 
quality of people in key positions, both military and civilian. The 
majority of experts agreed that better people would help, but that 
organizational changes would still be needed. 
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MISSION INTEGRATION 

The concept of mission integration is a key issue in the study. The 
staff study argues that insufficient mission integration is a funda- 
mental shortcoming in the current organizations and that improving 
mission integration should be a key criteria for evaluating changes. 
The study recommends several specific changes, especially in the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), to improve the focus of the 

work of the Department of Defense in carrying out its major 
missions. 

Generally, the experts believed that the study properly empha- 
sized the need for improved attention to missions in the Defense 
Department and that changes should occur to accomplish that goal. 
There was general agreement with the staff conclusions in this area. 
However, several experts were skeptical that the staff study’s pro- 
posed creation of mission-oriented Under Secretaries in OSD was the 
best approach to solving this problem. They acknowledged the 
disproportionate emphasis on inputs and the lack of attention to 
outputs-or missions-of the Department. There was general agree- 
ment that the quality of those people appointed to positions in DoD 
should be improved and that they should serve longer. There was 
general agreement that OSD is engaged in a considerable degree of 
micro-management whereas the focus should be on broad policy. The 
experts generally agreed that future Secretaries of Defense should be 
free to structure their offices, but that the Committee should make 
recommendations in the areas needing improvements and outline 
options for making the improvements. 

STRENGTHENING JOINT ORGANIZATIONS 

The study notes that joint organizations currently are weak in 
DoD, with the Military Departments and Services continuing to 
exercise disproportionate power and influence over decisions within 
the Defense Department. The staff study recommends elimination of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and the creation of a Joint Military 
Advisory Council consisting of a Chairman and a four-star military 
officer from each Service on his last tour of duty. The study also 
recommends strengthening the authority of the unified commanders 
over their single-service component commands, giving them more of 
a voice in resource decisions, and strengthening their ability to 
promote greater unification within their commands. 

The panel of experts generally agreed that the “joint perspective” 
is insufficient in the Defense Department today and that the joint 
perspective will be more important in the future. They generally 
agreed that there was an imbalance between Service interests and 
joint interests. The experts drew a distinction between the corporate 
written advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the informal advice 
provided to the President and the Secretar of Defense. Where the 
latter was believed to be quite timely and thoughtful, the corporate 
written advice of the Joint Chiefs, especially on matters of resource 
allocation and inter-Service disputes over roles and missions, was 
judged to be of much lower quality and value. The experts generally 
agreed that changes to current DoD organizations that strengthen 
the joint perspective and the quality of joint advice by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff should be a goal of reform. 
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The experts generally did not agree with the recommendation to 
disestablish the Joint Chiefs of Staff. However, they did agree with 
the substance of the staff analysis-that the JCS organization t o d a y  
is inadequate and should be changed. Generally, the experts felt that 
changes should be relatively modest and evolutionary and that the 
changes should generally strengthen the role and power of the 
Chairman. Of the specific suggestions offered during the meetings, 
the widest agreement centered on providing a deputy to the Chair- 
man of the JCS, placing the Joint Staff directly and exclusively 
under the direction of the Chairman and the Deputy Chairman, and 
strengthening the Joint Staff by improving the joint duty assign- 
ment and promotion system. 

The experts agreed that the unified commanders should be signifi- 
cantly strengthened, that they must have greater influence and 
authority in the Department of Defense, and that they should have 
stronger control over their subordinate organizations. 

There was general agreement that there are too many layers of 
command bureaucracies which should be streamlined. 

Finally, the experts generally agreed that changes in the JCS 
would have spin-off benefits for other areas of the Department of 
Defense that may obviate the need for more direct and specific 
changes in those organizations. 

MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 

The staff study argues that there is a continuing requirement for 
separate Military Departments. The study also argues that the 
Secretaries of the Military Departments can play an indispensable 
role in the management of the defense program, primarily in the 
areas of financial management and acquisition. The study also calls 
for removing the duplicative administrative layers that exist be- 
tween the Service Chief and the Service Secretary and integrating as 
fully as possible those staffs into one to support both individuals. 

The panel uniformly agreed on the continuing need for the Mili- 
tary Departments. The panel also indicated that some level of 
integration of the Service Chiefs staff and the Service Secretary’s 
staff could be beneficial although there was not agreement on the 
specific staff recommendations. 

PREDOMINANCE OF PROGRAMMING AND BUDGETING 

The experts agreed with the staff study that resource allocation 
issues exert a disproportionate influence in the day to day activity of 

tive ways of dealing with the predominance of resource allocation 
issues must be a key component of reform. 

the Defense Department. Participants generally believed that effec- 

NEED FOR LEGISLATION 

The staff study does not specify which recommendations should be 
implemented through legislation and which should be left to the 
Department to implement through administrative channels. The 
panel of experts was not asked to make explicit comments or 
recommendations on this issue. 
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All experts felt that the legislative “underbrush” in Title 10 of the 
United States Code-the inconsistencies, anomalies and narrow 
prescriptions-should be removed. 

ROLE OF THE CONGRESS 

The experts concurred with the part of the staff study that noted 
the key role of the Congress in perpetuating flaws in defense 
oversight and the need for change in Congress in order to implement 
effectively reform in the Department of Defense. 

* * * * * * * 

The outside experts were: 
1.Former Senator Nicholas Brady (R-NJ) 
2.Mr. William K. Brehm 
3.Secretary Harold Brown 
4.General Paul Gorman, USA (Retired) 
5.Vice Admiral Thor Hanson, USN (Retired) 
6.Dr. Samuel P. Huntington 
7.General David C. Jones, USAF (Retired) 
8.Mr. John G. Kester 
9.Admiral Thomas Moorer, USN (Retired) 

10.Mr. Robert Murray 
11.Mr. Philip A. Odeen 
12.Dr. Donald Rice 
13.Secretary James R. Schlesinger 
14.Lieutenant General Bernard E. Trainor, USMC (Retired) 
15.Dr. Frank Vandiver 
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