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PREFACE

During the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel's study cf the
Department of Defense, it wvas fortunate to receive in February
1970 an independent analysis on JCS Decision-Makiné by Mr.
Lecnard Wainstein.

Mr, Wairstein's staff report to the Panel is considered
to be of sufficient interest to top-management personnel of the
Department of Defense to be included as an Appendix to the
Panel's Report. However, your attention is invited to Page 20
of the Panel's Report which states that Staff Reports are being
printed as information, without necessarily implying endorsement
by the Panel on each of their conclusions and recommendations.

The Panel is grateful to Mr. ‘jainstein for this compre-

hensive study.
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IiTRCDUCTION
Almost frecm its very inception, the Jeint Chiefs of Staff {JCS)
crgenizaticn has been the target of criticism., Wnile its origins reach
back to Jenary 1942, its forrmal establishrient dates from the ljational

-=d

. 3y the time of the creation of the Hoover Comis-

Defense Lct cf LOL
sion in 1G48, tue JC35 were alrewdy the subject of critical examination.
Former Secretary; or State Dean Achescn who served cn the Commission and
dealt with the JCS5 preblems, drew upon his experience with the JCS from
then until his last official duty in early 1968 - descricing the JCS
thusly:

Cu

3

... The members of the committee are burdened by both
staff and comxand duties, some of which require committee
action. This organization is extremely difficult for civilisn
officers engaged in foreign affairs to work with. All

too often it produces rTor those lcoking for military advice
and guidance only oracular utterances. 3ince it 1s & com-
mittee and its views are the result of votes on formal papers
prepared for 1%, it quite literally is like my favorite old
lady who could not say what she thought until she heard what
she said. ZIZven on a tentative basis, it is hard for high
officials to get military zdvice in our government. When

one does get it, it is apt to be unresponsive to the prob-
lems botheringz the civilian official."l

The comment, wi.ile harsh in the typical Acheson manner, nevertheless

expresses a view wi tely held today. It cculd have been made by several
of the serior informants interviewed for this paper.

While the main thrust of this paper concerns the decision-making
process within the JC3, it is patently impossible to examine decision-
making in vacuo. Tecisionuwaking is inevitably a reflection of, &nd
indeed & function of, the organization and cperations of the body in
question. The author lherefore extended the scope of the paper to
include a bread view cof the organization and major functions of the
JCS, specifically {ocused on how they impinge on and indeed create the
decision-naking process.

The analysis in this paper is both descriptive and prescriptive.
It is intended to enlighten the Panel as to the major problem areas;
it also presumes to offer some possible remedies. The author has
examined the main criticisms of and complaints ageinst the JCS system,
attempted to ascertsin the reasons for these criticisms, and to assess
their validity. It should be stressed that whnile the Panel, with its

1. Dean Acheson, Present at the Creetion, (W. W. Norton & Co.,
New York, 1949), p. 2h3.
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problem crientaticn, ls naturally cconcerned with what dces not go well,
it should nct forpet how much does go well. This is especially so in
the case of a perernnial whipping boy like the JCS system.

Method of Appreach

In addition to drawing upon the author's own experience with the
JC3, the main scurce of insight was a series of interviews with general
officers of the Joint Staff, staff officers of the Joint Staff, per-
sonnel from elements of the Office ¢ “the:Jcrretary of Defense (0SD),
personnel of the Service Departments, and former officials, military
and clivilian, who had dealt with the JCS in the past five years.

Discussicns with senior officers of the Joint Staff were generally
less fruitful than those with the action officer level. The corporate
viewpolint presented in different ways by most of the senior general
officers was that the present situation was the best of all possible
worlds. 1In mos" cases they were clearly reluctant to suggest that
enything in the system might be defective or in need of change. is-
cussions with personngel from ocutside the JCG were much more candid and
revealing, and especially pecinted out what the author feels is a
sigaificant difference in expectations between the Joint Steff and
these other agencies. Because they were dated, comments by former
officials had to be appropriately qualified.
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SUMMARY POINTS

1. The JCS decision-maeking prccess is & function of the organi-
zatlion and cperations of the JCS system and carnot be evaluaied
separately, especially in terms of possible change. The process
reflects the nature and intent ¢f the JC3 structure. It is a process
haged not only on coordination with the Services but on their con-
currence, a mechanism which meximizes opportunities for compromise
and resolution of disagreement at every step.

2. The JCS exist within constrairts established by statutes
which reflect congressional suspicion cof centralized military authority
and intent to incorpcrate in the JCS system the same pattern of
checks and balances found elsewhere in the government. Thne legis~
lative acts are both the basz line for the evolution of the JCS and
the fundamental constraining limits within which that evoiution occurs.
Unless the vasic legal structure of the system is changed, there are
sharp limits to changes which can be effected in either organization .
or functions. )

3. Dissatisfaction with the JCS in good part appears to be based
upon differing expectations and perceptions of the role of the JCS.
Previous Secretaries of Defense have tended to view the JCS in terms .
of & "rational general staff," while the JCS have considered themselves
essentially as Service intermediaries and coordinators. It is probably
true that the JCS are and always have been more conscious of their
limitations than their powers.

L. So long as the JCS remains a committee system, it will
invariably operate oa & basis of negotlated compromise, especially .
in matters where Service interests are at stake. TUnless the committee
system is changed, this fact of 1life should be accepted and ways
sought to work around it or to mitigate those of its effects which
are pernicious.

S. The JCS is an evolving organization. It has matured over
the past several years, with a higher quality of staff and an improved ]
sense of jointness. Despite its ponderous nature and its often un-
satisfactory performance, the present system has survived the test
of time and does work within its limitations.

While there has been an undeniable growth of jointness in the
JCS itself, there is appearing another contradictory trend which may
well make the operation of the JCS more difficult. This is a possible
increase in Service competition in a future of uncertain naticnal
strategy, declining military budget and worldwide contraction of US
commitments. The trend may well be heightened by the wind down of
the war and the relaxation of the pressures which kept the Services
pulling together.
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6. The objective of any changes should be to move the organiza-
tion closer to both the capebility and the willingness to offer to
the Secretary of Defense more of & truly broad-gauged "national
military viewpoint.” What should be sought ic the maximum develop-
ment and exploitation of the power end authority available to the JCS
within the existing framework.

T. Wrat is lmplied in the new budget system is & much more
criticial attitude toward Service inputs on the part of the JCS,
This will require both the capsbility it» evaluate critically end
the willingness to do so. Up to now both elements have been lacking.
It will require constant prodding by OSD to make the JCS fulfill its
potential role.

8. Improvements can be made in the functioning and organization
of the Joint Staff in order to produce a more useful wilitary guidance
for the Secretary of Defense.
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THE BASIC HATURE CF THE JCS SYSTEil

There are tnree basic characteristics of the JCS system which
must be recognized if one if to urnderstand and evaluate that system.

1. It is a committee system.
2. It is a coordinating system.
3. It is an advisory, not a decision-making system.

These characteristics ware establishad for the system by the
Congress under the original legislation of 1947, 1949, and 1958. They
are both the hase line for the evolution of the JCS and the fundamental
constraining limits witnin which that evolution occurs. It must also
be remembered that the system as it stands today exists because it
was the only one thet could be agreed cn. It is very probatle that
it is still, in its basic form, the only one which could be egreed on
by the several elements involved.

The deficiencies of the system are more obvious than its merits
(the greatest heing that, no matter how ponderously, the system has
worked), and so this paper will concentrate on the problems and
deficiencies.

The JCS are essentially a committee of the Services supported
by a Jecint Staff, which must rely vpon compromise in order to operate.
The most fundamental problem of the JCS arises in this relationship
of the JCS to the Services. The JCS system puts the four Service
Chiefs in the position of attempting simulatnecusly to be advocates
for itheir respective Service and statesmen with the broader JCS view-
point. Their primery loyalty inevitably remains with their Service,
not to the abstract entity called the JCS. On the most crucial ques-
tions coming hefore the JCS, those relating to force structure and
missions, the Service views will invariably be raised in the JCS
structure. This is the familiar "two-hatted" problem.

