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TAfa stud% examines the military worth of the Unified Lo•4stlcu

Ccamrand concept as proposed by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel in July 1970.

Tc establish a frame of reference, the author establishes an overview

of the scope and complexity of Defense logistics operations and "-"s ttt hec

•nrrc'nt critical flimate for all thinds "military" has hwstorical precedents

ir. ths post World War II and post Korean War periods. The author identifies

tir t•cme6 of reducing duplication and waste tand the Leed for increasing I
L ff-!-.*-r, az being recurrent ones of the various Government and Defense

ve.!Vo14w noaissions anj panels since World War .- The history of armed

for'eos unification is traced from its conceptual phase through the late 19G0's.

i. order to determine those areas in which logistics was an impetus to

,-i'.ntralization. The author determines that, as early as the Congressional

"dnification hearings" of 1944, the need to improve logistics efficiency

I Ind reduce costs were stron,ý factors underlying the demands for Service

Unification. Deficiencies 4in-±Atgeoriginal National Military Establishment

bnd uubaequent evolutions of the Department Of 1l!gbue are reviewed in

order: to provide a backdrop against which the current Defense lodistics

organization evolved. The author studies the evolution of Defense lcgistit•

fron the separate Servi\e lojistics systems of World War II to the semi-

intcrated DOD system tba\ exists today. This examination reveals that

the current Defense loaistica system has slowly evolved towards one that is

,ore centralized andl integrated but that the necessity to develop a common

body of logistics policies, procedures and techniques dictated an

vcalutionary rather than revolutionary approach.



The loeisL uc .Lcn UYW1"UU it,. Ltiduy, .Lz' c.uww~ilio Is 411.1 ..
i' nwjor componients tu Include their miaojons and functions. Wain. Lh!I

inventory, the author constructs a proposal for a Unified Logistics

Command along the broad outlines set forth by the Blue Ribbon Defense

Panel, to include its major functions and basic organization. In

analyzin, the potential of the Unified Logistics Command, the creation

of a sin.1le command element to develop a DOD-wide EDP oriented lo6istire

";ystem', to consolidate CONUS depots and to integrate transportation

zyctcms iz idcntified as the key advantage of the ccmmand. Conversely,

the separations of the NICPs from their current technical bases, the

scpar3tion of the programming and distribution functions, the disregard

of Service doctrine and organization. the availability of viable

alternatives and the massive nature and inherent dislocations of such a

reorganization are identified as key disadvantages.

The author concludes that the size and complexity of Defense

..otiJsticz operations dictate ai continued evolutionary approach towards a

flly integrated Defense logistics system and that the Unified Logistics

%cnmnnd or similar Defense organization is not pertinent at this time.

A- prcrequisites for a DOD-wide logistics organization. the author

identifieo six evolutionary steps which are required to create the common

systems fabric and which continue the process of evolution. These are

assignment of a depot maintenance mission to DBA, assignment of CONUS

slopots to a Defense agency. establishment of a system of Service cognizance

,1cpots and maintenance plants. chartering of a Defense logistics communications

r1annin- group, increasing the logistics authority of Unified commanders and

estsblishment of a Defense Transportation Agency. Each of these steps is

proposed a z the subject of a full study effort.

tAvailable Copy
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FORARD

Wars bre expensive and inherently wasteful. standing armies,

ntvis and air force@, both in peace and war, are also expensivc; hovevcr,

events since World War II have dictated that the Unisted States maintuai± a

strong defense posture. Historically, the American people have opposed

and refused to support snythln6 greater than minimal or token peacetiLme

mrilitary forces; consequently, the maintenance of large peacetime armed

forcea is contrary to the American experience. Traditionally, at least

in tiaeory, the American people have chosen to rely on the citizen army

and national mobilization to meet any catastrophic challenges to the

nation's security. Given the necessity for, but their historical mistrust

of the staxvdin6 army; their traditional reliance on the citizen arm7 or

iailitia; and tha expense of maintaining strong military forces; the

Axmerican citizenry bas, in the years since World War I1, wavered between

""n infatuation with things military and displeasure.

A cursory readin- of today's popular press would provide amplu

evidence for most readers that the United States has entered a period of

displeasure wIth its armed forces. Whether it is a result of the

pecullarities in the Vietnam experience, a normal trend comparable to the

poet-Korea period, a result of weariness with 25 years of cold war, or

thc result of other factors, it is apparent that, hoever temporary, the

u!rrent trend of public opinion is one of xrowin6 dissatisfaction with

:.i*1itarx affairs. Whether such criticism or dissatisfaction has been

warranted, its very existence is sufficient cause for military men to

im



turn introspective, a.•iwleJ an deftc iýcy, and coutinuc wiL.. •icw r*ic&,'iO,'.

This study ias been prepared akainst the backýWop of ,euadLUC eiIz..

"cost overruns", develojment progrsms gone wroul•, und failurcs in military

monagement. It is not intended as an answer to criticism; but, rather, it

is an attempt to examine one aspect of the military establishment -- that

of tlie national louistice organization -- in order to isolate new concepts

or ap•roaches that will contribute towards achieving that elusive and

L-ucil sourest after •oal -- maximum economy and effectivencss.
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IWTRODUMOION

"The war has been .raricusly termed a war of production
and a war of wmucincs. Whatever else it is, so far as
the United States is concerned, it is a war of ltjic...
It is no easy matter in a global war to have the right
materials in the right places at the right times in the
rijkt quentitles."l

Admiral Ernest J. Kin-
Chief of Naval Operations, 1941-194ý

The United States Joint Chiefs of Staff define logistics as

"the science of planning and carrying out the movement and maintenance

of forces." 2 Included in this broad term are the functions of materiel

design., developmeat, and acquisition; maintenance; supply; transportation;

construction and personnel evacuation and hospitalization. Modern

warfare demands loiistics support -- and logistics organizations -- on an

Increasingly vast scale and of ever increasing couplexity. The

technological explosionsin the 25 years of Vie cold war have not only

advanced the state of the art of warfare$ they have also increased its

cost. Ifew weapons systems such as guided missiles, nuclear powered fleets

and supersonic aircraft; revolutionary advances in electronics and

cammunications; and increased reliance on mobility have all contributed

to the increased coaiplexity and cost of modern military forces. No

reverzal of this trend is readily apparent.

iErnest J. King, Fleet Admiral, The War Reorts of General of
'Le Ar&M George C. Marsball, General of the Ar1 ff. H. Arnld. and Fleet
Admpiral Ernest J. King (PhIladelph- J. B. Lippincott Co.p 1947), p. 511.

-•United States Joint Chiefs of Staff#, Dictonary of United States
Military T For Usase JCS Pub 1, (Washington.- Ooverx t iing Office,

2ii



Durint fiscal year 196f, United Stotc,; expenditurc-j on defcnso

iCwe r ,.. billion dollars, or approwdmately 9.5 per uefnt of tiv? Uroýý

SNuiIc.iml 1riduct. 3 Thus, dofense. cxpeudturve constitute- a uiunificý;t;

s;a:of O a total national economic effort and are iLt.rrelated with

the economic welfare of the nation. Since defense logistics consumez

almost three-quarters of the defense bu4detp it follows that the search

for economy and efficiency in the Department of Defense would properly

focus on the management of Defense logistics. Periodically, and

particularly itarinG each post-war periocl, the President, the Execultive

Brunah, the Congres, the Military Services, the press and the aeneral

public have concerned themselves with the Aefense management and

lo 1 .istics -- the business side of defense. Usual3y such periods Lave

"been accompanied by the findinze of public commissions or task forces

exposini; waste, inefficiency and unnecessary duplication in the

Department of Defense and proposals for more effective command and

control, improved menagement, and reorganization. Such a period has

again begun.

Kisatorically, the Army 'a.ley sx4 to a lesser degree, the Air

Force (as part of the Ary drew as separate elements of the national

Zrovernment. As a consequene, the logistical systems of these Services

,;rcw separately. In fact, the conceptf or masSdemert style precedinZ

World War II was such that from the country's early years, each of the

Services' logistics systems were in turn campoed of separate sub-systems

311ew York Times, Encyclopedic Almnuac, 1 (New York, New York
Ti=s, 1?69), p. 734.

%Department of Defense, Statement o Semrtarx of Defense, Robert S.
'--.Mc,],•amezara, on the FY 1969-73 Defense tý JWsith'ngton 0overrment Prlntini•
S• Ofiei 19b5 p. "19.--i •v
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called variously bureuus, departmcnts or tecxmic.l aerviceb. Bt-,Jainin;

iu World War U,* ilit rcallL ~frort Lo-i rluv",4 ;-Vt,- unifk!.'utiJi uh- h;(

.- rallel tm-md towaru cenruli:4ution h•uv b~et Uw• unlderlyJn•ti•:ii•

Nutionul Security orclnlzaton and management. Because both treids tnavc

been evolutionary in tbe 25 years since World War Ii, periods of

dissatisfaction and crises have perhaps been inherent in the process of caarge.

Lo..intits operations, as the primary consumer of the defense dollar,

have been heips 0t the parallel trendu towards unification and centralization

and the focal point of periodic criticism.

The history and evolution of the Department of Defense (DOD)

loistics establishment since World War 1I point up the common objectives

repeatedly stressed by the President., the Congrss, the Secretary of

Defense and others as beina improved performance at reduced cost through

centralized direction, integration and elimination of duplication. To

this end, organizational and procedural tools such as the single-manager

concept, tie federal supply catalog system, cummon documentation, the

Defense Supply Agency, item management coding and automatic requisition
routin1 systems were created. Today, after 25 years of evolution in

Defense lo 1 .istics, the achievement of these objectives reimins as a

matter of national concern.

1z July 1969., the President and Secretary or Defense appointed a

Blue Ribbon Defense Panel and gave it the broad Charter to study, report.

and make recommendations on the structure, organization and operatin;

procedures of the entire Department of Defense with emphasis on their costs,

efficiency and responsiveness to -he requirements or the President and

Recretary of Defense. In effect, the Panel was a direct descendant of



the lNational Security Organization Task Forces of the two Hoover

Commissions on the Organization of the Executive Dtlpartment or LtL±c

Government. In addition, the Panel was the spiritual descendant of th_

collective Conjressional and Executive Branch reviews, hearings,

Presidential. messages and public debates which resulted in the initial

unification effort under the National Security Act of 1947, its

refinement in the Amendments to the Act in 1949, and its further

refinement in the amended Act of 1953. Thus, as the Panel bedan its

work, there was a two-and-a-balf decade record of debate, theories

advanced, organizational concepts implemented, concepts abandoned,

etc.... a record of continuln6 pursuit of 'unification", "efficiency", and

"responsiveness" within the DOD.

On I July 1970, the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel issued its report.

Wuile the Panel's reccmmendations contained numerous major recommendations

whiclh, in effect, furthered the process of refining previous efforts at

unification, it advanced the concept of a Unified Logistics Command -- to

function in an area traditionally retained by the respective Military

Services. Whereas the Military Services now have responsibility for

recruitin., organizing and equippin4 forces for assigiment to the Unified/

Specified Commands snfI then of suporting those forces, the Panel proposed

that a Unified Logistics Command undertake the function of providing

lO0istical support.. Logistical- support responsibilities of the Unified

Lozistics Comand, as defined by the Panel, were to provide supply

distribution, maintenance and transportation services to the canbatant forces

in the other Unified/Specified Co•unnds. Beyond this broad definition, no

identification of orenizational composition, operational scope, or

oranizational interface was spelcified or recommended.

vi



It J-; I in tilte context of ckk'r,._; un'i Whn in.ar•h Air impruv.rl

fltnuabenrnt, efficiency and effectiveness that this anal.ois of the Unified

Lo-ýistica Command concept has been undertaken. Since recent history

reveals much towards understandin4 the present, this analysis bedins with

tin examination of the post World War II trends towards unification and

centralization. It proceeds with an analysis of tke Unified Logistics

Cormand zoncept, examines the more likely alternatives, and concludes

i'ita ar assessment as to the military worth of a Unified Logistics Command.

Sin-e this study examines the proposal for a Unified Logistics Command

verzas the existing organization of Defense lojistics, examination of the

vortous theories and concepts of organizations and institutions is

excluded. Rather, this study focuses on the evolution of logistics

ortanizotlons and procedures since the mid-1940's and the gradual movement

towards creatin3 an integrated Defense logistics system. Although based on

iaistorical research and factual data, this study is intended as an

independent analysis of the Unified Logistics Couiand concept.

vii



CHAPTER I

LOGISTICS AP1D WWTCATIM W THE ARNO FMCM

"I had not fully realized the extent of waste and
inefficiency existing as a result of the operation
of two separate and uncoordinated military departments
until I became chairman of the special 8enate committee
created in 1941 to check up on the national defense
program." 5

Harry S. Truman

33rd President of the United States

Unification of the armed forces begmn officially, during the

first administration of President Harry S. Truman with passage of the

National Security Act of 1947. The Act's passage represented the end of

a national debate which had periodically surfaced in the Goverunment since

the cnd of World War I. In that war, the Army and Navy Departments had

been exposed to the realities of modern mass warfare; to the need for

unity of ccumand in ccmbet theaters; to the impact of aerial warfare;j to new concepts of Joint operations and to the problems of competing

for the national resources demanded by modern warfare. As early as 1918,

an i•dvisor to General Pershing had proposed a Secretary of National

Defense and a Secretary of Munitions to unify and coordinate the activities

of tile Army and Navy. 6 Within the Congress, dozens of legislative

proposals for armed forces unification had been introduced in the period

between World War I and World War I1; however, none had seen acceptance .7

5 liarry S. Truman, President, Memoirs, Volume 11, Years of Trial
and Hope (Gardon City: Doubleday and Co., 1956) pp. 46, 47.

tForreut C. Pogue,, Geor~e 2. Marshall, Bducation of a General,
i8SCO-13 (New York: Viting Press, Inc.p 19b3) p. W22.

lFor a ceronoloar of Congressional proposals, see Ferdinand Nberatadt,
Unification of the War and NayDepartments and Postwar Orgniz~ation of
National Security (Washington: Gave =Pt Printin Office, 1945) pp. 241-250.



Historically, cooperative Army and Navy attempts at interservice

coordination can be traced as far back as 1903 when the Joint Army and

Navy Board was established to coordinate matters of mutual Service

interest. Juboequent efforts at mutual cooperation included the Army

and Navy Munitions Board, created in 1922 to coordinate industrial

mobilization planning and the Joint Economy Board, created at Congressional

behest In 1933 to explore economies achievable through intereervice

coordination. 8 Until the outbreak of World War 11, such coordination

as existed between the Army and Navy Departments was conducted on a

.ooperative basis, using the vehicle of the Joint Boards.

The National Security Act of 1947 was a direct result of the

Nation's experience in World War 1, and the mechanisms established to

achieve coordinaticm cad unity of command over Army and Navy activities.

In early 1942, to provide an American counterpart to the British Chiefs

of Staff, President Roosevelt, at the urging of General Ybrshall, the

Army Chief of Staff, had forzL I au extralegal Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)

organization. This organization, which replaced the Joint Army-Navy

Board, proved to be the key organizational vehicle for coordinating

and controlling strategic plans and operations. In turn, the JCS

spawned the great theater unified commands, a revitalized system of

Joint Boards, J-oint committees and numerous other interservice coordinating

groups.9 Today, such s degree of interservice coordination is accepted;

however, in World War 1, it was a new experience for the Army, Navy and

the increasinGly autonomous Army Air Force. So novel was the American

Tor a discussion of the Joint Boards, see Yoahpe, Harry B. and
Dauer, Theodore Wo, Defense OrqanIzation and Maasgement (Washington;
Industrial College of the Armed Forces# 1967) pp. U, 9-

9roshpe and Bauer, op. cit. pp. 10-11.

2
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experience that Arthur Bryant, biodraldior of Field bbrnIwlU Via,,"uitut

Alanbrookc, was forced to observe that In early 191421....

"By EnGlish stanidards American inter-Service administration
seemed completely unorganized. . .. Tbe Navy and Army acted an
independent PoIwersj, often pursuing diametrically opposite
couirses ."10

As the war progressed, and as increased experience was gained

-dith, the Joint Ciiief's of Staff and other joint activities, renewed

interest in unification of the Armed Forces developed within the military

departments, tiie Executive Branch and the Congress. Oeneral Marshall,

wrho bad consistently proven himself to be the great proponent of "unity

of coma~nnd" in both national and allied muhtters, had grown increasingly

convinced of the need for uzification and cae to be its greatest prpponebt. i

II

In the sawe vein, General Yarshall became convinced of the necessity for

establishment of the Army Air Force as a separate and co-equal comnponentI of the unified Armed Forces. Thus., when a Select Coimnittee on Postwar

Military met in the spring of 19144 under the chairmanship of Representative

Clifton A. Woodrum, General Marshall and other War Department witne sase

strongL4y supported creation of a single department of the armed forces.

These VitneSses stressed the deficiencies in the coopeidtive system of

Joint Boards and commnittees such as their inability to resolve differences

without resorting to the highest levels of cammnd and their limited

effect in reducing, durplication and waste.* War Department witnesses

further stressed the great success of the unified ecommands in the field

and the need for such an approach at the Department level. The Navy's

response to the Arumyls unification proposals was to propose further study

1 %-RyanKt, Arthur.ThTunoTeTie,! 1-93 14 (London:
William Collins, Sons and LM) 97 ) P- 239-

3



and delay of further consideration of unification until the end of the war.

Ecoentially, the Navy remained unconvinced of the need for unification

and fearful for the loss of its air ' rm to an independent Air Forcc ad

of the Marine Corps to the AMy. Subsequently, the Woodrum CoTMittee

adopted the Navy's proposal and recommended that further consideration of

unification be delayed until the war'i end; however, in its report, the

ccemittee did take cognizance of a JCS study of postwar organization then

"ocinu, undertaken and requested that the findings of the JOB study be

provided the Congress.•

The JCB study of postwar organization proposals was completed

in April 194i5; however, the members of the JCS commtttee conducting the

study could not come to agreement regardini a separate Mir Force and a

sinle department of the armed forces. Again, the Navy, or at least the

Navy membership, remained unconvinced of the need for unification and for

a separate Air Force. The JCS study committee did publish a majority

report, with the Navy taking a minority position. In their report,

the majority recommended a single department of the armed forces, a

co-equal Air Force, a civilian Secretary., a single military C-omander

of the Armed Forces who was also to be Chief of Staff to the President,

and a United States Chiefs of Staff ca.posed of the commanders of the

Army, Navy and Air Force. In turn, the Joint Chiefs split on the

study findings, with General M)rshall of the Amy and General Arnold of

the Army Air Force in favor and Admiral King of the Navy and Admiral Leahy,

1 1-1For transcript of Woodrum Cmttee bearings, -- I Conress,
House, Select Committee on Postwar bilitary Policy, Proposal To Establish
a Single DeIartment of the Armed Forces (78th Conss, 2d Session;
"Washinjton: Government -rintinZ Office, 19i4)

4en



Chii'f of st~ff to the Preuident, opposed. This uplit pofiition uf thu JOS

wau presunted to President Truman on 16 October 1945.12 The linez 1ad

been drawn and the "Iar on the Potomut" had lbodtn.

In the suwre- of 1945, then Secretary of the havy, Jam-m V.

Forrestal, bad requested the chairman of the Army-Navy Munitlons Board,

Ferdinand Eberstadt, to study armed forces unification proposals,

alternatives to unification and to determine the most effective form of

postwar national security organization. In essence, Sedretary Forrestalts

requirement was for A viable "Navy" alternative to the Army's unification

gproposals. By the fall of 1945, the Navy had its alternatives. In his

report to the Secretary of the Navy, Ferdinand Zberstadt assaulted the

need for and questioned the viabiJlty of unification as proposed by the

Army. In lieu of the Army supported p.oposal, Mr. Eberstadt proposed to

strengthen the system of Joint Boards and committees; to establish tLe JCS

by law and to create a full time staff in support of the JOS. The

Eberstadt report further recommended:

I. A separate Department of the Air (to exclude Navy air and

roquired crantic Army air units)

2. A Military Munitions Board to be co-equal with the JCS in

loLjistics and procurement ma-ters.

3. A National Security Council to foamulate policy and coordinate

activities of those Government Departments concerned with national security.

4. A Central Intellience Agency to provide intellInce to

i epartments and aencies havin4, involvement in natioal security.13

m ~li•'!uman, op. ýzit. pp. 46-6o.
13%berstadt, Ferdinand, Report to Honorable James V. Forrestal,

Secretary of Navy,, Unification of tue War and Navy Departments and Postwar
Org nization of National -ecurlAy (WashIngtons Govewrment Printing Office,

5



On 18 October 1945, the Nawj ultcrmntive was premented to President

Truman; however, on the prccedinZ day, the Senate Committec on Military

Affairs hiad be.,n heartn's on two unification billl:, aud It wUL; thc:!'.

1Lorin~s that were to serve as the forum for the proponents and opponents

of unification. Navy witnesses, armed with the Eberstadt report, proposed

adoption of the report's recommendstions; opposed the creation of a

sin•ic department of the armed forces; and continued to question the

necd for a separate Department of the Air despite the Eberstadt report's

ree••ndation to the contrary. Army witnesses, in turn, presented a

modified version of the JCS study committee's proposal, over whict the

Arnuy and Navy members of the J30 bad split. The Army proposed a single

Department of the Armed Forces under a civilian secretary; a single Chief

of Staff of the Armed Forces; subordinate Chiefs of Staff for the Army;

Navy and Air Force; and a United States Chiefs of Staff to advise the

President and to coordinate strateic planning and operations. The

Ar. 'Is proposal also added a Director of Common Supply and Hospitalization

and theater/area commands to be on a co-equal basis with the military

servi-es. Chart 1-1 (page 13) reflects the Army's proposed organization for

thrt Department. In his statement setting forth the Army proposal, Secretary

of War, Robert B. Patterson, paid particular attention to the establishment

of a Director of Common Supply and Hospitalization and noted that....

Ne ought not...-.to tolerate in omr budget for National
Security any items that relate to those duplications that
are inherent in a separation of Services, duplication that no
Joint Board with equal represeptation of the Army and Navy
have been able to ellminate."'

lhBased on official correspondence from Gonerr.l George C. 1'rshall,

Army Chief of Staff to General Brehon B. Somervell, Ccimmsnding General, Army
Service Forces, on 29 October 1945, to which General Nbrshall appended copies
of 4is statement of 18 Oct 1945, Secretary Patterson's statement of 17 Oct 1945
and Lt General J. Lawton Co3llna' statement of 30 Oct 1945 to the Senate
Military Affairs Cottee.

6



Iti t:ieir arQ-tw'ijt fori, the Army prupaalp Ltetli Ae-iuA'. Mu1 oil

;,,'' I.h.,itl•~'~a. 4,W'nrul J. .uw1.orn CoJ.Jttii•.ts C(dtjf of' 31,aIf, Army Cr',und

I'or~,'un r,::oJiivdju tinhcrczit cuIliutlounc of Lit proposud unif'l,!"Uot,

eI" thv Ailly und flkvy Departments; however, both wrjre convinced t&Adt vuuh

n :,ocrdcr was practical, essential and subject to developcuent on an

evolutionary basis. As an example of this evolutionary process,

General Marshall stated that he envisioned a period in whi'ch the

Secretarj of the Armed Forces would develop the ordanization with a

re quirerent tu report the details to the Con6ress within two years.

Purthermore, he proposed an evolutionary development of the Directorate

of Coimon Supply and Services beginnmitg with procurement of comon items

of supply and hospitalization in the Zone of Interior and as tine passed,

extendiaZ the directorate to Include base sections In overseas theaters4 : and =onstruction functions.15

Given the opposing Army and Navy plans for postwar or-anization

of the armed forces, the hearings of the Senate Military Affairs Committee

made little proiress. Seeing a need for presidential intervention,

Fresident Truman moved to break the deedlockrand, on 19 December 1945,

sent a message to Conress proposing reorepnization of the armed forces

into a single Department of National Defense. In Its essential elements,

the President's proposed organization was equivalent to that proposed by

the AroW. In his message, the President cited the integrated military

pro3ranm, ecoqbmiee from unified control of supply and service functions,

atronZ 2ivilian control, improved re•ource manaement and the co-equal

status &iven air power, as advantages favoring adoption of his proposal.10

I5Xetter, Mrsball to Scairvell, op. cit. Ivclosure 12, pp 3-4.
16 President, Public Papers of the Presidents, M s. Tman,

I U4 (Washinjton. Goove uent Printing Office, 1963) pq p -50.
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V
Tue Prealdent'e meuo&e to Cou,ýroao provided thek necasary ýftaj.bst

i.s movi- 1.1w. &Lktwnv MIJlLtury Aftairu C• ltmiLtec towurde drurtin o f

AV.er noun:dcrable effort, includin_ eiLoht rejected drafts., the Ccmmittc

Introduced an armed forces reorganization bill in April 1946; unfortunately,

lavy witnesses were unanimous in their opposition during hearings conducted

on the bill. In view of the Navy's continued opposition, President Truman

prodded the Secretaries of War and Navy to resolve their Departments'

differences. By the end of May, he had isolated Army and Navy differences to

four pointst a single department; a co-equal Air Force; control of aviation;

and control of the NArIne Corps. From this point of disagreement, the

k'resident, proceeded to secure further agreement between the Army and Navy.

By January 1947, the President had a caaprmmise unificatio agreement

between the Secretaries of War and Navy. 1 7 oc 26 February 1947, the

President transmitted his revised unification bill to the Congress and

on 25 July 1947, the bill was passed and an initial unification of the

armed forces achieved. Althugh a weaker and campramised version of the

President's original proposalo the Act created;

1. A single "National Military Establishment" under a Secretary

of Defense.

2. A separate Department of the Air Force.

3. A "legalized" Joint Chiefs of Staff.

4. A Munitions Board to coordinate procurement. production and

distribution and to plan for industrial mobilization.

5. A Research and Develolnent Board to coordinate defense related

res5erch.

1 7Trumn, op. cit. pp 49-51



6. A National Security Council.

7. A OCntrul IntellLenev AtniCy.

In its final form, the National Defense Establishment, as created

by the 1947 Act, resembled the Navy plan with a small, coordinatinI

Secretary of Defense element added. Other than the acceptance of a

co-equal Air Force and of a unifying Secretary of Defense superimposed

ovar the three Departments, few elements of the Army plan survived. Lach

of the Military Department Secretaries retained cabinet rank; the system

of cooperative Joint Boards remained in somewhat strengthened form; and

the Army's proposal for a Director of Ccomon Supply and Hospitalization had

disappeared.

MM1 CONFEDIRATION TO UNIFICATION

The National Military Establishment created by the National

Security Act of 1947 was born in compromise and resembled a confederation

rather than a single department. While the Act desirgated the Secretary

of Defense as being the principal assistant to the President in all rational

security matters, it severely circumscribed his authority. The Secretary's

responsibilities were to establish general policies and program8; to

exercise deRneral direction#, authority and control over the executive

military departments; to eliminate unnecessary duplication or overlap in

procurement, supply, transportation, storage, health and research; and to

supervise and coordinate budget mutters of the ccuponent activities. Severe

limitations were Imposed on the Secretary's freedom to exercise his broad

responsibilities. Specifically, each Service Secretary was given the right

of appeal directly to the President and Director of the bureau of the Budget,

after "advisin," the Secretary of Defense; each Service Secretary retained

9
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cabinet status and 6ained membership in the ncw Rational decurity Council;

und ouch was required to separately administer hiia respective Departi'ut.

Furthermore, the 8ecretary of Defense was denied a military staff and

was limited to three civilian special assistants. Subordinate to the

Secretary of Defense, but in actuality, a continuation of the cooperative

Joint Board concept, were the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the War Council, the

Munitions Board and the Research and Development Board.

in September 1947, the National Military Establishment became

.. ffcctive with the appoinment of James V. Forrestal as the first

Secretary of Defense. Almost immediately, problems resultina frow

the statute limitations on his authority; from interservice disagreement,

particularly over Service roles and missions; and from the unwieldy

cooperative rnture of the Establishment, arose to hinder the Secretary's

efforts towards meetinZ his broad responsibilities. Within one year,

LL his first annual report, Secretary Forrestal was to request revision

of the 1947 Act in order to strengthen his authority over the militar-1

djeartrients. His request for increased authority would include provisions

for ±-eroval of the Service Secretaries from the National Security Council

sand Cabinet status; provisions for a Chairman or fourth member of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff; and provisions for increased authority over

jerr.-nnel matters. 1 9 Thus, within one year, the long term process of

evolvin-j the National Military Establishment from the Navy's confederation-

14he concept towards the Army's unified single department concept bad

nbeun. In January 1949, the Secretary of Defense's arumaents for

I9Ub National Military Establishment, First Report of the
Sretary of Dofenue (Washing-ton: Government Printing Office, 1548) pp 2-4.
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-reas~i authority over the military departments were to be supported

Lild v-l- forc',! by tihe Nutional Securit Organization task force report

co•,,l,'.,,.d Vol C A-P'rcUJ.dILin tloovcr'u L 'v a loou on Oru ii.L:-ut.Lua o" tW.