The Services still compete over major missions, and in an era
of declinirng US coverseas commitment and concomitantly declining mili-
tary budgets, the competition over reduced military missions may well

1. The Chiefs do spend the greater part of their time on JCS
matters. The Vice Chiefs of Staff have the responsibility for internal
Service management. It Is difficult to estavlish a lcnger term pro-
porticonal breakdown because the war has obvicusly changed normal work
patterns, requiring more attention by the Chiefs to opevations in Vietnam.
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increcse as we move into the 'TOs. Each Service naturally alvecate
reliance cn its cwn cucsen instrurments. Moreover, each Service tends
to speak its own dislect and it is often difficult to determine the
basis for differences on key issues or key assuuptions in arguments.
The Services, acecrdingly, cennot be counted on for, nor indeed should
they really be expecied to produce, balanced and objective viewpoints
cn issues cr wnich they are competing for funds or prestige.

Furthermore, it shculd be recalled that the Services themselves
are in a sense couliticns of competing viewpoints. The Navy, for
instance, is really three Navies plus the YMarine Corps. Therefore,
by the time a Service pesition reaches the JCS, it is already a nego-
tiated compromise among ¢ompeting interests, with many strongly held
views and ideas appropriately muffled. The JCS, in other words,
represents the highest level of military compromise.

Once the issues reach the JCS, the committee nature of the JCS
requires much time in seeking unanimity and in overcoming dissent. The
usual resolution of the more awkward inter-Service disputes within
the JCS is a compromise position which recommends at least part, if
not all, of each Chief's position. Aside from avoiding splits, this
also satisfied the Chiefs'inherent conservatism in what forces might
be required for a certain objective. JCS formal positions and views
thus will tend to be compromises errived at through hard bargeining.
To change anything of fundamental interest to a Service requires
much effort. The Chiefs can always agree on more for everybody, and
since this is the path of least resistance, it is often taken.

There is another element too which leads to pressure for unanimity,
no matter what the process may do to the issue under discussion. Just
because the JCS represent the p.nnacle of military opinion for the
Secretary of Defense, there is inevitable pressure for & unanimous opinion
with which to confront the civilian leadership in order to bring extra
weight to that military opinion. Achievement of this objective re-
guires a great deal of time and coordination and almost invariably
profuces an unsharp product.

Cne of the most pernicious results of this compromise process
of reaching committee decisicns hes been the inability of the JC3
to present thelr cases in the precise, sharply focused way which most
Secretaries of Defense have sought. The Chiefs, operating in the
tradition of negotiated decision, have often found in the past when
presenting program recommendaticns that sither they made their case
cr struck out.

The decision-making process reflectz really the status of the
JCS., They are advisors, not policymakers. They are thus under no
real compulsion to come to decisive crisp decisions since thelr de-
cisions are advice cnly and the Secretary of Defense can ignore them
(as Secrearies of Defense often have). The fact that the JCS are
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responsible by law for advising the President, the Secretary of

Defense, and the Congress does not, of course, mean that their i
N views on military affairs must necessarily previal, Secretary

McNemera's babit of disregarding the JCS and of not giving them &

sense of perticipatlon probably was doreging end in & sense self-

defeating in ihis regard. By ignoring them he gave the JCS little

incentive to improve the system and its product, although the JCS

wae & much better organization at the end of his tenure than at its

outset.

On the other hand, the comprcmiie system cen be defended on the
ground that the free play of contrziicctory Service viewpoints among
the Chiefs has its merits. The systca permits, indeed encourages,
issues to be aired thoroughly, and wdtimate resclution of issues
whicli the JCS carnot settle can always be left to the civilian
leedership of 08D, unsatisfactory though that may be to them. Then,
too, & certalin amount of intertia in a militery system is prohably
useful in order to prevent half-cocked decisions. The difficulty
lies in controlling that inertis.

On balance, however, the disadvanteges of the committes system
and dusl role seem more gliering then the advantages. Recognizing that
is one thking; doing something about it is another.

Tohe coordinative nature of JCS orperations has led to the charge
that the JCS is little more than & post office for the transmittal
of information and nositions from the Services on the one hand and
the unified commanders on the other. This is in & senge still true
since, so long as the Services control the all important element ol
money, they hold & serious adventage over +tne JCS. The administrstive
, control by the Services over the budget, plus thelr strong political »
2 alffiliations and support in Congress, has made it elmost inevitable
' that the real work of force structuring be done thers, and that the
JCS have the role of coordinating and smcothing off the rough elges.

The JCS have been decsigned to be dependent on the Sexrvices, but
it is & moot point whether they are or should be captive of the
Services., The JCS cannot vrrogram force structures without Service
inputs; to do so would be to plan in vacuo. The Services »rovide the
data and the nuts and bolts realism for such work., It must be under-
stood also that the JCS system was not designed to be in competition
with the Services. FRather they were incended to be a coordinating
melting pot within which inputs from the Services--and the unified
ccrmanders below--would be formed into a single broad naticnal military
viewpoint. :

s bR

B it Tk

A major and pecsistent criticism, however, has been that this
coordinative roie should not preclude an independent judmment by the
0S8, While they have not possessel an in-house capatility to evaluate
in depth Service inputs, limited cepatbility shnould not prevent wmore
critical evaluation to the limit of their capacity. Similarly, requests
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from unit'ied cormanders should recelve tore criticel scrutiny then they
usually nave, especially reauests Trom the Militzry Assistance Conrmand

Vietnem (HACY ), over the last five years., The war gave the JCS greater
opporiunity then ever before Lo exrand its influence, but, in fact, it

essentially avbdicated such opportunities to the field commander.

The .JCS operates in three different directions: upward to 0SD,
laterally to the Services, and downward to the unified commands. A
fundamental problem in an earlier period, no longer as severz but still
quite apparent, pertains tc the view that the JCS hold of themselves
vis~a-vis 0SD, They have tended to conceive of their role to the
Secretary of Defense quite differently from the rest of 03D charged
with advising the Secretary of Defense on other aspects of defense
policy. The JCS still seem to assume an autonomy and to view the
reiationship to the Secretary of Defense as cne of separateness compared
with other OSD agencies. They have always made a2 point of setting thew-
selves apart from the rest of 0SD. They stress thelr legal obligation
to be independent military advisors, and imply that this stence is not
compatible with total subordination to 0SD. They feel, in short, more
of an independent egency than the rest of 0SD. It took meny years for
the JCS to begin to asccept the obligation that they should basically
serve the Secretary of Defense, are respousive to his interests aad
concerns, and should provide him with advice and anslysis that is
specifically relevant to his needs and his wishes. The advice they
have offered naz often teen designed primarily to serve thelr interests
rather than his. '

This attitude reflects the fact that there are, in short, two
"systems" in DoD, one military :nd one civilian. It is not a matter
of the JCS resisting civilian control. Rather it is a difference in
perception of role,

Trobebly one ¢f the most fundemental causes of frictlon between the
Secretaries of Defense and the JCS has been this difference in role per-
ception. Almost invariably the Secrztaries seem to have unconsciously
thought of the JCS in terms of a national general staff, with responsi-
bilities and authority of much greater reach than those which the JCS
conceived as theirs. The JCS, in turn, has always stressed that it is
a "joint" staff, not a general staff, and it is fair to say that the
JCS have always been more conscious of trheir limitations than of thelir
vowers., They have even been reluctant to use thelr existing powers up
to their limits.