Exco'utive Brunch of the Goverrutlent.20 By 10 August 19119, the cbui•'c:

sougoht by the Secretary of Defense plus others recommended by the

Hoover Commission had been enacted by the Congress as The National

Security Act Amendments of 1949. Under these amendments, a single

Dcpartment of Defense was created; the Service Secretaries lost their

appeal channel to the President, their Cabinet status and their positions

on the Rational Security Council. A nonvoting Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff was created; the cooperative nature of the Joint Boards

was clianred to give the chairman the power of decision; and the authority

of the Secretary of Defense was strengthened by givinZ him a Deputy,

,Assistant Secretaries, and the power of direction, authority and control

over the Department in lieu of his earlier "general" direction responsibility.

As it had done in the original 1947 act, the Congress also imposed restrictions

on the authority of the Secretary. Specifically, the amended law

continued to require the separate administration of the military departments;

it required continuation of the Services' respective combatant functions

and denied the Secretary the power to change them; and it authorized the

Service Secretaries and members of the JOS a new appeal channel in the

forlm of the right to make any appropriate recommendations to the Congress

after informinZ the Secretary of Defense of their intent.

The Department of Defense oronization, as created bf the amended

a.t, was retained until 1953, when, under the Administration of President

20US Commission On Organization of the Executive Branch of the
Government, Task Force Report On National Security Organization (Appendix G)
1949 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1949) py 11-22.
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I
...j:tr,'OW, tfurtýt.'r r'or•'.uizutilon of the iepx-rtrtcsd. cvolved. PlhL%

rcorpntzation wu'3 foused O1 thr•e ohjeclvctveus creouLe cler nrid

uuhllflcrod lines of responeibility in the Department; to obtain muxim;um

effcctiven••s at minimum cost; and to achieve the beat possible military

vblannir,.. To meet these objectives, Reorinizution Plan No. 6 of 1953 wuo

Grafted uzin.- as its basls, reccommendatitons developed by s Preridential

committee chaired by Belson A. Rockefeller. In essence, the changes

resulting from the reorganization plan were more of a fine tuning of

the DOD organization rather than a major overhaul. Specifically, the

JCS was excluded from the chain of command and the ccuamnd line

straihtened; the Joint Boards were eliminated in favor of additional

Assistant Secretaries of Defense and their associated functional staffs;

and the authority of the JCS Chairman to manege the Joint Staff was

strenathened.2-1 Thus, the organization of the Department of Defense

bad undergone yet another change in its evolution from the original

proposals of the Navy in 1945 towards that made by the Army. The next

major chanse would occur in 1958; however, before proceeding, it is now

appropriate to review changes in logistical operations as they occurred

in the period of evolving unification fram 1947 through 1958.

1US President, Public Papers of the Presidents, Dwigt D.
Sisenhower, 1953 (Washington: Government Printing Office-719571 pp 225-238.
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CHAPTER II

LOGISTICS I3 TIH PERIOD 1947-1970

"Durint rry tCstirOrY b"CIort thC cOMittCee of thc House
and Scnate which, draftcd Ihe Notional Security Act of
1947, I consistently maintained that there were no 6reat
econcmics which would flow aut-cotIcally frcm the
Unification Act .... I am more than ever clear on this
point, but I am egua1y sure there are substantial econimlea
to be effected,..... "2

James V. Forrestal
First Secretary of Defense

Unification of the Military Services under the National Security

Act of 1947 had little imedi0ste Impact on the lo•istics operations of the

Services. Under the Act, three organizations were created to establish

coordInation over the logistical aetivities of the National Military

Estc.blishment. These were the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Munitions Board

ar-d tle Rescarch and Development Board. Principal duties of these

orGanlzations, as pertained to Service logistics, were;

1. Joint Chiefs of Staff

Preparation and review of Joint strategic and lo_,istics plans.

2. Munitions Board

Coordination of Service activities In Industrial matters and

procurement, production and distribution planning

Recommendinu inter-service procurement assirnmnnts and

standardization of specifications

Plannina military aspects of industrial mobilization

Reconciling JCS logistics requirements and Service supply

capabilities.

22Forrestal, lt Report of the Secretary of Defense, op. cit. pp 17-18.
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3. Research and Developmcnt Board

Preparation of an integrated military research and

development program

Recommendation of research and development coordination

amoný; the Services

Al~location of resp~nslbility for specific joint research

and development programs.

Of the three organizations, the Munitions Board had the greatest

potential for impact on the logistics operations of the Services. In Its

first year of operation, the Manitions Board initiated several programs which

were ultimately to have a major impact on the future of US military loistics.

Studies to achieve coordinated procurement resulted in limited use of

sindle department, joint purchasing office or co-located Service

procurement offices. A four year program was inittILted to establish a

uniform supply catalogue system for use in all the Services. Standardization

of procurement rules and procedures was significantly advanced through

publication of an Armed Services Procurement Regulation. A system of

pieparing and publishing National Military Establishment procurement

z4ecifications and engineering standards was implemented. Studies to

facilitate comnmn rules and procedures in inventory control; requisition,

issue and shippina procedures; property accounting; redistribution of

excess; supply documentation; and cost acccunting were undertaken by the

iBerd. Although some were outgrowths of limited programs initiated durin.

World War 11, each of these early iMnitivi Board programs and studies

advanced well beyond World War II experience and were the first steps

towards evolving the comon techniques, procedures and concepts essential

I15



to coordination of Service logistics and the elimination of duplication.

In his first annual report, Secretary Forrestal eited the uniform

catalogue system as one example of the new methods vhiu would uAhie•,v

economy and efficiency:

"At the onset of the war th. v- -ere somethinr on the order
of 8 million separate listingf of items which vre procured
by the armed services. There was no central system Of
numenclature for these vastly diffused and different articles.
For example, the same parts for Diesel engines were made by
different manufacturers and had to be ordered by the
manufacturer's name. It is obvious that a system which will
order such items by number .... is necessary for the functionin,
of an adequate system of cataloguing and inventory. U3

None of the programs and studies undertaken by the Minitions Board

were envisioned as short term projects promising quick results; however,

an inherent deficiency in the authority and organization of the MNmitions

Board resulted in inordinate delay in cumpleting most of the projects and

the Board's inability to fully implement its programs. This inherent

deficiency was the cooperative nature of the Board which required Service

representative agreement to any studies undertaken and any programs

initiated; eonsequently. Service implementation of the Board's programs

was, In reality, voluntary and limited. This deficiency was self-evident

to the first Hoover Coummission and resulted in its recommendation that

the authority of the Mlanitions Board Chairman be strengthened. Subsequently,

thiz deficiency was corrected by the National Security Act Amendments of

1949 which gave the Chairman the power of decision. The strengthened

Munitions Board continued its efforts at evolving the comon tools of

Defense logistics until its abolition and functilol incorporation into the

staff of the Secretary of Defense in 1953.

2 3Forrestal, lst Report of the Secretary of Defense, op. cit. p. 18.
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SRVICE LOGISTICS

The logistics organizations of the Army and Navy were rooted

in the past. Within the Army, a system of technical services had

evolved from the perio of the Revolutinry War. By the end of World

War II, seven ser•autonmcOus technical services, operating under the

goneral supervision of Heaedquarters, Arnz Service Forces, were responsible

for Amy logistics operations. Each was orgsnized along camoodity

brouping, or functional service lines. For its respective cmodity or

service., each was an integrated logistics oripnization possessing its own

research and develoyent capabiJity, supply system, depots, procurement

activities, inventory control activities, personnel base and technical

cnain of ccMand extending world-wide. Within the Army Air Forces, a

separate Air Wateriel Consand was slmilarly organized to provide air

materiel peculiar lotistical support to world-wide Army Air Force I
activities; however, by virtue of its being a part of the Army, the Air

Force did draw comon logistical support such as con6truction and ration

supply from the Army technical services.

Similarly, the logistics organization of the Navy had evolved in

the century and a half of the Navy's existence into a system of materiel

and functional Bureaus. The materiel Bureaus were responsible for

research and development, procurement and logistical support of major items

such as ships, weapons and aircraft. Other Bureaus bad functiomal

responsibilities in tbe areas of construction, personel, medical service

and materiel, and operation of the Navy c rcial Items supply system.

Overall supervision of the Bureaus' development, procurement and production

I7



..:t IvLtt-,a waS eu,&rcloed by Uic Avai;.turt kkretury o" tw Nauvy (14UVric.L)

while euei Buivau's loi3stical operatioua were under supervision of the

Chief of Naval Operations.

Creation of the National Military Establishment in 1947 had

minimal effect on the logistics organization of the Military Services.

ENumerous procedural chandes resulted from the activities of the Muitions

Board and the Resesrch and Develoluent Board; however, none forced a

chan~e in the basic organlzations. Internal organizational changes within

respective Services did result in limited restructuring. The post war

elimination of Beadquarters, Anuy Service Forces rcsulted in re-elevation

of the Army's seven technical services to the direct supervision of the

Department just as the case had been before the war; however, no basic

clAnLge in technical service missions and. functions resulted. Within the

Navy, a realianment of logistical functions was accomplished in 1947 by

assaining the Bureau of Supply and Accounts full responsibility for operation

of the Naval Supply System to include repair parts but excluding end

items; however, this realijiment did not alter the bssic Bureau organization.

Establishment of a separate Air Force essentially resulted in

ele'atiou of the existin; Air Materiel Caumand to a level c mnensurate with

tue Navy's Bureaus and the Arxy's 1echnical ServIcea. A significant

difference between the Air )Mteriel Gcand and its Bureau and Technical

Service counterparts lay in its existence as a single command responsible

for all the logistical functions and commodity areas of interest to the

Air Force. Thus, from its inception as a separate Service, the Air Force

possessed an integrated logistics ccmwnd as opposed to the multiple

18



command system existini in ita two sister 8ervices. The logisticul

organizations of the three Services were to remain essentiully unchanged

until the 29 6O's.

IZIUSk LOGISTICS IN THE .950 I'a

The 195•0ts produced little chanae In the organization of

lo;istical operations but a great deal of change in procedure. As early

as 1947, the biumntions Board had conducted studies =n4 to a limited degree,

initiated programi to achieve a ecanon body of l3ogistlcs procedures and

concepts in the areas ,if cataloguing, coordinated procurement, standardization,

inventory control and other logistics manaement areas. The first half of

the decade of the 1950's can be characterized as the period of war in

which most of the Munitions Board's efforts produced paper results.

Although such tools as a coon catalogue system did not, in themselves,

reduce or eliminate duplication, they did afford an unprecedented level of

commonality to Amy, Navy and Air Force logistics to make further

coordination and integratioc of their respective logistics systems feasible.

By the mid-1950's, the time had cam for another national debate over the

seemingly chronic problem of "ieste and duplication" in the Department

of Defense.

In 1955, the 2d Hoover Coemission recamended the creation of a

"fourth service of supply" to be responsible for logistical operations in

support of the Army, Navy and Air Foroe.24 To a large degree, the

Comission was reacting to a growing Congrssio•al and public disenchantment

with the lack of real progress in eliminating duplication and consequent

inefficiency in Service logistics operations. Pepeated Congressional

24m Cmiossio on Organization of the Executive Branch of the

Goverimat, Business 2a-ni.atioc oa the Denartuent of Defense, A Report
to Congress ( Vashingtoun: Govenent Printing Ofe, 19155) pp 3T-52.
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investidationc and inquiry durind the first half of the decade had rcaulted

in a general opinion c trerirzed by the Cmmission as a "consistent

pattern of resistance by the military depertments" 25 to logistics

integration. In developing their recommendationu the Commission considered

four alternative solutions to the problem of duplication in lo061stis.

These were coordinated purchasin4 wherein ome S':rvice or a joint agency

buys for all Services; cross-servicia wherein one Service drays on

supplies anrd services of another Service v9thin a specified georaphic

area; integrated suppl4 wherein one Serkice procures, stores, distributes

and Issues a class of supply to all Services; and a separate Supply and

Service Agency. The Coisslon selected the fourth alternative, a separate

Supply and Service Agency as the most viable alternative. In doint so,

the Cimission was largely influeneed by the failure of earlier Manitlons

Board efforts to achieve little more thau ccaonalityr of paperwork syaLems.

In response to the 2d Hoover Commission's recamendlations and the

resultant Congressional and public pressure for change, Secretary of Defense,

Charles E. Wilson, established Single Nbnagersa, under Executive Agent

authority. for c•oc supplies and servioes. 7n addition, an expanded

system of cross-servicing between the Services was instituted In those

commodity and service areas not included under the Single ftnsgers.

Single Mbanagers established under this coucept 7 ,were:

Services: Dimestic Traffic Ibarigement

Air Transport

Sea Transport

25US Ccoissicn on Organination of Executive Branch of the
Government, A Report to Congress, op. cit. p •.
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.ii
Supply. Subsistence

Clothina and Textiles

Medical Supplies

Petroleum

Within the Department of Defense, the use of Single Managers

was considered as a feasible, viable alternative to the "fourth service

of supply" which was opposed from Secretory Wilson on down as requiring

so massive a reorganization as having a potentially disasteraaa effect

on national security during the restructuring process. Despite this

opinion within the Department, the pressure for drastic change continued

until, in 1958, Congress acted. In passin&s the Defense Reoorganization Act

of 1958, the Congress also passed the Mc•ormack-Curtis amendment which

gave the President and Secretary of Defense the authority to eliminate

duplication by creatinr Defense agencies to perform Department-tide

common supply and service functions. Such authority bud not been requested

as a part of the 1958 reorganization-. proposals made by the President

and Secretary of Defense; the focus of President Bisenhafwr's proposals

to the Congress were on strengthened unification of the field comands,

improved command and control channels, and more centralized direction of

the Department.

THE EVOUIJIICABY MVCUAVhICK

"TFollcing the Unification Act, the problem of overlapping
logistics functions drew repeated attention and criticism of
the Congress... *the Congress continually prodded the Department
in the direction of truly unified logistics management."26

Robert S. * tausra
Secretary of Defense

2 6 Staement by Secretary of Defense )Mtkmra on The Fiscal Year
1963-73 Defense P a op. cit. p 197.lIB a



The era of Secretary of Defense, Robert S. McNamara, has been

described as a period of revolution in Defense management, yet, in the

ares of logistics, Secretary McNamara'a efforts can be described as

evolutionary in that the major changes were, for the most part, adoption

of proposals which had appeared over the years of his Department's existence.

In 1963, Mr. Mcliamara acknowledged this in his annual budget statement In

which he noted tht.L. "even before I took L- rice, I made it my business to

familiarize myself with the principal studies and reports relating to

Defense logistics, e.g., those of the Hoover Commiasions, ..... and the

various Congressional Ccamittees...-.From these reports. I and my associates

were able to identify the key areas in which improvements were urgently

needed....-"7

Although it was somewhat fashionable at that time to blame the

Department 's recurring inefficiency problems and "bad press" on tht• so

called "sheer unmanageable size of the Department and the Secretary's

lack of ndequate legal authority, Mr. McWAmra believed that the National

Security Act provided the Secretary with fully adequate authority but that

the Secretary lacked the essential management tools needed to make sound

decisions."28 Shortly after taking office in 1961, Mr. Mcoamara initiated

over 100 atudy projects of his Department's organizational and operational

problems. These study projects marked the beginning of Mr. McNamara's

efforts to establish the management tools which he considered lacking.

Mauy of the initial studies were focused on the seemingly old and

recurring theme of eliminating duplication and waste; consequently,

27Statement b, Secretary of Defense Mtamara on The Fiscal Year
1969-73 Defense Preprem op. cit. p. 199.

ZbStatne_,.t by Secretary of Defense McNamara on The Fiscal Year
129-73 Defense arogrmm op. cit. p. 193.
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logistics, as a major consumer of tU4 Derense dollar, camc under

comprehensive review. This thorough examination of Defense logistics

policics and procedures bad a short term objective of uffe-utua• imme'tAute

improvements in more eeooamical use of resources and a longer range

objective of developing plans for substantial. future improvement. 29

As a raeult of the 1961 logistics review, a series of policy,

proe-dural and orgnizational chanages were Initiated by the Secretary.

Among the more immediate policy and procedural changes were increased

emphasis on formal advertising, particularly two-step formal advertising,

.of procurements, increased control over the requirements ecoputation functions,

particularly for spares, repair parts and field stockage allowances. These

and many other changes were.. in essence, a refinement or "fine-tuning"

of logistics procedures and controls which were already in effeect to varying

degrees of effectiveness~, at the time Mr. Yxc2Nanra becaes Secretary. In

addition to these refinements, major changes or reforms were made which

fell into two broad categories; 1) those providing a procedural framework

to facilitate Improved coordination and integration of DO)-wide logistics
= "activiti.es and 2) organizational chanzes intended to reduce duplication,

improve coordination and promote efficiency. Few of the changes falling

into these broad categories were new; moat were, in altered form, earlier

ideas whose time had come.

The procedural framework for improved coordination and integration

of DOD logietics activities was established by a series of changes initiated

in the first years of the McNaara period. On 1 July 1962, the Military

Standard Requisition and Issue Procedure (MEU.9 ) system became operational

2 9 Department of Defense, Annual Report For Fiscal Year 1961.
(Washin•ton, D. C.: Government Prnluting Office, 1962) pp 22-33.
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und rI-,placd the lo different -yntems formerly used by Lhe Militar, L;rvicL_.

NII2RIY re-presonted the culmination of an effort to achieve one stundurd

DOD-wide system which had beinn% a uorl, au th:• WItiono &-.rd.1

studies conducted in 1948. Underpinning the MI12111JII system was the

Federal Catalogue Program, begun by the Munitions Board as a high-priority

lor,. term task. This catalorue system, which provided a common system

for identifying supply items, eliminated differing Service systems of

±identLfyin. like items, facilitated standardization, and promoted

intcr-Service logistics support. Total number of items identified and

catalosgued in the system was 3,914,000 at the end of FY 1961.30 By assianing

a Federal Stock Number and standard nomenclature to items of supp•y,

the Federal Catalogue Program, in turn, permitted massive application of

automatic data processing techniques to supply operations; thus, the

early catalouiafL efforts of the Munitions Board led to use of ALP which

in turn, made the NILDTRIP system feasible. Paralleling the cataloguing

program was the Defense Standardization Program, also with beginnings

under the Munitions Board, which aimed at optimum consolidation of military

specifications and standards between the Services. Neither the cataloguing

pro~ram nor the standardization program were initiated in the McNamara period;

however, bc.,inning- in 1961, the pro~gmms were accelerated and revitalized as

part of a DOD-wide effort to achieve maximum logistics efficiency with

minimum waste and duplication. Similarly, an existing program for

reuse of excess property both within and among the Services was revitalized.

30Department of Defense, Annual Report For Fiscal Year 1961, op. cit.
p. 392 (Table 26).
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Another comon procecuro, thc, Military L3tsnd;rd Tranoportntlou

and Movement Procedure (MIxSTAW) became operational in F1 1963 und

eliminated 81 different forms and procedures formerly in use within the

Services. As a follow-on to the M)LSTRIP system, an AD? oriented automatic

address system was instituted to permit automatic routing of requisitions

from overseas and C0338 users/field depots to the appropriate National

Inventory Control Point, whichp under the I gerated Item Management

Program, was the sole Nation2l-level manager for assigned stock numbered

items. All of these programs, which bAd evolved over the years of the

Department's existence, became the common fabric integrating logistics

procedures of the Military Services. By modifying or revitalizing existing

prorama, and by adding new systems such as )ULMfIP and MILSTAMP,

Mr. McNamara created the procedural framework through which substantial

organizational changes became feasible.

from his first days in office, Mr. Mclamara was convinced that

in the logistics area, organizational change bad lagged far behind

technological advancement. He believed that the Services' logistics

structures bad not kept pace with rapidly changing technological demands in

teas such as weapons systems develaoament, procurement and support; he

further believed that the Department had failed to face up to the problem

of managing commonly used supplies and services.30 In light of what he

considered to be the Department's cautious and slow movement towards

unified logistics menagement, r' Mc!tamara created a common supply and

service organization strikingly similar to the Directorate of Cmon

Supply and Hospitalization first proposed by General Marshall in 1945.

""LStatement by Secretary of Defense Mciamara on The Fiscal Year
196-9-3 Defense Proram op. cit. p. 191.
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This organization, the Defeniae Supply Agency, was established in 1963

ti procure and -moo monoly used and centrally procured supplicu and

cuamon usrvicu. The Agoncy consolidated the cight exinting Sirkclc Munagcrc

for common supplies; incorporated the additionsl common supply groupings

of electrical, electronic1 chemical and industrial production equipment

items; and assumed control of the Armed Forces Suppl Support Center,

which managed the Defense cataloguing, standardization and excess property

disposal/redistribu tion programs. In 1964, the Aency added and consolidated

the contract administration function of the Services to include the in-

plant product quality inspections, production expediting, industrial

security and contractor payment activities formerl~y performed by Service.

Later, the contract audit functions of the Services aere consolidated into

the Defense Contract Audit Agency.

Creation of the Defense supply Agency and the Defense Contract Audit

Agency were Mr. McNamara's response to his belief that the Department had

failed to face up to the problem of managing comm supplies and services.

In the area of transportation, Mr. Mcamara imposed procedural changes

and tighter controls; hoverer, he continued the Single Monager agencies

first created in 1956; the Military Sea Transportation Service (MMTS) and

the Military Air Transport Service (MMTS). Another, The Military Traffic

Management Agency was first incorporated into the Defense Supply Agency and

subsequently expended to manage cargo terminals and re-established as the

Military Traffic Management and Terminal Service.

Since Mr. Melfanra as also convinced that the Services' had

failed to keep pace vita modern requirements for weapons system acquisition

and support, major changes were made in Services' logistics structures.
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The Army's seven technical services, some of which had origins in the war

of the revolution, were abolished as organizational entities with their

loilatics functions merged into the Army Materiel Command. In the Navy,

the equally historical bureau system was replaced by the Naval Materiel

Coand. The Air Force, which had never evolved the bureau or technical

service system, had its logistics functions orgnized into an Air Materiel

Comand and an Air i•esearch and Development Caind for over two decades.

Shortly after his assumptlon of office, Mr. McNamara received and

approved an Air Force proposal which reorganized the Air Materiel Command

and the Air PAD Ccamnd into the Air Force Logistics Command and the

Air Force Systems Command. Further organizational changes were made at the

military department and the DOD level by merging the separate Assistant

Secretaries' Offices for supply and logistics and those for properties and

installations into Assistant Becretariats for Installations and Logistics (I&L).

In line with Mr. McNamara's management philosophy, which emphasized

individual versus committee responsibility, over 500 joint and DW boards

and committees were abollshed to permit alternate courses of action instead

of committee compromises to rise to his and the Assistant Secretary level for

decision.32

Such was the McNamara revolution. To a large degree, in the area of

logistics and management it was a revolution based on programs already in-

process at the time he assumed office. Much of his revolution appears to

have been a simple willingness to view Inte-ration of Service logistics at

more than face value and to make decisions for change whereas before there

had been compromise. The logistics structure established by Mr. McNamsra in

3 2 Department of Defense, Ainual Report For Fiscal Year 1961, op. cit.,

p. 22.
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the turbulent 1 960's ezistL; virtually intact today. It wea from thjL
strueture that tile BIUe Ribbon Defense Panel proposes to create u Unified

LoIgistics Command.
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HAP TE III

THE DEFEUSE LIDISTICS STRUCTURE

"The term "logistics" has a variety of meanings. Here
it is Interpreted as CXncWmapssing the management of all
classes of U. S. military consiuable supplies and secondary
items worldwide, depot maintenance and overhaul of military
equipment, plus transportation and traffic u-nsgamaent.
The sum of thtir costs in Fiscal Year 1969 was over
$20 billion."1

Blue Ribbon Defense Panel

Logistics, as defined by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel is

considerably truncated from the JB definition. The Panel apparently

preferred that the term "materiel acquisition" encompass the functions

of weapons systems design, development and procurement and that "logistics"

exclude the functions of construction and personnel evacuation and

hospitalization.•34 While focusing on those functions within the context

of the Panel's use of the term "logistics", a more detailed inventory of

the DOD locistics structure, as it haa now evolved, is appropriate before

proceeding to a discussion of the Unified Logistics Cosuand. 3 5

3 3 Department of Defense, Report To The Pre•sident and the SecretaEX of
Defense on The Department of Defense by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel
Washin-ton, D. C.:- Government Printing Office, 1 July 1970) p. 97. Hereafter
referred To as the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report.

3 4Since the Panel's recommendations for a Unified Logistics Comand
are based on the Panel's definition of the term, further discussion of DOD
loZistics activities is focused on the supply, maintenance, transportation and
traffic arazsgement functions with limited discussion of materiel acquisition
functions only as appropriate.

3 5 )kterial in this Chapter was drawn primarily from: Dyer, George C.,
Novel ogistic5s. (Annapolis: U. S. Naval Institute, 1960); Adams, George C.,
Editor, §ggl Marament (Washington., D. C., Industrial College of the Armed
Forces, 1965); Executive Branch, Office of t~he Federal Register, United States
Covernment Organization Manual - 1970-71 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing
Office, 19T0); Yoshpe, Harry B. and Bauer, Theodore W., Defense Organization
and Managment, op. cit. Other source materials are listed in the Bibliography.
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Funcionaly, DEPAIU1T OF DEFNSE~

tof Defense haa a bilineal organizational

structure. Operational control and direction of ccmbet forces extends from

the Secretary through the JCS to the Unified and Specified 0ands.

Direction and control of supporting activities (training, logistics,

administration) extends fro the Secretary through the Service Secretaries/

Defense Agencies to supporting activities. Within the Department of Defense,

the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics) (OAMD(ILT))

occupies the key mans~ement role over DOD-wide logistical activities.

Organized in-depth with Deputy Assistant Secretaries and numerous Directorates,

the 0A(I&L) has staff elements responsible for broad supervision,

coordination and control of the full spectrum of logistics activities.

Although primarily performing a policy making role. the various elements of

0ASD(3I(L) have a continuing impact and role over logistics operations by virtue

of the more integrated logistics structure which was Mr. Nelamara's legacy.

Typical examples of the manner In which OASD(IL,) effectively controls and

directly Impacts on Defense logistics activities are the DOD CoordinatM.

Procurement Program and retsular stock fund budget reviews. OAW(I&L) has

responsibility for publishing DOD Directive 4215.1, DOD Coordinated Program --

Commodity Assignments.36 Using the Directive, OAMS(IL) establishes procedures

whereby the Military Services provide materiel requirements data to DWA

or another Service's NICP and assigns federal stock classes to DSA and Service

NICks for commodity msnugement. Thus, through the vehicle of this one

Directive, OASD(I&L) directly impacts on DSA and Service National Inventory

36 fepartment of Defense, Dir.ectve 41.1 DOD Coordinated
Procirement M _m ty Aass mnts J• JuMe -1•; v-th Cban
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Control Point (111Cr) workload and st~affing. With each "evision of tht'

Directive, *ASD(rAL) shift* workload between the NIIF@.

Ot~her examples of the op era tional Impact of OASD(I&L) are the

qua rterly stock fund budget reviews conductd for each NICP and for other

major elements of the Services' stock fund apparatus. These reviews, and

subsequent actions to increase or reduce stock fund obliption authorityj,

are used as a vehicle to enforce econom and supply efficiency. Based on

the "dallar as the common denomilnator" concept, stock Tuad budgets are

designed to minimise Inventory excess, maximize sales and insure a high

sales to Inventory ratio. OQfl~kM) operational Impact is also evident in the

review of selected Advance Procurement Plans which are required for major

procurements by the Armed Service Procurement Regulation,, prepared at

Project )ftneger or NICr level procurement offices, submeitted to Service

headquarters for approval and reviewed by OASD(I&L) on a periodic basis.

Another mansgemnt tool, perhaps the major one, is the annual Defense budget

process. Within Its area of responsibility, OASD(I&) plays an intimate

and influential role by reviewing Service and Defense Agency input, and,,

in conjunction with other CiSD level staffs, by assisting the Defense

Coanptroller in preparing the Defense budget and Five Year Defense Program.

JOMx calm OF SMM

The JCS occupies what Is primarly4 a planning rolx in Defense

logistics. Strategic plans and programs, as developed by the JCS under

the Planning,, Programming and Budgetinlg Systemi, translate into military

requirements for forces, weapons systems., installations and support. In

31



turn# these requirements are passed to the respective bilitary servicesi

mud Th'f-nse AgcIoi for further planning and* as appropriate, implementotioi.

Lo~L;stics support, for ong•;nG activities is subsequently Increased or

decreased in accordance with any adjustments made to the ongoing activities;

for new activitiesp logistics support Is developed by the Service and/or

Defense Agency in accordance with the JOB plan. JC8 involvement in

operatiomal logistics matters is routinely limited to those of a major

nature brought to the JCB's attention by a Unified or Specified .onvand.

lNormally, such matters are those of such extraordinary or unusual importance

to warrant the involvement of the JOB in what is no, 1F ly a Service or

Defense Agency interest. The JCB also monitors logistics readiness of

the Unified/Specifted Commands and their Service components. In doing so,

the JCS performs a uniquely valuable function in that it provides an

independent measure of the effectiveness of Defense logistics activities.