Evolution of the Systen

It is difficult to assess the current effectiveness of the JCS
except on evidence which may be obsolescent, the changes of the past
year having been significant. But even cver the longer term of the
last five years there has been significent progress within the JCS
toward a better organization. The improvement of the JCS represents
essentially a better utilization of the crganization within the exist-
ing structure and law. The Chiefs themselvez have developed far closer
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working relationships than in esrlier years., 1Tt is generall: felt
*hgt there iz wors loroous, nere oint sensing cf provlems, more
funetloning as Joint Chlets. bnllus are now rare at the Chiefs level.

The wai alone was not the sole catalyst to jointness but it cer-
tairly helped, compelliing as ii 4id closer cocperation and more ccn-
tinucus cocperaticn among the Chiefs. The impact of the McNamare
reforms of the early 15c0s has alsc progressively and guietly changed

utlocks. The Services were ccmpelled by the Program Planning zand
Bnd5e ing Syscem {2°B8) %o think meore in terms of missions than of
specific forces, and the very harshiess of Secretary Mciizmara toward
the JCS drcve them closer together.

The increasing sense of jointress, the increasing maturity of
the JCS are reflecced in improved relations with the OSD and in a
growthi in quelity of the Joint Staff. The grcwth in capability of
the Joint Staff has resulted in an increased cconfidence in the Stalf
on the part o‘ the Chiels and, to a degree, the rest of 0T, Cynical
critics of tl.e JCS, qovevpr, suggest that the epparent growtu of joint-
nesg may be illusory; there are indeed fewer splits but this mey be
the result of less substantiive content in JCS decisions; the less the
substance, the easier it is to achieve agreement.

Tnere is an increazcsing "openress” to the JC3, quite in contrast
to the closed nature of the orgenization in the past. The Joint Staff
has become conusiderably more open to informal chenncis and something
like a normal relationship has grown under which discussions can take
place prior tc rather tnan after JCS positions are officially and
formally reached. It iz generally felt that considerable progress hes
been made in cocrdinative activity and flow of information and

opinicn smong the Joint Staff, 05D, and the State Department. This
cooperative atmosphere should ailow the Secretary of Defense to provide
more useable policy guidance to =re JCS and, in rsturn, enable them to
provide him increasingly with more useful broad gauged milltery advice.
This movement toward fliexibility and openness, it should be added, is
generally approved by the military.

The significarnce of this growth on the informal level should be
stressed. Wnile in outward appearance and formal functioning, the
JCS may appear teo have evolved little, in actual fact the change through
the '60s has been quite considerable, alithough it has primarily been
in this area of infcrmal centact and flexibility of operstion at the
action officer level.

The functicn of personalities is all important in the functioning
of the JCS. If cne s'ar-z with =he assumption that the main respen-
sibilities of the Servirce Depar:ime nts end tue offices of DoD are not
going to be changed, it is the element of personalities which will then
count for mcst in the ¢ffective operation of what exisis. Changes for
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s Tenter, rrecent znd future, are and will be in large part a
Sl Licn of Lhose perscnalitics.,  Toen if the JCS is a less than
ozl or-anizeticn, versonalities can make it work. This human
clewent mush a2lways ve taxen into consideration in an evrluztion of
e JC3. Stcrcing frem the proper vorsinzy relefionship between the
czerezary of Delense and the Chiefs, down throuch the Director Joint
gue#? (DJS) 2nd the Direciors of the Joint Ster? Directorates (J's),
the desire to improve the operaticn, to cooverate, and te accept
responsihilities will determire the degree of effectiveness of th
JCS at any given time.

Cherges in the JCS Structure and futhority

There are clearly limits to the degree of formal change to which
<he JCS can ecccormodate within the existing structure. ne structure
of the JCS sets limits on the initiative it cen show although, as men-
tioned above, increasingly the influence of the JCS is being exerted
informally ratiier then Tformally. A the same time, 1t is generally
considered reasible to "streamline” the organization without the neces-
sity of seeking Consressional revision of the basic law. The Organi-
zation as it stands basically reflects the intent of Congress in setting
it up. Congress prooably still harbors suspicion of a centralized staff
and probably prefers the limited cize, vower, and responsivility of the
cvrrent JCS5.  Any questieon of fundamental chenge which might be made for
the benefit of the Irecutive Branch would have to contend with intensive
Ccngressional scrutiny.

Two schools of thouzght exist regarding the development of the JCS.
Cne can be termed optimistic., These chservers see the JCS evolving
slovly into a nmore useful flexible instrumen:t., The writer feels that
tue evideice available points in this direction. However, even the
optimists recognize that the potential for evolution is ultimately
constrained by the vasic lezal structure of the JC3., The other school
of thought, the pessimistic, see not only the possibility of develop-
ment as ultimately constrined by the vasic structure, but they feel
that the JCS in the past has been senerally not as effective as it
should have been or indeed could have been, even within structursl
limits. They claim that while attitudes are changing, they are not
changing revpidly encu-h to meet the demands of the times. The pessi-
mists consequently advecate furdamental alterations in the JCS, the
most commenly sucrgested one being some solution of the "two-hatted"
problem of the Chiefs, in order to breax the intimate tie to the
Services and thus to grant the JCS a genuine independence as the senior
rilisary azency. This involves drastic recasting of all the relation-
ships in the entire JCS systenm.

The recormendations generally cluster about some means of separa-
tion of responsibilities, primarily the divorce of the Chiefs from their
Jervice connection. The Joint Chiefs would be very senior officers,
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ex-Chiefs of Services, whese last tour would be as the Joint Chiefs.

The proposal is zitractive in that it would remove or presumably :
remove, inter-Service ccullicts from the JCS3 arena and permit a

Joint national military viewpcint to be developed for the Secretary

eof Defense. Avoidance of inter-Service problems also would presumably

na~3 gp the whele JCS decisicn-~making process.

The disadventages, hovever, are also obvious. Without doubt ’
secmething would be lost by the separatien. As Chiefs of Service, the 1|
Joint Chiefs remain fully conversant with military develcpments in
their Services through daily paerticipation. There is always the i
possibility that separation of the Joint Chiefs from the Services
would lead to an ivory tower outlook, a purely planner's outlcok,
unleavened bt the awareness of daily operaticnal realities. In addi- |
tion, separaticn would mean essentially the establishment of a group
who could recommend courses of action without having the responsibility
of executing thewr.

Furthermore, there is no assurance that inter-Service problems
would indeed disappear. Despite the loss of direct Service connec-
tion, a member of the Joint Chiefs is hardly likely to forget the
uniform he has wormn Ior « lifteime. Partialily would iLnevitably
remain and could be just mzs difficult, if not even more difficult,
to manage. g

Y

Another objection to the suggested solution of the two-hatted ,
problem is that the separation schewmz would really crecate only another
bureaucratic layer. So lecng as the Services remain the powerhouses, :
with control of funds and management authority, with political influence
in the Congress and amcng the public and the defer:e industry specifi-
cally, they will still wield immense power and suthority which the g
JCS would not be able to match. In other words, the possibility exists
that the Services might in actual practice, as opposed to theory,
bypass the JCS, leaving it with even less actual authority tihan it
currently has. The Service Chiefs, in short, would still be the
source of real power.

It may well be that a cclution to the problem of the dual role .
of the Joint Chiefs, really the basic problem in the JCS system, lies
outside the system. Rather than being found in attempts at further
"unificaticn,” the only practical answer may be in reliance upon a
very stroeng leadership from OSD whichcanwring the best in cperating
effectiveness out of the JCS system as it presently exists. Thic
implies, on tae one hand, acceptonce of the existing boundary limits ,
of JCS euthority and responsibility, accompanied by a maximum utiliza-
P tion of existing JC3 power and authority. It implies on the other hand,
;;’ even closer relationships between 0SD and the JCS so that the'two systems"

::- will work more in cooperation and less in opposition.
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THE ROLE OF THE CHAIRMAIl JOINT CHIZFS CF STAFF

In the evolution of tre JCS the rcle of the Chalrman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) has probably undergone the most signiricant
change. While by the law he is but cne among equais with the other
Chiefs, he hes come, as & result cf practice, precedent, and per-
sonelity tc exercise veiy considerable power. He has become in
practice what is implied by his title, the senior militery offlicer
of the United States. As such he has become not merely the chairman
of the corpoirate body of the Joint Chiefs but their spokesmen and the
representative of the Armed Forces in the hightest national decision-
making councils. His rcle in formal JCS decisionmaking is verhaps less
important that his role as transmitter cof the military viewpoint.

3 S

£

(-

The CJCS is in essence the ambassador tetween the JCS and the
Secretary of Defense. He has the great advantesge, alone among the
Chiefs, of knowing the mind of the Secretary of Defense, derived from
the continual cont..ct with him. Consequently, cne of his most im-
portant functions is in presenting JCS advice in the best possible ’
form for the Secretary of Defense. Furthermore, he is in a pesiticn
to warn the Chiefs in ¢3ivence that the advice they propcse is un-
acceptable to the Secretary of Defernce, and thus he can ofter aveid
a conflict by reviszion ard recasting of a JCS pesition. The Chairmen's
role in the smooth and effective flow of JCS advice outward is crucisal.

ca

The Chairman's job ls ccmplicated by the necessity for a2 dual set "
of loyalties. He is the spokesman for the military but he is also the
President's and the Secretary of Defense's man., To hold their confi-
dence he must retain that of the Joint Chiefs. He must take into ac-
count in presenting JCS views the valid Service responsibilities of the
Chiefs as well as their corporate JCS ones. This demands full trust on
the part of the Chiefs. He must be certain that when he presumes to
speak for the Chiefs, he fully coordinates with them before or after.

O a e

delopment has been due to the successful roles cf the last two incumbents,
Generals Taylor and Wheeler, in strengthening the role cf the CJCS.
Hewever, the changes that have occurred are not rale changes. While
I:! the present CJCS has rnot hesitated to spesk for the Chiefs and to give
the Secretary of Defense a decision without having first to ccnsult with
the Chiefs, another man of diffe-.nt temperament and conception of his
i:} role might not be so willing to bypass formality.
™M
H

While the Chairman has legally no power of decision, his functions
!:i have beccme informally "institutiocnalized." 1In large part this de-

12
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In fact, it is because of the importance of personzlity that
there is rnlu tance among the military to formalize the exranded role
of the CJCS. Tt

Tnere 1s cencern over ‘he potential concentraticon cf
pover in cne man's hands with resultaat influence on the system of
checks and balances bullt inteo the JCS structure. It is felt to be
best to leave tne situvaticn informal. The CJICS or. t.ls basis has
enough authority today, it is felt, and further accreticn of pcwer
should be left on a basis of the pe“sonallty, capsbility, and initia-
tive of future Chairmen. Furthermore, the process c¢f formzlization
of what now exists informzlly would open major struct:iral and legal
issues which are best aveoided unless the conscicus decision has been
made to open them.

A number of changes have been recommended in the role and authority
of the CJCS. It has been suggested that he be given a fifth star to
accord formelly with hlis position as the senicr officer of the US
Armed Forces. Certainly this would faciliiste protocol relations
with allied ecaivalents, altnough the step could be seen &g damaging
the basi~ committee nature of t.ae JCS, the committee of equals. There
is probably a continuing oppesition in the Congres= to the ida of &
single chief of staff, and prcmotion of the CJC3 wouid have to te
specified in such a way as to remove these fears. It might also
prove rather difficult to elevat2s the CJCS without, at the same time,
formalizing his informal powers.

Another step might be tc graut the CJCS the power of decigsion
in the case of rertain JC3 split papers. Trere are many areas of
military controversy among the JCS which should not go to the Secretary
of Defense, which could be settled within the military rather than by
the civilian leadershlp. This category, clearly, would not include
really cruciel issues such .53 roles and nmissions sc vital 3Service
interests would not be suppressed. On the other hand, the number of
split decisions going to the Secretary has become so small that such
increased formal authority may no longer be necessary.

13

] O 3 0rm s

3 60 0O

OO0 0O art

o

S




THE FLIMSY-ZUFF-GRE:ZI SYSTEM

4

-

The svsten used to process JTS actions and decisions reflects the
nature and intent o the JCS struciure. It is & system wiich is based
not only on coordinzticn with the Services but on their concurrence.

It is a mechanism which maximizes the coportunities for compromise and
resolution of disagreement at every step from the incepticn of the paper
to consideration by the Joint Chiefs. It is a procers of negotiestion
and unabashedly so. Inasmuch as it is the system by which the JCS liives,

i
|3

3 3 it is worth describirg it in some detail.} It is a target easily shot
A

B AR Ll p B

TR ol Rl

at, and one which has been shot &t over the years, as well as having been
exposed to management aralyses by outside consultants.

A JCS action mey originete in many ways. Some come from the Secre-
tary of Derlense, the Deputy Secrevary of Defense, or an Assistant Secre-
tary of Defeunse in the forw of a memcrandum addressed to the CJCS. These
are usually short deadline requests. Actions mar also originate from the
unified and specified commands, frcm a Service, from the CJCS cr the DJS,
Occasionally &n action may originate within & Joint Staff directorate,
and generally this is simply the Jcoint Staff functioning as a military ,
staff and taking actions deemed necessary for some purpcse. Many of
these actions can be completed without a formel report geing to the JCS,
but, if necessary, a staff action mey result in a report for the JCS via
the flimsy-buff-green route.

g
]
|
E;_

3

The normel JCS report takes three weeks to @rocess, although much
depends on whether the JCS 1s rescting to & request or initisting the
action. The immediate task after receipt of a directive is the prepara-
tion of a flimsy. The purpose of the flimsy 1ls to establish an apprcach
te the problem and to iron out as many divergencies as possible at the
early stage bvefore more fcrmal prnases. It represents a straw man and
&llows Service and Joint Staff shots at it. The flimsy is really a
crucial step; it sets the tone for the final paper. Consequently, it
seenms surprising that so little time is given for its preparaticn.

&3
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The appointed Joint Staff action officer usuaslly has forty-eight
hours to write the flimsy, althocuzh he may have had warning of the
upcoming request. He iay have known of the request anc may even in-
formally nave been involved in its prervaration, in which case he will
have had scme time to prepare himself for the JCS action. The amount
of warning, of course, will determine in good part his performance

1. At the conclusiorn of this section are some statistical materials
on the reccrd of JCS decizions from 1258. This materisl was prepared on
request by the Joint Secratariat, Joint Staff.
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flimsy. The action officer

ywrite the flimsy first and send

rarf and Zervice acticn officers for
in iscuss the problem and write

the ”limS" im LI. Ye may also request inputs from Service or

otner Joint S officers.

e otner avgeinted Joln

.+

Once the flimsy has heen prepered, it is sent to the other action
officers and a meeting iz scheduled for the following day, the Services
being allcwed ZL hours to prepare comments and inputs. These inpuis
and comments come from lewer level officers, and there is no review bty
higher levels. The action officers meet on the third day and mmce
any differences are reconciled, the paper is turned buff. This buff
must first be coordinated with Joint Staff agencies. Changes by them,
if acceptable to the ection officer, are published as a corrigendum
to the report. After this, the buff is sent to the Services on the
fourth or fifth day. Here it receives wide circulation and attention

by more senior officers, the "planners.
b4

The Joint Steff action officer is still responsible for inter-
Service actlon, gnd he must convince the Service plapners of the
validity of the report avd/or respond tc the planners' commenis. If
there are no dissents, the paper moves to the next phase and turns
green immedisteiy.

However, if e Service dissents (a dissenting Service commeat is
called a "purple”), its dissenting comment is distributed to all the
Jervices. The Joint Staff officer may either accept the nonconcurrence
or may attempt to resolve the disagreement without having to call a
"Planners meeting."