SThe j-4 Directorate (Logistics) of the Joint Chiefs of Staff performs

S•JCB logistics staff functions.

The Defense Supply Agency,(DU)., cxs-tdd In 9'6 .•ovfes como use

supplies and related services to the opersting, forces of the MLlitary

Services, to other DI) components end to other Federal agencies and foreign

countries as authorized. =A& also provides contract administration services

to the ArzW, Navy* Air Force and other DM compoents. Jafjor functions

and a-ctIvities of the Agency are:

1. )bteriel boneament of assigned ecmodities, consisting of:

a. Bequiresents c€uprbation
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b. spplycontrol

a. Procurement

d, Ility and reliability assurance

e. Industrial w:bilization plannin,;

f. Stoage

g. inventory and distribution

h. Technical data inonareinent

"2. Contract Adnminstration Services

3. Technical *rPO* An-rvife

14. Administration of the following DOD Programsa:

a. Coordinated Procurement Program

b. Federal Catalogue System

c. Excess, Surplus and Foreign Exeess Personal Property

Disposal Program

d. Defense Autmtic Addressing System

5 . Mooltoring DOD supply relationsh;L'e with the General Services

Administration

The DM4 is r-arnized into six Defense Supply r .th oe

ceptionj operate.. the IAst- n's materiel mtnfhement

functions for M•AS' assigned cmodities. The exception, the Defense Fuel

Supply Center, performs primarily a fuel procurement function and draws on the

petroleum industry resurces for storage, transport and dhlvery of fuelto
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designated Service receivers. Approximately one third of tba 4 million3 7

items listed in the Federal Catalogue System are managed by these Centers.

DSA contract administration services are performed by the Defense Contrbct

Administration Service, its 11 Regions and by its in-plant representatives

at hundreds of contractor plants. DSA's technical report services are

performed by the Defense Documentation Center, which maintains a vast library

of FME reports received fron activities throughout the DOD. The Defense

LoZistics Services Center, formerly the Armed Forces Supply Sp nter,

performs MSAts cataloguinG, materiel utilization and surplus propes

disposal functions. The Defense Industrial Plant Equipnent Center� arms

the DSA mission of centrally managing the industrial equipment" reseri

Four Defense Depots provide inventory storage and related services to the

DSA KICPs. DSA does not have a depot maintenance responsibility; however,

it does perform limited maintenance of stocks in DSA depots and maintenance

of industrial plant equipment.38

TEE GENERAL L0RVI ADMINISTRATION

The General Services Administration (USA) was established by the
I Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 in response to

Irecommendations mad by the first Hoover Ccomission. The Administration

i.s an independent ogency of the Executive Branch and perfa.s real property

Sm~uanementj construction, procurement and distribution of supplies, surplus

property disposal, communications and traffic manaement, maintenance of

strateg•c stockpiles and records maintenance for the Government. Although

the Act included the provision that the Secretary og Defense could exempt

37 Department of Defense, Annual Report For Fiscal Year 142
Washinigton, D. C.: Government Printing Office. 190 pp. 402 and 404.

3 8 i1ue Ribb= Defense Panel Repori,, rip. cit.,# ?. 100.
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hILI Department from WA activities whenever in the beat interests of

niLional aecurity,- numerous arranymentu were developed over the yaru

whieli permitted DOD-GaA cooperution in the drcas of cutalotuina, proV-rty

utilization and disposal, stendardization and procurement of conmon items.39

GSA is organized Into a headquarters and ten regions, which are

each d.vided into five fun• tional service areas: the Federal Supply

Service, National Archivea mnd Records Service, Property bbnagement and
Disposal Service, Public &uilding Service and the Transportation and

ca:tion Service. Although DOD draws support from each of these

f ionalservices, the Federal Supply Service (788) has the greatest

impact on Defense logistics. The FSS provides GSA procured items of

supply to the DOD. Typically, these common items include house cleanina

suppli•s, paoint, tools, office equipment, commercial design vehicles and

refrigeration equipment. Currently, GSA and the FOS manage approximately

63,000 line items which are of. interest of DOD.40 Federal Supply Catalogues,

prepared by the FSS for those items common to Uoverrment-wide use, are

the primary means by which DOD agencies identify items which can be

prozured through the PFS. The Federal Supply Service has overall

responsibility for the Federal Catalogue System, of which DSA, through

its subordinate Defense Logistics Services Center, maintains the military

portion.

TRANSPORTATION SINGLE MANAGRS

Transportation activities and mnagement are centralized into three

Single Iftnagers. The Military Airlift Comnand (MAC) (formerly MATS),

3 9 Department of Defense, Report By The Joint Logistics Review Board,
g D8A/GSA 8uppuRn (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office,

"4Departaent of Defense, Report by the Joint Logistics Review Board,
Mionoaraph 8. op. cit., p. 3.
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under the Air Force, providee air transport for personnel and cardo for

all the Military Services on a worldwide basis. MAC also furnishes

weather, rescue, photographing and charting services for the Air Force.

The Military Sealift C~and (iCc) (formerly MSTS), under the Navy,

provides ocean transport for personnel and cargo for all the Military

Services on a worldwide basis. Both MAC and MC augment government owned

planes and ships by chartering com~ercial aircraft and ships, as required.

The Military Traffic Management and Terminal Service, (UMBaS Under the

Army, provides military traffic managemento land transportation and common-

user ocean terminal service within the Continental United States. NTMLS

also provides worldwide traffic management for movement and storage of

DOD personnel's household goods. Altogether,, the three transportation

single managers control movements within the United States and all inter-

theater movements; intra-theater movements are a responsibility of theater

and subordinate ecmanders.

DOD level coordination and control of transportation activities,

particularly of the Single Managers, is exercised by the Director of

Transportation and Warehousing Policy, Office of the Deputy Assistant

Secretary of Defense (Supply, Maintenance and Services), OASD(I&L) and

the j-4, Joint Chiefs of Staff. Since, under the Single Manager concept,

each Military Service is designated as an Executive Agent responsible

for operating and controlling its assianed management area, OASD(I&L)

guidance is limited to broad policy and JCS involvement is normally limited

to the evaluation of capabilities and determination of future requirements.
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Ini addttinri, u Joint •runaportut;ion iaoord, withiii tht- J0 4,s JO8, d'vr-lopLj

priorities and allocations whenever transportation requirements exceed

available resources. I

DEPARTIENT OF TBE NAVY

Overall Department of the Navy staff responsibilities for Naval and

Marine logistics are exercised by the civilian Assistant Secretary of the

navy (Installations and Logistics) (ASN(I&•L)). Military staff supervision of

Naval logistics is exercised by the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics)

(DCxO(LOG)) and the Chief of Naval Materiel (CNM). For the Marine Corps,

logistics staff responsibilities are exercised by the Assistant Chief of

Start, G-4 and the Quartermaster General. The ASN(I&L) acts for the Secretary

of the navy as does his Army counterpart. The DINO (Logistics) is the Navy's

logistics and materiel readiness planner. The Chief of Naval Materiel performs

both command and staff logistics functions for the Navy. The CNM is responsible

to the Chief of Naval Operations for materiel and logistics support of the

Navy; he is also responsible to the Commandant of the Marine Corps for those

areas in which the Marine Corps draws materiel and lo6istics support from the

Navy.

The Chief of Naval Materiel ccsmands the Naval Materiel Command which

is composed of six principal subordinate Systems Commands, separate

Project Management Offices, and shore activities such as industrial

activities, research and development centers, and laboratories. Logistics

activities are concentrated in the six Systems Commands. Five of these

ccmmanda, the Naval Air Systems Ocomand, Naval Electronics Cczwand, Naval

4 •US Army Cotnand and General Staff College, CONUS Logistics,
RBl01-3 (Army Field Printing Plant, Ft. Leavenworth, July 1970) p. B-1.
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,F,'illtie- kný.;Ir.erind Commund, Naval Ordhwince SysteCmu Gomond uillt Nuvl .

Ship Systemu Command are en..;aged primurily in muteriel acquisition ocLivities;

e.i , research and development, testing, procurement and production of

weapons, equipment and systems. The Naval Facilities Engineering Command

also administers the Navy's military construction prozr.-m and performs

facility planning and maintenance functions. The sixth System Command, the

Naval Supply Systems Coaand (NAV/sup), administers the Navy supply system,
to include worldwide Naval Depots, the Navy Stock Fund and establishes

supply management policies and methods. NAV/SUP also is repponsible for

Naval publications and printing, transportation of Navy cergo, and has

materiel acquisition responsibility for materials handling equipment, food
service and Navy peculiar clothing. Within the WC, major items of equipment

(such as guns, air frames., large engines) are developed and procured by

the "equipment" Systems Commands. Distribution of major items Is
accomplished through the Naval Supply Systems Ccand. Consumables,

repair parts and items smaller than major items are procured, controlled

and distributed by the Naval Supply Systems Command. National Inventory

Control Points subordinate to the Naval Supply Systems Command are:

Aviation Supply Office
Ships Parts Control Center
Electronics Supply Office

The Commandant of the Marine Corps commuands the Corps. The

Deputy Chief of Staff, G-4 is responsible to the Commandant for logistics

planning. The urtermaster General implements the lo,-istics plans as

prepared by ACS, G-4 and approved by the Commandant. Marine Corps materiel

is procured through the DSA, the Army, Navy and Air Force and through

oranic Marine Corps logistical activities. Most materiel used by the
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Corps is distrLbuted through the Corps' own supply oystem whether procurmd

by the Corps or another Service. CeatralIzed materiel marAdement is

exercised by two National Inventory Control Points; one, co-located with

USKC &eadquarters manages major end items, POL, subsistence and major

components of end items. The other NICP, located at the Marine Corps

Supply Activity, Philadelphia, manaaes all other items used by the Corps.

Storage and distribution of materiel is accomplished by Marine Corps

Supply Centers located on both the East and West coasts of the United

States.

DEPArI?4W OF THE AIR FORCE

Department of the Air Force staff responsibilities for logistics

are exercised by the civilian Assistant Secretary of the Air Force

(Installations and Logistics) (ASAF(I&L)) and the military Deputy Chief

of Staff, Systems and Logistics. The ASAF(I&L) acts for the Secretary of

the Air Force in a similar fashion to his counterparts in the Army and

Navy. The Deputy Chief of Staff, Systems and Logistics is the Air Force

loristics planner and develops and directs plans, policies, programs and

procedures for management of Air Force activities engaged in logistics.

Procurement, supply, services, maintenance and transportation activities

within the Air Force are under the broad staff supervision of the DCS,

Systems and Logistics.

The Air Force Systems Command performs materiel acquisition

functions for the Air ForceT y.,esearch, development, testing, procurement

and production of new equipments and weapons systems, The Air Force

Logistics Command (AILC) supports the equipment and weapons systems
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"acquired" by the Systems Command. AFLC performs the materiel management

function; it manages and procures rcpair parts and associated suppltca,

provides depot level maintenance for and distributes equipment/weapons

systems. The AMiC (and the Air Force) operates no overseas depots;

support of USAF elements overseas is furnished directly from CONUS to

overseas bases. AFLC headquarters and subordinate cume nds are linked

to overseas bases through a highly standardized and integrated ADP system

dedicated to the Air Force Supply system. To perform its mission as the

wholesale supplier to the Air Force, the ATLt operates five Air Materiel Areas

(AMA) which contain National Inventory Control Points and associated depot

storage sites. These AMA are responsible for materiel management and

logistics functions, to include requirements computation, supply control,

procurement, quality assurance, stoiage, and distribution. The five Air

Materiel Areas are the: i;

Ogden Air VAteriel Areaa
San Antonio Air Materiel Area
Sacramento Air Materiel AreaWarner-Robbins Air Materiel Area
Oklahoma City Air Materiel Area

In addition to the Air Materiel Areas, the Air Force Logistics Ccmmand

commands Air Procurement Regions in Europe and the Far East and the Military

Aircraft Storage and Disposition Center in Arizona.

DEPWAMNT OF TE ARMM

Department of the Army staff responsibilities for logistics are

exercised by the civilian Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations

and Logistics) (ASA(I&L)) and the military Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics

(DCSLOG). The ASA(I&L) is authorized to act for the Secretary of the Army

~40
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In tVie fields of materiel requirements, procurement and production, Ar'my

Small Business Program, materiel management and lo•Istils services. The

ASA(I&L) is also responsible for installation planninS, facilities and

rcjl property management and family housin,. The ASA(I&L) further

supervises Army participation in military assistance programs, industrial

•o'rilization and industrial labor relations. The DCSLOG has Army General

Staff responsibility for management of Army logistical activities. The

DC•LOG also develops and supervises the Army logistic system and organization;

and is responsible for logistic planning inpAt for Joint and Army operatlons

plans; military construction; materiel management; family housing; real

property management; Army international logistics affairs; transportation;

and Army inter-service lo&istics support matters. The Army's Assistant

Chief of Staff for Force Development (ACSFOR) is responsible for development

of operational priorities and requirements for procurement of materiel and

for combat developments and organization. As the general steff agency

responsible for materiel requirements and for the organization and operational

doctrine of Army units in the field, the ACSFOR has considerable influence

over Army logistics.

The Army Mbteriel Command (AMC) is the primary wholesale logistics

operator for the Army. Although numerous loistical commands and activities

exist in overseas theaters to support local Army operating forces, it is

AtE which forms the backbone of the Army logistical system. Formed in the

early 1960's, AMC assumed the materiel acquisition and logistics functions

of the former seven technical services. The Command is organized into one

service command, a logistics command dedicated to the Safeguard ABM system,

seven commodity commands incorporating NICPs, and numerous other activities



sj- ZOUUS depots, Project ihbnnuers and central Research and DeveloWcnt

Zzratcr±ia reporting directly to AM headquarters. Loisti:'sl fun-tiona

of t:.e :=-r.a-nd are concentrated in the commodity commands; uowever, cudh

;t these co-ciands is so ortonized as to fully integrate materiel ucquisition

(equipment/waepons systems research, development, procurement and production)

furn:tiors directly with each command's logistical functions. Thus,

procurement activities of each command procure major items, related repair

parts, and assigned consumable supplies. Research, development and

er-nineerinj activities are equally integrated and oriented towards the

equipment/weapons system, its components and related repair parts and supplies.