{f a meeting is necessary, it will be at the senior colonel planner
level. It is chaired by the Joint Staff planner, usually a brigadier
general from the Joint Staeff Division invelved, who will be briefed by
the Joint Staff action officer. The buff, it should be recalled, repre-
sents the official position of the Joint Staff Division involved. Wwhile
the Joint Staff action officer and interested Joint Staff agencies may
attend the planners' meeting, they do nct participate in the discussion
unless specifically requested to by the chairman. Agreement is sought
without compromising the substance of the report. 1If resclution of
differences does occur, the buff turns green. The bufi more ofter than
not must be rewritten to reflect agreed changes. In other cases, the
limit may have been reached on how much differences can be settled at
that level, and the paper nust then receive as attachments formal state-
ments of nonconcurience by the dissenting Services. This statement will
include recommended changes to “he report necessary before the dissent-
ing Service will concur. The originetor of the report, the Joint Staff
action cfficer, is required to prepare an originator's consideration of
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‘ne nonconeurrence, ciating the issues and the reasons why he caunot
suppory thz nonegmcurrente. This statenent vecomes part of the
paper which then beccrues & formal nupmbtered JC3 green paper. It 1s
intended to =ssist the JCS in arriving at a derisicn when the paper
reaches them for consideration.

o

The rewrite of tihe paper at this point usually requires another
day.

At this point the CJCS or the DJS may request & briefing and may
sugcest changes. Trese are appended to the green when it gces to the
Operations Deputies or the JCS. The green then goes to the Operations
Deputies and is scheduled for the Joint Chiefs also. Usually four
days elapse until the Ops Deps reach it. If they resclve the dis-
agreement, they "approve and remove,”’ voting the paper out, and the
issue is remcved from the Joint Chiefs agenda. Such agreement
constitutes approval by the JCS.

If, however, the Ops Deps cannot reach agreement, the paper goes
to the JCS the same afternoon or the next day. The ops Deps may also
send a paper on to the JCS, even if they have agreed on it, if they
deem it to be a subject of major importance. The Chiefs lhemselves
may approve & report as written in the case ¢f noncontroversial ones,
by the Joint Staff and Service Planners, or split on the report and
pass it up to the Secrecary cof Defense for decision.

In the case of a peper which the Chiefs cannot settle on and
which then goes to the Secretary of Defense, the CJCS customarily will
send a covering memorandum. He is free to do so on any JCS paper, split
or agreed, but it is a more common occurrence in the former case. This
paper will explain to the Secretary of Defense the nature of the split
and may also express the Chairman's own view.

o

Alternuztive Methods

There are several methods hy which this decision-malking process
can be expedited. The increasing frequency of use of such procedures
is illustra-ed on the statistical table at the end of this section.

Cd

1. Under the stendard procedure describec above, the buff phase
nay be omitted and the flimsy processed directly to a green if: 1) there
are no substantive issies in the report; 2) the report is urgently
required.

2. Under Memorandum of Policy 97 (PM 97), certain actions may
become JCS decisions and be implemented without receiving the formal
consideration of the JCS. PM 97 permits actions taken on JCS matters

3 O O3 &3
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by the Joint Steff to beccme decisions and to be implemented, provided
thaez: 1) zctior. are unanimously concurred in by the Services and the
Directors of tuz pertinent Joint Staff Divisions; 2) during the five
days following submission of the report to the JCS5, no memder of the
Joint Chiefs cr the DJS requests consideration of the matter by the
Chiefs. The Services indicate at the time they vote on the butf
whether they reccrmend use of PM 97. T7f all involved sgree, the re-
port is not scheduled for an agenda, but is instead turmed green,

with the cover carrying a date on which the report will esutcmatically
beccae & decisicn. If, yrior to thir Zfate, -a request for consideration
should be made, the report will be put cn an agenda.

3. Similarly, on & matter of urgency which is not sufficiently
substantive to warrant consideration of the JC3, a phone vote may be
emplo cd. At the time of the vote on the buff, the Services may indi-
date tc the military secretary of the Joint Staff Divisicn involved
thefrwillingness to use a phone vote instead of a formal meeting. If
there are any nonconcurrences dur’ng the phone vote, the report is
pleced on an agenda and prccessed normally. Otherwise the report
becomes a decision.

4,. Processing by PM 133, first introduced in 1965, ncw accounts
for over 50% of JCS decisions. Its purvose is to increase the effect-
iveness of the joint Staff by providing authority and guidance to enabie
the Joint Staff to function as a conventional stsff. 1t authorizes the

JCS to take extions for the JCS and to inform them on 1) matters in-
volving operations of the forces where a decisicn is urgent end time
does not permit formal consultation with the Chiefs; 2) matters on
which JCS policy, plens, procedures, or guldance has been previcusly
established; *) matters on which the corporate views of the JCS on &
similar problem zre known to the CJCS; 4) matters not important enough
for JCS consultation. PM 133 also autnorizes the Directors of Divisions
of the Joint Staff to issue instructions in the name of the JC5S which
are in accord with JCS approved plans, policies, and procedures. For
matters not covered, instructicns may be issued provided 1) the action
is not substantive enough to warrant the attention of the JCS; 2) the
matter has been ccordinated with the Services and no member of the JCS
requests consideration.

It ic obvious that contentious issues are never subjected to
alternate decision metheds. It must be assumed that ell important
matters will invariably follow the full flimsy-buff-green route in
order to protect Service interesats. It ig significant that fur the
first eleven months of 1969, of 2239 decisions taken, 3.8% were by
the Chiefs, 10.L% by Ops Deps, 16.4% by P4 97, 8.7% by rhone vote, and
Sk, 7% by P4 133, This ineresse im deelslens that ¥nd to go to the
Chiefs for resolution and the decrease in the use of i1 132 from its
peak use in 1965 may indicate a reversal of the greater desree of
cooperation which resulted from the war. In this pericd of withdrawal,
the Services tend to insist on coordination for almost all non-crisis

matters.
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“valuztion of the Flimsy-Buff-Green Svstem

Given the basic structure and nature of the JCS system, the flimsy-
buff-green procedure has the merit of being workable. It is at the same
time open to criticism for being ponderous, slcw, end productive of a
tepld compromise product which represents Service views far more than
any Joint Staff view. 1In fact, it is difficult to esteblish even the
existence of a "Joint Staff View" in many cases.

The degree to which the Joint Staff with its presumably broader
view influences the product is questicnabte. The Joint Staff action
officer does, of course, write the lmpertant first draft, the flimsy,
which usually setc the general toue of the end product. Even here,
however, he may rely upon Service inputs which will influence that
product. Thereafter he is essentially the chairman of a board which
projects Service viewpoints which inveriasbly seem to weigh more than
any view originally expressed in the flimsy. He loses control of the
paper after it goes buff and becomes thereafter a coordinator and
recerder of Service views. The valid question is whether there is
more compromise involved than there need be. The Joint Svaff has
become less unwilling to send forward to the Chiefs a paper carrying
Service purples. They are free to send it as it 1s especially if they
have been directed from sbove fto send a paper forward. Neverthelss,
in practical terms one Service purple is enough to prevent the Joint
Staff action officer from winning his case. In order to "sell" a view-
roint, some compromise 1s necessary. While an identifiable unilateral
Joint Staff viewpoint may be developed, this is usually considered not
advantagecus for the future of the paper.

Undoubtedly, the compromise process involves trede offs among
Service viewr wulch may considerably affect the paper. In cases where
no trade .“’: cccur, the Services engage in log rolling, vote trading
for future use. The {limsy-buff-green process is also a propagenda
forum which provides a Service with the opportunity to meke a point,
to go on record, even though it does not expect its point to carry the
day. '"Waffling" of propezanda statements is probably more common than
waffling cf genulne dlssents, especially in policy reports of the J-S

type.

While usually the compromise process doces not end up by changing
the main thrust of the original paper, that chrust can be lost in
another way. A gap in the process seems to ocecur in the Services
between the issuance of the buff and the planners' meeting. The Service
action officers and the Service planners are often physically separated
within their own Service structure, so that when the Service planrers
are brought inte the process, they are usually not femiliar with the back-
ground and the intensive discussions which have already been held by the
action officers. Consequently, there is a tendency at planners' meetings
either to repeat what may have already been covered earlier (which wastes
time), or more likely to seek compromise on some new tack, during the
course of which the original concept might be lost or watered markedly.
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The point is often raised a3 to whether or not elternatives should
be presen+ed in JC3 papers ruther then a single agreed position. For
reascns mentioned previously, the thrust is toward e single agreed

hog )} 7%

military view. The JCS naturally do try to highlight their preferred
solution in any paper that goes to the Secretary of Defense and they
feel it their duty to shoot down any alternatives wblch they consider
miilitarily unacceptable.

The flimsy-buff-green system 1s undoubtedly time consuming and
unwieldy, and has helped foster impeilsnce ezong «revious Secretaries
of Defense wiih the JCS decision-uaking system. On the other hand, the
JCS argue that most issues ere not urgent and deserve a slower in-depth
consideration, and that furthermore, in an emergency, elternatives to
the flimsy-buff-green system lo exist.

Possible Imprwements in the Flimsy-Buff-Green Systenm

Improvements could be mede in two directicns: to speed the process,
and to strengthen the roie of the Joint Staff action officer. The basis
for cne recommended change is the fact thal it is the requirement for
Service concurrence at each of the several stages which causes delay.
This change would remcve this reguirement until the Operations Deputies
level were reached. For the flimsy and buff stages, Service inputs
only would be sought, not Service concurrence. This would speed up
the process and would, even more importantly, raise disagreement to a
higher level where it is nore ditficult for senior officers to disagree
over minutia. It is the minutia and the heggling ov:r it which most
often causes delay at the action officer level. At the higher level,
disagreement will generally, with some notable exceptious,© tend to be
at the higher levels of substantive importance.

In addition, this woull result in a strengthening of the role of
the Joint Staff action officer, granting him a greater degree of inde-
pendence. If & national wmilitary viewpoint--a Joint Staff viewpoint--
is desired, the Joint Staff action officer should e given more authority
to act as 2 true chairman throughout and not merely as a coordinator.

Another useful step would be to permit more time for preparation of
the flimsy, in order to derive s more thorough and scphisticated first
draft. Additional time for this step could be taken from the later steps
in the process. 3By starting with a first class flimsy, the field of later
argument and dispute could be narrowed. Furthermore, a better prepared
flimsy could more adequately represent what is described above, a truly
Joint national military vizwpoint.

2. See Attachment Two to this section concerning JCS splites as of
30 ovember 1969.
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ATTACHMENT ONE

JCL DECISION STATISTICS

This table lists the number =¥4Jfyu Croizmoiow
to reach decision.

zizr. 4958 and the procedures employed

**Thpu 30 November 1969.

*Totals in this column are included in column "Decisions

20
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TOTAL  DEC BY DEC BY DEC BY DEC BY DTC BY SPLITS

DEC CHIEFS OPDEP3 PM-97 PHONE PM-133 70 SECDEF
YEAR NO. (NO.%) (NC.%) (NO.%) (NO. %) (NO.%) (NO.%)
1958 887  228(25.7) 189(21.3)  244(27.5) 226(25.5) 13(1.5)*
1959 1038  269(25.9) 179(17.2) 345(33.3)  245(23.6) 24(2.3)%
1960 1066 266(24.9) 146(13.7)  353(33.1)  301(28.3) 21(2.0)*
1961 1405  326{23.2) 156(11.2) 411(29.2) 512(36.4) 15(1.1)%
1962 1458  366(25.2) 168(11.5) 415(28.5)  506(34.8) 13(0.9)*
1963 1460  599(41.1)  252(17.2) 281(19.3)  328(22.4) 42(2.9)*
1964 1593  349(22.0) 455(28.5)  338(21.2)  451(28.3) 47(2.9)*%
8997 2403(27.0) 1545(17.4) 2388(26.8) 2571(28.8) 175(1.9)*
1565 3017 264(08.7) 412(13.6) 464(15.4) 288(09.6) 1589(52.7)  40().3)*
1666 3281  155(04.7)  372(11.4)  450(13.7) 267(08.2) 2037(62.0)  7(0.2)*
1967 2690  54(02.0)  391(14.5) 403(15.0) 222(08.3) 1520(60.2)  6(0.2)*
1968 2575  61(02.4)  337(13.1)  397(15.4) 273(10.6) 1507(S8.5)  6(0.2)%*
*%1969 2339 88(03.8)  384(16.4) 384(16.4) 203(08.7) 1280(54.7)  2(0.8)*
13,902  622(04.5) 1896(13.6) 2098(15.1) 1253(09.0) 8033(57.5)  61(0.4)*
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ATTACHAMENT TWO

SPLIT PAPERS OUTST:inI=."s WITH THE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
AS OF 30 NOVEMBER 1969

JCSM-346-69, dated 2 June 1969

Service Responsibility for Assigning Chief, MAAGs,
in EUCCM for CY 1970 (U)

Reference: JCS 2478/303-1

JCSM-723-69, dated 22 November 1969

JCS-Directed and JCS-Coordinated Exercise Schedules,
FY 1970 (u)

Reference: JCS 2311/636
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THE MILITARY ADVICE ROLE

The first aud perheps fcremost of the statutory functions »>f
the JCS is to provide military advice to the President and thz2 Secre-
tary of Defense. It is in this funciiorn thar a truly broad sauged
naticnal military viewpoint, surmounting Service interests, is
expected, and yet for “wo mein reasens, one concerning outlcok and
the other organizatioa, this is not the viewpoint that the political
leadership always receives.

In the first place, the vrovision of JCE policy advice to the
politicael authorities is complicated by two differences in cutlock
and modus cperandi. OCne concerns the matter of time view. The
military invariably examine nationsl security issues on a long-term
tesis, locking ahead in order to anticipate threats and to prepare
military postures at the level designated by the civilian leadership.
On the other hand, national security policy is ofter influenced tv
short-term political or eccnomic goals, the pursuit of which can fteun
contradict the long-t-rm security objectives being pursued in the JCS
plamning. In the faze of this contradiction, JCS advice can seem
irrelevant and urresponsive.

4

Another difference in outlook concerns the military concentration
on enemy capabilities rather than irtentions. This professional predi-
lection makes JCS advice often seem archly conservative and herd line
es contrasted to political estimates which deal in possible eneuy
intentions as well as capabilities., Iievertheless, one should hardly ;
be surprised thet the military reccmmend, more niten than not, a military ]
course of action.