Each comand '1 NICP is also similarly integrated. Consequently, the AMC

I•iC- is similar to the Air Force/AMLC NICE in that it manaaes the entire

item; however the AtE commodity command differs from rhe AFLC Air Materiel

Arcs In thmt it also has the total materiel acquisition function for its

ass;i~ned itens. Similarly, the AME commodity command differs from the

khivnl "System" Comand in that it has total materiel management responsioility

for the end item, its components, related repair parts and supplier. Major

oubordinate commands of the Army Materiel Command are the:

US Army Aviation Systems Command

US Army Electronics Command

US Army Missile Command

US Army Mobility Equipment Ccmmand

US Army Munitions Carnand

US Army Safe&uard Logistics Command

US Army Tank-Automotive Command

US Army Test and Evaluation Command

US Army Weapons Command
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In addition to the reven commodity cvmuan(a and the Test and

Evaluation Command, the AMC also comaninds numerous A•ny depots locztcd

throujhout the continental Unlted 3tnteu. Th t.u', ph, pot u !.rIlue, ýe 1.lt '.:

und depot level maintenance functions for the command. Receipt and

distribution of materiel to CONUS and overseas Army activities is

performed azt the direotion of the AMC NICPs. Depot level maintenance is

performed, on a program basis, as required and funded by the NIC:Ps and as

approved by AM4C and Department of the Army.

LOGISTICS IN THE UNIFIED COMMANDS

Under the principles and doctrine established by the JCS to covern

the operation of Unified Ccmmands and unified or Joint activities, each

Service retains responsibility for its own logistics, both in peace and war.

Specifically, Service Cwmponent Comanders of Unified Commands are responsible

for lojistics functions normal to the component and retain responsibility

for the operating details of their respective logistic support system.

Unified Commanders authority over log-istics is limited to directive authority,

which is intended to insure effectiveness of logistical support of combat

operations, to insure economy of operation and to prevent unnecessary

duplication of functions and facilities.4 2 As a consequence of this

doctrine 6overnind loIstics, the Unified Commander is relegated to what is,

essentially, a coordinating role over Service logistic activities. The

Unified Cummander, operating throuwh his subordinate Component Commanders,

can foster coordination of Service loStstics activities such as acquisition,

storame, movement, maintenance and evacuation of materiel; he may promote use

2Joints Chiefs of Staff, Unified Action Armed Forces JCS Pub 2,
(Washin,-ton, D. C.: Government Printin Office, 1 959)p. 1 1 0-AI, 64-65.
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of Inter-Servico Support Acremen•ut und v;tuimt'ut. or Joint L%1,jL;LI *.&I

activities to prevent duplication or overlapping functions; howcvers he mu)

not discontinue Service responsibility for lo;istics support.

There are numerous examples of Inter-Service logistics cooperation

within the Unified Coands. It Vietnamp the Army provided common use items

in the II, III and IV Corps areas and the Navy in the I Corps ares.43

In continental Europe, the Army provides food supplies to the Air Force.

However, as a general rule, each of the Services operates its own logistics

system within the Unified Commands. For the Army, it is nomally a land

mass oriented system, organized in depth, with successive layers from using

units through depots. For the Air Force, it is an airbase oriented system

supplied primarily from the continental United States (CONUS). For the

Navy, it is a seabased system suxported both from overseas bases and

directly from CMNUS as appropriate.

DEFENSE LOGISTICS

The or,;anisation for logistics within the Department of Defense is

vast and complex. The precedirig highlights this organization at the

naotional level. In essense, it consists of tvo parts; the Defense-wide

oriented elemen; xepresented by the Defense Supply Agency and the

transportation Single Managers and the Service-oriented element represented

by the Army Materiel Cwmsnd, the Naval Materiel Coauand, the Marine Corps

Supply Activities and the Air Force Systems and Logistics Commands. In

addition to these wholesale or rational level logistics organizations,

there exists a third part which is composed of the overseas Army, Navy,

•3Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. 51.



Air Force and )*rine Corps lowslticM aystems operated within cao'a cf tlic

Unified Command geo;raph4, areas. It iS these :Wtionul lrvel uii0 .

organizations which the Blue .91bbon Defensc Punel has proposed to ;:onaolidutu,

In whole or in part, into a Unified Logistics COccmnd.
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2eUIAIr IV

TiUL WUIFZD LOCGLSTICS COMMAND CON CUf-

"The present decentralized system of logistics presents i
confused panorama of participatin6 activities, each of wnich
has overview of only a small portion of total logisticb
capabilities. Under these circumstances, it is hardly
surprising that military operations almost always suffer
major logistics crises, particularly in their initial
phases 3

The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel was appointed by the President and

Secretary of Defense in July 1959. The Panel was given a broad Charter

to study, report and make recommendations on the organization and management

of the Department of Defense as it affects mission performance, the

decision process, command and control functions and facilities, intra-

govcrnmcntal coordination and responsiveness to the requirements of the

President and Secretary of Defense. In addition, the Panel was char6ed to

conduct a broad inquiry into the Department's research and Development (uLD)

activities as regards mission performance, organization, development

leadtimes, costs and relationships with the scientific and industrial

conmunities. The Panel was further charged to study, repo-t and make

recommendations on the Department's procurement policies and practices

with emphasis on their impact upon costs, leadtimes and Quality. Panel

mcmbers were appointed from the civilian sector and possessed a broad range

of industrial, educational, legal and economic backgrounds. To facilitate

its work, the Panel divided itself into four subcommittees representing the

following broad areas of interest:

3Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. 105.
4 4Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. v.4 5For a listing of Panel membership, See Appendix I.
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k ,•i•ttee

I. Ortunizatiou and Personnel Manaret-nent.

2. M1anaiement of Materiel Resources (IncludinS R&D, prczurevent,

m jni m6r•.nt of weapons and supplies).

3. ,ilitary operations, intelligence, communications, and automatic

diUvi processing.

4. Conflicts of interest, contract compliance, domestic action,

cqual opportunity and related matters. 4 6

In conductins, its study, the Panel, and its working subcommittees,

used the techniques of historical research (particularly records and reports

of Congressional hearings and of previous formal reviews such as those

conducted by the two Hoover Commissions); in-depth interviews of key

personnel; questionnaires; visits to Defense activities outside the Washington

ors3; and functional surveys of Washington based headquarters orpenizations.

Throu.ýi these various study techniques, the subcommittees drew the dato and

infornation from which the entire Panel developed its conclusions and

rcomrmndations. Review of Defense logistics activities fell primarily

within the puriew of subcommittees (1) Organization and Personnel Management

and (2) Management of Materiel Resources. In regards to Defense logistics,

thL Panel concluded that:

"There is substantial room for improvement and greater integration
of management throughout the supply, maintenance and transportation
systems of the Department...the logistics systems of the
Department of Defense, in activities other than procurement aud
the initial warehousinz phasep is decentralized and fragmented
in functional assignment. Efforts of the Congress and the
Office of the Secretary of Defense to improve efficiency and
effectiveness of these activities .... have achieved very limited

4 6Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. v.
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distribrimzU, andemre ~ tra!sJT-tatji1 system. are
.Bi-e"l=nslY 10efTfclent and wstet•uI sOd .... fall for short of
the potential for effectiveness of support o. combatant
commenders. - 7

The Ianel's criticisms of the Defense logistics structure, which

seem so interchangeable with the criticisms of the 194O0's, 1950's and

1960's, were broadly based on its identification and interpretation of

basic deficiencies in Defense supply. maintenance and transportation

or 1ganizations and operations. While it recognized that the Department had

lone recognized the potential for increased efficiency and improved

effectiveness inherent in standardized and integrated logistics management,

the Panel found that:

1. Logistics integration had fallen primarily on procurement and

initial inventory management activities.

2. The benefits of standardized and integrated logistics had not

been extended overseas to any appreciable degree.

3. The existing multi-Service overseas logistics structure--

composed of independent systems for each Service and based on each Service's

organizational structure and doctrine -- resulted in minimum effective

support of the Unified Conmands.

4. The supply system, both in the Continental United States and

overseas was overly decentralized and fragmented with the Air Force's

worldwide vertical supply system at one extreme and the Army's horizontal

supply system at the other.49

4 TBlue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit.-, p. 52.
4Detailed criticism of the Department of Defense logistics activities

is contained in the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit.., pp 97-110.
49The Panel defined the Air Force supply systemp which uses no overseas

depots and which supplies consumers (overseas bases) directly from bases in
CONUS as being vertical; the Army supply system was considered horizontal in
that Army components in the theaters have autonomous logistics systems that
procure supplies from the autonomous CONUS system (primarily the Army Materiel
Command).



~~~eu- f~'z~ ra,..n-ted -p pljj systen 1n tte

D.-partxent izaJ resulted in a Froliferatioc of AutomtiI Data Proesstn%

Systems which were largely incompatible both amomz the Services and within

ouch Service.

U. A lack of integration in maintenance and maintenunce management

activities promoted inefficiency.

7. The absence of adequate integration of traffic management

S among the Military Airlift Command, Military Sealift Ccmnd and

Military Terminal and Traffic Management Service, together with the

independent nature of Joint traffic management agencies and service operated

transportation resources within overseas theaters, contributed to loss of

efficiency, economy, and supply support effectiveness.

8. The fragmentation of Defense logistics activities had resulted

in a situation in which only the Offices of the Secretary of Defense and

the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics) had

sufficient overview and responsibility to supervise logistics operations.

Furthermore, this situation had required that OASD(I&L) become involved in

the intimate operating details in addition to its broad policy role.

To correct the organizational and operational deficiencies which

it had found in Defense logistics, the Panel recommended the establishment

of a Unified Logistics Command "to exercise, for all combatant forces,

supervision of support activities, including supply distribution, mn.intenance,

traffic management and transportation.",50 The Panel further recommended that

th,2 Military Airlift Command, Military Sealift Ccmmand, Military Traffic

Management and Terminal Service and the traffic management functions of

5 0Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. 212.
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io-oIstii.- :acnd. ID propmInd t&~' new t a-, Ub Pnel ermi1sie--4

cr,--e •.tlon of a unifiede Yer~ticol--orLete supl and tranpotatio

sycteu, including maintenenec, which would support all overso.as and ComUm

eAcd combat forces. As outlined by the Panels this vertical system would

exclude procurement and initial warehousing but would encompass both CCMU

based and theater based wholesale supply, retail supply, traffic management

and transportation functions, to include inventory manoaement.

PROPOSED ORGANIZATION .- UNIFIED LOGISTICS CCMND

The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel did not develop a definitive

orpanization for the proposed Unified Logistics Conmnd. Rather., it

described, in their broadest sense, the functions which the proposed coausnd

would perform. Similarly, the Panel outlined, in broad conceptual form,

the vertically oriented logistics system which would result from the new

command. In addition to its recommendation regarding the Unified Logistics

Commands the Panel made other recommendations pertaining to all Unified

Commands, which if approved, would have a major impact on the composition

and organization of a Unified Logistics Co-mand. As defined by the JCS,

a unified command is one "with a broad continuing mission, under a single

commander, composed of significant assigned components of two or more services,

and which is established and so designated by the President...." 5 L Also

a ccording to JCS definitions the Unified Colander exercises "operational

command" over subordinate Service component forces which consists of:

5 1 joint Chiefs of Staff, Unified Action Armed Forces, JCS

Publication 2, op. cit., p. 38.
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?,.~ , asci ~ of tasks, the &esi.uatitxi of
ctjCt1i e3 90d thC a.Jth1eQ-•tat,,-1. directLon necessary to
a-!-_epUz1b tL- vlas1 .... It does not Inelude such matters
o5 akftIsrra-tlcn, discipline, Internal or,,anizatlon, and
unit trai1nin except when a subordinate comander requestj

After review of Presidential memorunda and the Defense Reordanization

Act of 1958, the Panel concluded that both President Eisenhower and the

Ccn•Tess had intended that the Unified Commander exercise undiluted, full

command authority over assigned subordinate forces. Consequently, the Panel

rccommended that the Unified Commanders be given unfragmented authority for

their commands; that Commanders of component ccomands be redesignated as

Deputies to the Unified Commander; and that the Unified Commands be restructure

to establish mission oriented forces with a commensurate reduction in

subordinate h6adquarters and staffs.

The Panel's recommendations for changes in the concept and

or~anization of Unified Commands are closely related to the propbsal for a

Unified Logistics Ccmnand. Without these changes. the Unified Logistics

Command would be no more than an umbrella-like ccmmand and control element

presiding over Army, NavyO Air Force and Marine Corps component commands in

CONUS and quite probably, sub-unified commands in each theater also composed

of Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps components. Although this

"Service component" approach might promote some integration of logistics

through such devices as designation of one Service component as the supplier

for a particular class of supply within a given geog•rphic area, such an

approach does not facilitate the functional integration envisioned by the

Panel for the Command's unifiedj vertically oriented supply, transportation,

and maintenance system.

5 2 Joint Chiefs of Staff, Dictionary of United States Military Terms
For Joint Usage, JCS Publication 1, op. cit., p. 155.
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for-es or activities vculd r Loren out from tu ir respectilvc e:&YI

and grouped torgether beased on their functions. Althoiu• the Panel did not

dct'il its proposcd organization for the Logisti-s Ccamund, a careful

readIn' of the Panel's report, particularly of their coments on the

functions cf the new command, infers that the proposed Unified Logistics

Comr-'and would approximate the followind model:

I&ADQUARMWR
UNITED STATES LOGISTICS

Head uarters, United States Logistics' Conmmand - this headquarters

'would be, a new or.snization staffed by/mlittary and civliaen personnel
/

dr,,wn from all the ZHilitary Scrvices• would fulfill the coinsnud, control

and planning functions; and would .Implement policies and plans as developed

•nd disseminated by the Secretary of Defense and Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The Command would have the broad mission of providln:• logistical support

(supply, maintenance and transportation) to combatant forces overseas and

in CONUS. Responsibility and planning for development and procurement of

a standard, advanced ADP system to support the unified, vertical logistics

Hys eam would be centralized at the headquarters lel.

53 One Theater LoCistics Command would be established to support each

major unified theater comand.
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,'o'J.L..,aik cupply sistem and woula !*,. *onposed prti3erily of 4kpots uiaoi

ini-.nto'y Control Points (lera pro,-uArcment u.-tiviti...) 41ruvi trrxj c" 0i

.h er..-evi'i,.; andI D6A. 5 11 The Comwmnd would be, iaponaiblt, for supply coti'rol

.;nA for maintainin; worldwide inventory visibility of items in the Defense

Lupply sy3tem; would perform the requirements computation function for

stock funded itcms; would maintain inventory and requirements data on

major items for use by DSA and the Services; would be responsible for depot

operations, to include storage, maintenance of materiel in storage and depot

level maintenance proarams. Procurement support for the command would

be provided by the Defense Supply Agency and the procurement activities which

would be reteined by each of the S.-rvices. Technical support for procurement

(e... technical drawings., technical data packages, etc) would be provided

by the respective Defense laboratory or R&D activity having responsibility

for each federally stock numbered item. Depot level maiiitenance programs,

to be performed both in CONUS and overseas, would be developed by the

Command based on requirements and repairable assets us forecast by the

inventory Control Point with planning input from the theater Unified

Commanders. Funding of depot maintenance programs would either be direct

from DOD or received from the Services for their respective items. The

Command would consolidate the wholesale stock funds of the DGA and Services;

financin6 of inventory in the overseas depots, if any, would be from the

Command's stock fund -- there would be no overseas commander's ownership of

inventory and no overseas stock fund. The Command would not fund for nor

5 4The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel was exceedinly vague as to where

the interface would be between the Service procurement activities and the

Logistics Command. After careful re-readingo the author concluded that the

*Fanel intended that COVUS depots and national inventory control functions

wert to be part of the Logistics Command
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scr 1*.~.s. IWki'cr Item& of #*:quijxaent ant! weapoio sys3tembi wou1'1 i,

i" .. I , .% - ; r ." L ".t, Jv t v i ,c : • jd p rop rI la t , o n u , p r o.t'rirc ei by t be:i . Ir v -.. i. mid4I

•r:'1"n', .r .o L hti COKUS LoaIotica Command for storadc und L~uuscqueit

dis*tribution.

Trnnsportation Command - this command would be assigned the

"'litary Airlift Command, the Military Sealift Command, and the Military

Terminal and Traffic bMonagement SerLvice. It would have worldwide traffic

mnnagement responsibility for the Department with the exception of intra-

theater movements. The Command would operate the Defense transportation

:yotcen and would be responsible for personnel and cargo movements within

CONUS, between CONUS and theaters, and between theaters. Althoujh initially

roscmblin. a "traditional" subunified command with three subordinate Service

c-omponents, tIhe evolutionary process would probably result in the absorption

cI ýMZS headquarters functions into the Transportation Command headquarters;

this would leave the two major KIWIB subordinate commands., the Western

(COITUS) Area and Eastern (CO( ) Area reporting directly to the Transportation

Command headquarters. 5 5 Such an evolution would be logical in that KWS

is a manager and nota transportation operator in that it relies on

zommercial transportation systems for movements within CONUS. AG ope.ratina

com.nds usin-• both organic and commercial systems, it is probable tlwt

:.:AC and MSC would remain as distinct subordinate elements of the Command.

Theater Logistics Command - these commands would parallel each of

the Unified Theater Commands and would be responsible for operation of depots,

ports, aerial terminals and designated intra-theater transportation assets.

T.esc commands would operate theater traffic management alencies which would

55Us Army Command and General Staff Colleeo, CONUS Lo:istics,

RB101-3, op. cit., pp 8-14, 8-5.

54I



":Katcr; t:'fy would also control intra-theater movements between lport., and

aerial terminals and would exercise treffic management over shipments movin,

through ports and aerial terminals on a throughput, direct delivery basis.

Theater logistics comiands would be responsible for assigned depot level

maintcnance programs and to provide data necessary to assist NICPs in

developizg worldwide depot maintenance programs. A prime objective of these

Commrer nds would be to promote the use of direct support from the CONUS

.iojitics system. in order to permit the consolidation and elimination of

ovc'rseas depots and depot level maintenance activities with consequent

"svincgs from reduced overseas base development and operations.

ADVAITAGES OF UNIFIED LOGISTICS COMMAND

The Unified Logistics Command, as envisioned, offers several

idantifiablc advantages over the current Defense lo,'istics structure.

First, creation of the Command would provide the vehicle for development

and installation of an advanced, standard ADP system linking, on a real time

bazis, inventory and related supply management activities in overseas depots

to.0 COU" S NICPs and depots; consequently, CONUS NICPs would ýain visibility of

overseas 6tocks and have immeasurably increased flexibility to cross level

excesses and shortages vis-a-vis CONUS depots and the theaters. NICPs

would have access to overseas demand and stockage data which would increase

their ability to more accurately forecast requirements and consequent

procurements or depot level maintenance pro&Tams. Insofar as depot level

nmintenance prosranms are concerned, the creation of the Command would permit

the elimination or) consistent with national security limitationso the

minimal duplication of depot level maintenance facilities for like items.

"55
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S~::,:onsoifdatton of maintenance prozrams should result in incrcacd

Cfficiency tnrou). economies of scale. Creation of the Unified Lojis-itz

.or'rar woel. alsi permit ;rcatcr integrution of Lhu land, Leu and Air

:r::sportation modes through exercise of traffic management fun.-t 4 ons by

cne 2ommund which is not only the manager but also an operator; wy aUsi-ninL

orc zommand with overall authority over transportation and trofflc manw ement,

there is an inherent authority to promote more integration and efficiency than

curr-eatly exists among the co-equal and cooperative MAC, MSTC and HMhS.

In view of the revolutionary advance* in transportation resultin6 from

ccntainerization, advanced cargo ship designs, lar.er aircraft such as the

C-5A, and throujhput concepts, independent sea, air and land modes of

transport are being increasingly integrated. Creation of a single DOD-wide

Transportation Command would better promote development of standardized

;ontaincrsz, integ.ration of doinmentation and procedures, and would promote

closer intesration of the supply end transportation functions.

DISADVANTAGES OF UNIFIED LOGISTICS COM411

Insofar as Defense log.istics is concerned, the 1960's was

characterized by reorganization and the demands of the war in the Republic

of Vietnam. Both the Army and Navy, and to a somewhat lesser degree, the

Air Force, experienced massive reorganization of their logistics and materiel

acquisition activities. The Defense Supply Agency was created; t1e Military

Trz:ffic hanagement and Terminal Service was established; the Army's te'hnical

seervices became, in part, the Army Materiel Ccmmand; the Navy's Bureaus evolved

into the Naval Materiel Command. Just as the Federal Supply Cataloguing system
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!.oo1c yo,,rw-- to o:volvc from Jz,•ricption it, the lite .1.i94O'• to ,-(X1jr3:;1on In

".11- Tltc 1!)50':;, Ouch of thhr new lofDistic .omands of the Services ure

evolvin6. Creation of a Unified Logistics Command would force one more

reornnization -- a reoranization that would occur before the new lo.,istics

or~nizutions of the 1960's have reached maturity or peak efficiency. For

cxample,, the transition of line items from the Services to DSA integrated

nann3ement is not complete. Of the millions of line Items in the Defense

inventory, tens of thousands remain under dual management by one or more

Services and DSA. Creation of a Unified Logistics Ccmmand would not, by fiat,

resolve the problem; time would still be required to continue the process

of codinZ line items to DSA for integrated management. By imposing a

reorganization which would force a breakout of DSA and Service NICPs from

their procurement activities, the evolutionary process of transferring

the maximum number of line items to DSA could be delayed as a result of

the personnel and workload turbulence inherent in such a large-scale

rrýorganizstion.

In addition to presenting a formidable requirement for reorganization

of Service logistics commands, the proposal to create a Unified Lomistics

CoTmnand presents even more significant disadvantages:

1. Total separation of NICPs from their technical bases. Each

DSA ind Service NICP has a technical data base for each line item it

manages. These technical bases prepare the Military Specifications.,

prepare and maintain the technical drawinas, prescribe the test procedures

and perform other technical tasks associated with the technical data packages

which -ermit procurement. In addition. they provide technical support

56Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit. pp 108-109.
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LArou.oh zuci, arction as assistance in bid evaluation, resolution of

production problems, review of enjincerin. chane proposals and tcciLnic.l

advice in quality assurance matters .57 For Army NICht, the tecciniv~ui baiic

iz normally an R&D laboratory belongirn to the same commodity command as the

.ICP or it is one of the central Army Materiel Command laboratories. For

i:a-iy and Air Force NICOs, it is a laboratory or eng•ineering activity in one

of the Naval Systems Commands or the Divisions of the Air Force Systems

Command. DSA NEICs, which have a limited in-house capability, receive

moet of their technical base support from laboratories in all the Services.

Although each INICE is serviced by several laboratories, the bulk of each

NICE item support is normally concentrated in one laboratory or laboratory

complex. For example, the U. S. Army Mobility Equipment Gommand's (USAMcCOt)

Mobility Equipment Research and Development Center (MERDC) at Fort Belvoir,

Virminia, provides -the primary technical base support to USAMECOM's NICP

in St. Louis. Similarly, WRDC also provides technical base support to

DSA's Defense General Supply Center in Richmond, Virginia, for common

items such as sand bags for which 1.ERD)C is the developer.

Because of the functions performed by the teclmical base in support

of the ICPs, there is a requirement for continuing, intensive communication,

coordination and cooperation. For example, at any given time, numerous

line items are undergoing product improvement, value engineering or total

,i57 M. Mclamra estimated that there were 100 million entzineering
drawings in the Department's repositories and about 40,000 specifications,
standards and related documents. He further estimated that $1.5 billion was
beinz: spent annually to acquire additional data and admitted that technical
datz rsnagement would be a continuing problem. Statement by Secretary of
Defense MeNamara on The Fiscal Year 1969-1973 Defense Program, op. cit.,
pp 204-205r.
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rede.•isn in o;-ter to correct deficiencies reported by the field, to

rcduce czt or to improve performance and cffectivenejs. When tlinae

redesign efforts are completed, the now or revised technical datu pUcka;e&

w-ust ,e furnished tile NLICPs. Similarly, the NICPs must be aware in

advance of these thousands of chances in order to prevent or reduce procurement

of the soon-to-be-obsolete item and to plan for an orderly transition to

stocka-p of the new item. Thus, a key to efficient supply mana6ement in

the I ICFs is intimate coordination and communication with their technical

bases.

Creation of a Unified Logistics Command would withdraw the NICks

from their current organizational fabric in which they are closely related

to their technical bases and place them in a separate, distinct command element.

Such a placement carries an inherent increase in coordination and

:ommunication requirements since the IICks would no lonfer be in the same

command channel responsive to the same Commander's direction and control.

2o aLjain take an Army NICP as the example, the point of "command conjunction",

..-erein both the technical data base and the NICP are responsible to

one commander or supervisor, would no longer be at the AMC comodity command

level -- rather, it would move to the level of the Office of the Secretary

of Defense!

2. Separation of major items programming and distribution functions.

Frozurement of major items (weapons and equipnent systems) is closely related

to strategic decisions and plans developed at the highest levels of the

Government. As strategic plans are developed, they are translated into

torc- structures for the respective branches of the Armed Forces. In turn,

ard in their broadest sense, these force structures translate into requirements

59



c" 4uthcrizat!ons for major itcr.s (e..., so many ships, planez, tanks,

:'.•.:;•b.:,,t,'). AlthouLLDI procurement pro,;rumr. ar', d,.,velop-d by I,',oil

t h,' 1 ,. �ol•' for1,, strueLtiurk- und oUwtl'r I,•'Ud ,Ic, nctutIl Jroi.jrt.nvi,0-. przrai,,;

evolve from internal "lmassages" at the Service Dclprtmcnt, DOD, and

Prc:irAentiui level recsultinnZ from budgetary limitations, strategic prioritio.,

R&D procxss and delays and tradeoffs. Ultimately, Conaressional appropriation

etAon, toj*ether with whatever repro;ra:main authority Con6recs chooses to

delc~ate, results in approved major item procurement programs. Subsequently,

the Services initiate procurement of these end items and upon their deliver• --

usually after a lead time of one or more years -- initiate distribution of

the items. Concurrently, the Services plan and undertake whatever unit

activations, unit and individual traininZ prorams which are required by the

new items. For many new items such as new missile systems, both unit

activations and unit and individual training proarams may be major considerations

in fieldi~n the new system; for others, such as a new rifle, individual

traininj and conversion of worldwide unit authorizations may be the major

considerations. Whatever the new item, detailed plannins in preparation

for its introduction is essential.

Under the Unified Logistics Command concept, the Services would