In the second place, it has been pointed out that tht very nature
of the flimsy-vuff-green process, itself a reflection of the basic
structure of the JC3, leads participants to seex the lowest common
denominator, the lLoosest language, on which all can agree. In addi-
tion, the higher opinicns ricse in the military heirarchy, the more
political, that is non-rilitary, factors come to --eigh, so that
by the time the JCS are reached, the product is cfien heavily watered
with those non-military ceonsideraticns, particularly in rejard to
power relationships within the Pentagen and between the Pentagon and
other elements of che government. As a resitlt JCS advice oiften appears )
ambivalent.
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» refense have sometimes attempted to over-

= W P Vi ¢ hard militery ipformation from lower level 1
o BE, Zeem gs times to the fifth or sixth level of comrand L
e I=e e igie M »2iper was concerned with the hard militery problem !
serer similzr point of criticism of the advice given by the e
2 g it far g L‘ ’

Io)
-c often, i7 uot invariably, inadeguate on the
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1Ea7y slems. Tae JCS have generally avoided such
1zg1e; 25 tactical alr versus carriers or tactical ;
in Z.rove, with the result that these ilssues carry on I:z i
-0 tho dissatisfaction of the political authorities. X
~0st invariably are those involving differences cver Service \
issicns. {:} %
t
£rn the cther hend, a distinetion must be made between the frequent !
& =f2icial and fermal JCS position papers on such subjects, M E
lect the criticisms mentioned atove, and the sort of informal (N
b edvice the CJC3 might give in his personal contacts in the ;
as= nzzicral councils. Freed from the constraint of & formal ‘
written pesiticn paper, Ihe CJCS is able to crovide ucre candid opinions
sor tna guidence of the political authorities. This is, however, really T
= resns of sidestepping a formal responsibility of the JCS. ;
Td=ally, the JCS nust be fully prepared <O provide competent pro-
sessicrnal ecnnical military advice, while reccgnizing and giving full
§ due weizht tc nen-military considerations, the political, econonic,
! ard secizl realities of national gecurity afifairs. They should accept
; ne facy that professional military advice must be bzlanced and tem-
vered by higher authorlity with fuller cognizance of these other factors.
evertheless, the prime nissicn of the JCS, in their view, is to point
up the nard military risks which may arise from decisions weighted more
neevily, as will nappin, toward non-military factcrs. The JCS, in short,
uust be reedy to meke clear the national security consequences of alterna- ¢
tive top-level decisiors. Their deep conviction, born of their profes-
g sicnalism and theis statutory responsib._lities, is that military view-
peints and security risk assescrents should not become submerged at the
i point of decision by pelitical or economic factors; overweighed, perhaps,
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but not submerged.

The JCS have, however, shown in the past decade that they have be-

ccme increasingly aware of the impact of non-military considerations.
:stens that JCS advice

Tre present CJC3, for exsmple, has peen most lusi
rcs be undiluted militery in nature without indicating concert for non-
military facsors. Such advice is viewed as a "sure loser.” However,
the JCS ave not charged primarily with advising on political ccnsidera-
ticns, end so there is often a problem cn major issues as to just how
mich welght they should give to ron-military factors in their presentation
¢f the mill:iary viewpoint.
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THZ FORCE PLANNING-PROGRAMMING ROLE

One of *he most crucial forms of advice given by the JCS concerns
force stiructures. Comment on this function of the JCS must be guali-
fied, however, since the new budget cr~le eyste~ which is currently
being practiced for the first time cannou yet ve judged. Presumebly
the new precess is desigred to improve, if not totally eradicate,
some ¢f the wesknesses of the JC5 performance under the old systemn.

Until this year the only real contribution of the JCS to the
budget cycle of plenning and preogramning forces was the preparation
of the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JS0P) which is zssentially
a statement of the mililary raquirements as seen by the JCS. It was
and is the bible for the unified commanders who regquest in their plans
such forces as are required to carry out the objectives of Volume T
(Strategy) of the JSOP. Hcowever, the JSOP previously never had any
real acceptability at DoD level; it represented neiiher national nor
even DoD stratesy. The old system did not force the JCS to face the
question of trade offs in force levels or weapon systems. The JCS
did not have adequate means to evaluate Service inputs, while the
conmittee nature of the JCS militated against challenges of those
inpats. Tor both the JCS and the 5S¢ svices, the easy solution in
preparation of the JSOP was to pursue the option of adding together
everybody's requirements. Once the JSOP was prepared, all formal
JC3 and unified commarders inputs to OSD were based upon it and,
thereforz, on 2 guide which hzd no scceptability in 0SD. Conseguently,

the JCS inputs were regularly found wanting by the Secretary of Defense.

Farly 'n the Kennedy Administration, the Secretary of Defense
realized that the JSOP wasg essentially meaningless and set out to
design e deocument which wouid provide the broad rzalistic guidance

which he desired and could not find in the JSOP. The Draft Presidential

Memorandum (DPM) was the result, and this was developed primarily in
OSD/SyFtems Anzliysis. While the JCS centinued to produce the JSOP,

the DPM became the key dozument and remained so until 1929 when displaced

by the new system.
One of the fundimental problems for the JCS in the JSOP process

has always come at the very first step. This concerans the matter of
basic naticnal cobjectives. The JCS dozs not and should not attempt

2k
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should interpret them in their mili-
tary implicaticns. Hewever, if no clear objectives of the sort the

JCS feel thzy need were provided by the civilien authorities, the

JCS have been compelled to project their own estimates. For all its
weaknesses, the "Basic llational Security Policy" (BiSP) paper of the
Eisenhower era is still considered by the JCS to have been a useful
docurent. They would like to se2 zn cgulvalent reestablished. Tne
nes system does not provide for suth a single formal document, althcugh
guidance cf soxne sort on national objectives is called for from the
NSC-

to establish these. Rather iheay
if

Another basic difficulty in ths prep=ration of the JSOP is the
need to reconcile the "five-year Defense view” with the "one-ysar
State view." This question of differing time frames has already been
mentioned ir this study. It becomes spacifically acute in the matter
of force planning. Planning and prezrazming within DoD must be gauged
as closely as possible to a five-year projection or longer, mainly to
provide essential weapon system development lead times, industrial base
preparations and reorientations, ferce develepznent and modernization,
and worldwide base rights. Political planning, the otner part of
nationai security planning, follows a more pragmatic route in estab-
lishing objectives and policies, and tends to focus necessarily on
the short-range period, venturing longer-range projections on objec-
tives and policies oaly rarely for the simple reason that there are
too many unpredictables.

Consegquently, it has been difficult to wmarry miiitary mid-range
hardware and force plans with the short-rargze political obj2ctives and
policies. As a result of this differing approach tc planning (and it
is a difference which seems to the writer to be fundamentally qaite
ineviteble and probably in large pert irremediable), JCS racommenda-
tions in the JSOP have often seemed to be mere abstractions. Th2 new
budget process is in part designed to mitigate this difficulty. How-
ever, this difference in basic approach will probably continue to
create problems and to produce even more complexities in the years
ahead &s the US attempts o develop new strategic concepts for itself
and new relationships with other states.

The force planning process involves four major phases: 1) the
determinaticn of national objectives; 2) the deteramination of military
objectives; 3) the preparation o' an objective force; L) the applica-
ticn of fiscal restraints to the objective force in order to derive
an attainasble force. The JCS contributes to all four phases, but under
the new Nine Step System its specific contributions will be *two, the
initial JSOP and the later Defense Pregram wnicn will recommend force
levels and provide rationale and rick assessments involved in the
fiscally constrained Torces. The main detailed work involved in third
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and fourth pheses above will rem=in, hovever, the responsibility of
the Services. (See attacned description uf the process from "Armed
Torces lanagezent.")

Nevertheless, what is implied in the new system is a much more
ritical attitude tcward Service inputs on the vart of the JCS. This
ill require boih the capability to evaluate critically and the wili-
ngness to do so. Up to ncw boih elements have been lacking.

Thz new system should reduce the gap beuucen JSOP levels and
tudget-allowed levels and this avoid the situation which prevailed earlier
wnarein the JCS gov a fiscal force level by rebuttal. Now thz Secretary
of Defense is seeking a zmors common 2pproach, and it is hoped that by
having the JCS provide a more reasonable program to start with, the
heavy and unsettling OSD tudget manipalations of the past can be avoided.