retsin their current responsibilities to develop new items, justify and

defend the necessary appropriations, procure new items, and activate,

deoijnate and train the item users. The Services would lose the responsibility,

anrd th- capability, to distribute the new items; the Unified Logistics

Cc,.;rand would gain that responsibility. Such a situation would present

a dichotomy In that the Services would program and defend major item

procurement based on need, fund availability and relative-riority while

60est Avaflab1- Ccny



the Unified Logistics Command would, in theory, be reopioncivc cnl ' Lo •-,,,.

Consequently, in the face of probable end item shortages versus requirements,

the Unified Logistics Ccomand would be forced to establish, in coordination

with each Service headquarters, a system of controlled distribution not

unlike that now performed by the Services. Thus, rather than four Bervices

involved in major item planning and distribution, there would be, with the

addition of the Unified Logistics Cnmmand, five entities engaged in

planning for and distributing new equipment. Conversely, were the

Unified Logistics Command to disregard new equipment shortages, the onus

for funding and procuring sufficient end items would fall on the Services

with little or no relationship to the availability of procurement or depot

maintenance funds.

3. Disregard of Service organization and doctrine. In the field

or at sea, each of the Services is organized accordinZ to its own tactical

or strategic doctrine. Supporting logistics forces are tailored or attuned

to that doctrine. Consequently, the Air Force operates few overseas

logistics facilities other than those directly related to air bases; the

Navy relies heavily on dedicated cargo ships to supply the fleet; and the

Army and Marine Corps operate land based and land mass oriented supply

systems. With the possible exception of rations, there is minimal

commionality between the Service supply systems and the items In those

systems. For example, a review of Navy and Air Force supply operations on

Guam in 1969 revealed that less than 8% of the line items stocked in the

two Services' supply activities were common.58

5Department of Defense, Reort of the Joint Logistics Review
Board. Monograph 4. Ccon upl (orment Pitin Offce, Washington, DC)
p. 10-fl.1

61



Although the process of evolvinz; DBA into a supplier of all

=zomnon items is not complete -- as witnessed by the aforementioned Line

items atill under dual manaement -- the objective, of the current l>.istio

5itructure seems clearly focused towards achievement of Service support of

Service peculiar equipment and DBA and GSA support of common or cumercial-

type equirment. Overall, the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel did not sem to

consider that as long as the Services continued to exist ap separate entities,

the Department of Defense will have a bilineal organizational structure

wherein the operational control and direction of the combet forces extends

through one chain of command and the direction of supporting activities

extends through another Service oriented channel. Thus, the Army is

primaril oriented on the forces, equipwent and doctrine necessary to fight

land mass warfare; the Air Force oriented on air power, the Navy on sea

power and the Nbrine Corps on amphibious warfare. In performing their

zupport roles, the Services have developed integrated logistics systems

in which the various support functions (planninel, procurement, training,

equaipping and distribution of men, forces and materiel) are highly

interrelated. Creation of a Unified Logistics Cwumnd would uproot a

portion of these responsibilities, disintegrate these integrated systems

and reduce the Services responsiveness to their remaining support functions

by denying them the cmnmiications, coordination and planning channel

inherent in their logistics support of their operating forces in the field.

4. Does not recognize the alternatives available in the evolutionary

but dynamic organization of Defense logistics. Essentially, the Panel's

justification for a Unified Logistics CAmnd was that In light of existina
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4efi 'Acncies in Defense logistics, "si;nifitcant ,rtilltury loji~ t .'

improvements can be achieved through c!ffl-ient, coordinated exploltutiuor

of new technologies in the areas of transportation, communications,

automatic data processind and integrated procurement manadement" and that

the full potential of these technologies would not be realized under the

Scrices' long range logistics programs. 5 9 To achieve the full potential

of these technologies, the Panel envisioned a worldwide vertically or~anized,

ED? oriented, highly Integrated supply, maintenance and transportation

cystem which would be created and operated by the Unified Logistics Commend.

The Panel was convinced that the consolidation of Defense logistiý; functions

under one comanurd wos inherently more efficient and would permit a type of

"forced march" towards a truly integrated and modernized logistics system.

Perhaps there is no such thinZ as inherent efficiency. In this vein, Mr.

MeNlamara stated:

"Unlike private industry, which operates under the discipline
of the profit and loss statement, there is no such built-in
incentive for efficiency and economy in the operating
enviroment of the Defense Department .... Moreover, because
of the large number of Defense managers luvolved and the
literally tens of millions of individual decisions they
make each year (e.g., 15 million purchase actions alone in
F• 1967), it is obviously impossible to supervise the
performance of these people directly from the Pentagon.
Yet, the larger the number of intermediate management levels--
and in an organization of the size of the Department of Defense
the number cannot help but be large -- the more difficult it
is to exert pressure from the top.,6

In lieu of the Pentagon, the Blue Ribbon Def-nse Panel proposes to

run the Defense logistics complex (less materiel acquisition functions)

directly from one unified co nd. In essence, this an "earthquake approach"

5 9 Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. 97
6 Oitatement of Secretary of Defense McNamara on The Fiscal Year

12§9-73 Defense rogram, op. cit. p. 199.
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to reoranization which, while decisive, dcztroys harmonious and prod;ctivc

relationships, curtails employee participation and danmiaes mnrula!.' A It

resorts the deck of cards in that it allows DBA and the Services -- each

top management levels -- to retain materiel acquisition functions while

asai;nin. remainirn DA and Service logistics functions to the new Command;

however, it changes none of the basic functions of logistics. To correct

the deficiencies noted by the Panel and to achieve the "inherent"

efficiencies which the Panel expected in the new command, a vast body of

ccnmon procedures and systems must be developed and implemented. A common

EDP system dedicated to logistics must be developed and •mplemented DOD-wide;

the traffic management and transportation activities of YAC, MEC and HfNLS

must be expanded beyond the comon docmetation of MaJ9TAP Into a fully

integrated transportation system; and an integrated supply and maintenance

structure created. In the area of maintenance alone, common depot maintenance

documentation and procedures would have to be created where none exist,

j today. As the history of Defense logistics since World War Il bar, clearly

exhibited, creation of comon procedures and systems are long term projects;

thus, the Panel has proposed creation of another member of the DSA and

Service logistic teamp a vast reoranization to create that member, and a lon,-

terra project to make it work.

There are less drastic alternatives which are potential solutions to

the logistics deficiencies outlined by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel. While

their adoption would cause some organizational adjustment, they would not

cause the massive reorganizations and logistics turbulence inherent in the

period of orgeniziAn a Unified Logistics Camnand. These alternatives attack

6Hera . Terry, Principlso M na at,(Hamevood, Illinois;

Richard D. Irwin Inc., 1956) . 42
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tii proble's cited by the Panel while continuing to recognize the support

role assigned to the Service Departments. In light of these alturnatives,

which are dealt with in the concludinc4 chapter, the wisdom of and the

neccssity for establishing a Unified Logistics Command at this time Is

challented.

To a remarkable degree, the organization of Defense logistics

has evolved into one which closely resembles that originally proposed by

General Marshall in 1944. In essence, the Defense logistics organization

consists of the DBA, which procures and supplies common items, and the

Services, oriented toward land, sea and air peciiiar materiel and the support

of that materiel. However, the job of integrating along these lines is not

complete; there remains some duplication of items between NICPs and the

transition towards having one NICP as the one and only manaer for each

item continues. The state of the art in ED technology and new transportation

concepts and materiel have not, as the Panel noted, been fully exploited.

Very little has been done towards integrating depot maintenance activities

for common items. Yet, as General Marshall predicted in 194• before the

Woodrum Committee, evolution and not revolution has been the keynote in

unifying the armed forces. In defense logistics, the complexity and scale

of operations is such that even during the "McNamara period", evolution

towards integration was the keynote. Today, evolution remins the keynote.

An example of the necessity for and of the continuing evolution

of Defense logistics exists on the island of Guam. On Guam, an experiment

is in process which may lead to a system of common supply between Service

uctivities in an overseas area. In the experiment, which wss Initiated
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1 Spt m-*r 1 %9, the Navy has becn assigned the mission of providind

common supply support to the Air Force. The objective of the telt in

ultimately to hove all comuon Items in overseas areeas uupporLed, both

for supply and maintenance$ by common logistics systems. Indicative of

the operating problems being experienced in the test is the lack of supply

saetems ccmiblity between the Air Force's computerized stock control

system oz Guem, which rapidly produced requisitions, requisition modifiers,

Tance l-tions and followup actions and the Naval Supply Depot's primarily

-manual system which responds relatively slowly to Air Force requirements.62

Such operational problems dre strong arguments for a cormon DOD-wide EDP

oriented logistics system; equally, they are strong arguments as to the

necessity for orderly, coherent and evolutionary change. No Unified

Logistics Command or similar organization would, in Itself, Imedietely equip

supply activities on Guam with a comon EVP hbsed supply system nor would

it instantly integrate supply operations on Guam. Such changes take time

and, with or vtthout a Unified Logistics Coand, require extended periods.

In his book, "Principles of Ylanageent", Dr. Georgea R. Terry notes that

"'cringing about organization chanZes over extended periods may prove costly

&nd waste time...(but) permit consultation with mrnaaers about the ebanges

and their suggestions regardirg them, thorough indoctrination about

contemplated changes, and a steady but gradual progress toward the desired

organization structure.03 The test an Guam is a microview of the problems

yet to be faced in achieving the most effective level of Defense logistics

integration. The fact is, the further integration of Defense logistics will

take an extended period of time, with or without a Unified Logistics Command.

- 62Jont Logistics Review Board Report, Monogrsph 4, pp. 10-11.
63George R. Terry, Princiles of Moamemento op. cit., p. 242.
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Whlle the concept of --ratiri a Unified L nCisti,.o Coumin•d ia,

the advantage of applying unity of coand over logistics integration, it

would result in yet another member of the logistics team ai~d a more cumberaom

or6anization for fulfillini the plannin6, coammunicatind and coordinutin6

functions of logistics twnagement. The required changes in Defense lo•istics

would be achieved at the cost of a mwaa reorganization and a drastL-

reorientation of Service roles when there are leas radical alternatives

which can be implemented over an extended period of time without this cost.

In view of the considerable disadvantages to the new comand, the thorough

evaluation of less radical alternatives Is appropriate. These alternatives,

wbich are proposed as areas for fiarther examination, would preserve the

basic role of the Services while promoting consolidation and integration

in those areas where the Panel found major deficiencies. The existence of

such alternatives nej~ate the need for and the ur-gency in creating a

Unified Logistics Ccvmand. At soe future point in time, when the evolutionary

process towards integrating logistics is further advanced, a WOD-wide

logistics organization may well be appropriate as a logical conclusion to

the process; however, at this time it is not.

6
I
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CHAPTER V

FUTURE EVOLUTION O DFENSE LOGISTICS

During the course of this study, certain alternatives to the

UnIfied Logistics Command concept were discerned. In fact, these are

not so much alternate courses of action as they are the next logical

steps in the evolution of a fully integrated Defense logistics system.

Such evolutionary steps are proposeO being prerequisites for the

establishment and effective operation at any future DOD-wide logistics

ordanization if it is to be created without the cost of a massive

reorganization and the disintegration, turbulence and dislocations that

are inherent in such an undertaking. Six major organizational and

procedural actions were identified as having a high potential for correcting

logistics deficiencies cited by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel and as being

lo,.ical steps in the proccss of integrating the logistics system.

Assignment Of Common Maintenance Missions To The Defense SupplZ Agency.

DSA does not currently have a depot maintenance mission; consequently, DSA

.ýoes not have full management responsibility for many common items which

are repairable at the depot lev-el. Such ccmmon items, or potentially common

items• as fire trucks material handling equipment, generators, and industrial

engines are normally procured by DGA but managed by DSA and the Service

NICPs. Assignment of a maintenance mission, together with appropriate

facilities, would permit DSA -to be the true manager of common items. In

addition, consolidation of depot maintenance facilities and contracts would

be facilitated with consequent economies of scale.
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Assignment Of CONUS Depots To The Defense Supply A&ncy. Currently,

there exists in COWS an Army depot system, a Navy depot system, an Air Force

depot system, a Harle Corps depot ayctem and a DSA depot uyztem. Euck

performs receipt, storage, surveillance and distribution functions for onc

or mcre NICPs. Some perform maintenance missions and may have other

special missions. In the cse of the Army, the depots do not belong to

any one NICP but rather report to fesdquarters, A•my Materiel Comand;

consequently, there exists a "seller of services and buyer of services"

relationship between the Army NICPs and the Army depots. Similarly, some

DSA depots store Navy stocks and vice versa, some Navy depots store DSA

stocks. Since st'ch examples exist of NICPs being serviced by nonorýsnic

depots, cannot such a system of Defense depots operate on a CCKUS-wide scale?

Such a sjstem of depots would facilitate consolidation of depots to whatever

level is determined most effective, yet econanical. Funding of such a

depot system could be direct to DBA or on a reimbursable basis paid for by the

respective Service and MA NICPs.

Establishament Of A System Of Service Cognizant Depots And bbintenance

Plants. Currently, DSA, through its Defense Contract Administration Service,

performs the contract administration for all defense contractors and plants

except those, such as aircraft assembly plants, for which one Service has

an overridin- military need to maintain cognizance. A silal r system for

depots and maintenance plants would permit the Services to retain co~mizance

for those activities such as ammunition depots, ship yards, tank overhaul

plants and aircraft maintenance facilities for which it is logical and

militarily appropriate that the Services retain primary control.
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Charter A Dfense Logistics Communications Planning, Group. kither

a DMA or a DOD-level planning group could be chartered to develop a

standard, vertically oriented EDP based supply system for use throu6hout the

DOD. Such a system, following on the heels of M fLURI', could be the vehicle

for rermittins NICPs to gain access to overseas stockage and demand data and

could allow the Services to reduce overseas stockage and depots cammensurate

with their evolving doctrine and needs. Such a planning group would halt the

proliferation of logistics EDP systems and through development of a conmon

DOD system, integrate the now disparate systems of the Services.

Increase The Logistics Authority Of Unified Commanders. Currently,

Unified Commanders have limited authority to compel the Services to develop

and use common logistics systems; however, under provisions of JCS Publication

No. 2, Unified Action Armed Forces, they are in effect, reduced to a

coordinatinj role in Service logistics in that a Service component camander

has an appeal channel through his Department to the JCS. If a Unified

Commander clearly was required to plan for and given authority to compel

Service use of common logistics services within given geographical areas,

considerable logistic duplication within the Unified comsands misht be reduced.

Such a step would envision making maximum use of Inter-Service Support

A6reements.

Establish A Defense Tranortation Agency. Such an agency would in-

corporate the COMlS and intra-theater transportation and traffic management

functions and would assume control of MAC, M1C and MrM!S. This Agency would

parallel DSA and would, in effect, implement the Transportation Cummand

component of the Unified Logistics Command outlined in Chapter IV.
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The overall objective of any chanses in logistics or6anizutiun

ihould be a correction of deficiencies while achieving effective support to

operatinZ forces. The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel's proposal to creute a

Unified Lc;istics Command, together with the Panel's recomnended changes in

the Unified Command concept, represent one approach to the correction of

these deficiencies. Whereas the trend In Defense logistics since World War II

has been one of evolutionary integration, the Panel has proposed a sharp

break with the evolutionary process in order to....

1) eliminate the profusion of horizontal layering in supply activities.

2) halt the proliferation of incupetible Electronic Data Processing

systems.

3) reduce the duplication in maintenance activities.

4) overcame the loss of efficiency resulting from the division of

transportation and traffic management functions between the Services.

5) correct thd excessive fragmentation of supply, maintenance and

transportation functions.

6) substantially improve effectiveness of logistics support, while

at the same time achieving greater efficiency and economy.64

These alternatives do not address the Panel's criticism of the span of

control of the Secretary of Defense and the detailed involvement of als

effize in operational logistics matters. Today, such involvement is a

-- characteristic of our technology and buresucracy, perhaps best summarized

by General Frank S. Besson, Jr., first Cammander of the U. S. Army Materiel

"Coamnnd when he stated....

6 4Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. 106.
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"We live in an erQ where rual time lata -is avaiLujol. Thi;
-neon- th-t the man in tlh,. field and the &n at t!lc top c.-:b.-ien
or in the decision nulkirn, procs~s ear! ill bo lookin.; it to~'
a~me information ut the jm 'ime. This is u real chanj, frotntL. •ays, not too Ions -"t0, wheLr." wC alwlys had intcrfu-a':; L4'twe-cri

t!:'.. time of the data hat wus 11, InL used ut the workin,, l.vel
01,ý the time that tLc dUtu waaS ein', distilled und blown tip
at the management level.. .Wher. I graduated from the Military
Aiademy about 30-odd years ado, I felt that a squad leau&r,
whose squad in 'hose days was about eidht men, constituted the
largcst span of authority that you could have. I alwaya worked
under the rule of thumb that you ought to organize so that you
Lad no less than three and no more than seven individuals
reporting to you. This span no longer exists. The
characteristics of management today permits you to have almost
an unlimited span of control. This is particularly true in a
bureaucratic operation because there are so many people looking
at what you are doing, that you don't have to worry about whether
you are going to get very far off thg beam in any particular
function or even technoloieal area. 15

6-cGeneral Frank S. Besson, Jr., speakins at Graduation Ceremonies,

ciros 65-B, Defense Weapons Syetems Manadement Canter, Wright Patterson

Air Force Base, Ohio, 18 June 1965.
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