It remains tc b2 se2n how much greater a role thz JCS aztually
does have under the new systen. An improved JSOP is a logical entry
point for the JC3, while thz Defense Program will provide broad J“S
guidance rela*ting resources to objectives. Only actual perforuancze
caa tell whether the new system will enhance the responsibility of *h@
JCS. Two stroagly opposed viewpoints zonfiict here. One school cf
thougnt feels tiat the JCS should e in fact, as well as in “heory, the
primary sourc2 of advice eon allitary implizaetions of alternative force
lPJe.o, Torce mixes, or possible reducvioas of siganificant scale. The
central assessment of the impact on the national military capabllity,
whizh should Le the primary basis for necessary decisions of the Secre-
tary of Defense, must come from the JCS morz explicitly and definitively
than it has in the past. This school of thcught, in short, holds that
the JC3 should exploit to the maximum the opportunity presented by the
na2w system to enhance fts rol2 as the ceatral military authority and
the arbiter of the Ser-ice budget inputs in the proparation of the
Defense Program.

Proponents of this wview adnit that the more deeply the JCS tecome
inveclved in Drogramming of forces, the more likely there will bte an
increased nuwber of OS5 spllhs.e Tals s very pussivle, if notv indeed
probable, and given the structure of the JC3, there may well ve a point
beyond which the JC5 cannot and perhaps should not go in its force

prograxming function.

The other schocl of thought emphasizes this last problem, and holds
that the JCS dees not really belong in the programs business. Provision
of the JSOP rccommended strategy with a posture to support it, blocked
out in broad terms only, is felt to be the most useful contrlbutlon by
the JC3.

It is probubly wise not to expect, at least initially, a major
impect from the new system cr. the JCS performance. After &ll, the

26

A —g————- g1 e o < TS — - ——————— & —— e SR S PIOTS Wi 2 e t ong




Gt sl wns it s

T TR E R

e T—

philosophy traditionally guiding develorment of the JSOP has been to
re-ommend force levels which, witn minimum acce;table risks, are de-
signed to guarantee security in the face of threats likely to exist
in the mid-range time period. While there mey be disagreement over
the {easibility of these force levels, the JCS philosophy tasically
cennot be faulted. So lorng a&s the current JCS institutional ccncept
exists, the JCS feel that their foremost responsibility should con-
tinue to be the recommendation of whatever force levels are needed,
econocmic end politiczl restraints notwithstanding. That their newly
assigned responsibilities take them beyond the realm of the abstract
to that of fiscal reality is all to the good, but the range of change
of outlook possible may be more narrcw thsn is sometimes apparently

expected.

The new syster represents & large step forward ‘n the evolution
of the JCS, and, if the past is any guide, the JCT 111 probably be
slow to exploit the potential. It will require constant prodding by
0SD to fulfill that potential.
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THE NEW PPBS SYSTEM

STEP 1l--The Joint Chiefs of Staff on 10 Octcber will submit to the
Office of the Secrstary of Defense Volume I (Strategy) of the Joint
Strategic Objectives Plan. The JSCOP, develcped -consistent with
guidelines resultant from "decisions by the President and the National
Security Council regarding national objectives," will lay out a force
level plan for eight future years and an estimated personnel and
budget pian for five future years. The JSOP will be reviewed within
OSD by personnel from the Systems Analysis, Ccomptroller and ISA
(Internaticonal Security Affairs) secretariats.

STEP II--On or about 8 December the Secretary of Defense willi issue
to the Services, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Defense Agencies, a
Stracegic Concepts Memorandum (SCM) which will contain the general
strategic concepts and guidelines to be used by all participants in the
budgetary process. The SecDef SCM will first be issued in draft form
and finalized, after comment by all recipients, sometime in earliy January.

b
™y
uJ

STEP III--On 15 January the Secretary of Defense will issue to the
Joint Chiefs and the Service Secretaries a "for comment™ Fiscal Guidance
Meincrandum for each of the next five program years. This document will
tell the Services how much they can expect to spend to carry out their
pianned programs, and likely will trigger within each of the Services
ait agonizing reappraisal of their own priorities within the budget
ceilings estimated.

STEP IV--On 18 February the Joint Chiefs will submit to the SecDef
~heir JSOP Volume II (Analyses and Force Tabulations). JSOP Volume II--
sn "unconstrained” JSOP--will be a detailed analysis of what the Joint
Chiefs see as the specific forces needed to meet the expected threat over
the next five years. JSOP Volume II will not be limited by cost, although
cost implications of the recommended force levels will be shown both in
major force and in suppcert categories. The JCS recommendations which
require decisions during the current calendar year will e highlighted in
JSOP Volume II.

CI 3 (o 3

STEP V--After reviewing Volume II JSOP as well as the comments from
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Service Secretaries on the "for comment"
Fiscal Guidance Memorandum issued earlier, the Secretary of Defense on
4 March will issue "tentative' Fiscal Guidance for development of the
FY 72 budget. Such guidance will be broken down by major force and
support category, by Service, and will be programned for each of the
r? next five fiscal years. The assumptions used ty the SeclTef in prepara-

tion of the guidance alsoc will be provided the Joint Chiefs and the
Service Secretaries. The Services still will have opportunity for
reclama and reallocation actions, but at this point the total budget
planned for each program year and for each Service will be fairly well
i locked up. The Service Secretaries will participate in development of
i?j the fiscal guidance.
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(Step V is considered by DoD officials of crucial importance.
it is the first point at which straregic and fiscal policy are coordinated
into one document. It also represents the decision point at which most
if not all inter-Service--as opposed to intra-3ervice--disputes will have
t0 be scttled.)

STEP VI--The Joint Chiefs of Staff will develop and submit (on
22 April) to tha Secretary of Defense their reccmmended Defense Program,
inzluding force level reccmmendations, rationale therefor, and the risks
imposed by scaling down force levels in accordance with the fiscal guide-
lines specified in Step V. The Defense Program will be broken down by
major force categories and support programs on the same basis as JSCP
Volume II.

(The "risk assessments” spelled out in Step VI, it can readily be
predicted, will be the real Defencse Program headline-grabbers of the next
several years. There is always a thin line between those »rograms vhich
*Just make it" and those which are left out in the cold because of
"budgetary constraints,” and changing the system will not change this
fact. 1In addition, although Step VI represents the combinad JCS
recommendations on priorities, si:h recommendations will not always be
wianimous, and Congress may well demand a reshuffling of the priorities
during the long authorization/appropriations legislative process.)

SIEP VII--On 22 May the Service Ser ~:taries, after consideration of
the Defense Program submitted by the Jo. . Chiefs, will submit their
detailed Departmental fcrce level and support program recommendations,
with accompanying rationale and risk assessments, within the same fiscal
guidance issued by the SecDef in S§+-) V. The Departmental recommendations
will be in ine form of a Program Objectives Memorandum (POi1), which
will cover substantially the came ground as the JCS Defense Program outiined
in Step VI, tut with various force elements spzlled out in much greater
detail. (The difference between the two, according to one DoD official,
is akin to the difference between an artist's cketch of a new house and
the builder's construction blueprints of tli2 same housa.) The Service
Secretaries also can propose trade-offs--wi.hin the established guidelines--
of various force level elements if they deem such trade-offs necessary.
Differences between the POM and the JCS Defense Program will be identified
and costed in the POM.

STEP VIIT--Afte-~ evaluation of the Defense Program (Step VI) and
the POM (Step VII), the Secretary of Defense will issue, by 15 July,
draft decision papers to the JCS and the Service Secretaries for comment.
Ater comments by the Service Secretaries and the JCS, he will make final
Program Decisions. The Program Decision peried will start in late June
or early July and finish on 31 August. The tight time frame on decision
papers represents a considerable change from the "every Wednesday”
decision paper cycle (slightly over four morths--from 30 April to
3 September) previously followed. 3Because the Services will be
working at every step of the way within firm fiscal guideliines,
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and pucause most inter- and intra-Service decisions on priorities will
have been made earlier in the cycle, DoD officials believe the final
Program Decision cycle cé be compressed into a six to eight week period.

STEP IX--On 30 Septerber the Services will submit to 0SD their
budget estimates, based on the approval. program "resulting from
incorporating the effects of all decisions made through 31 August.”
The OSD Comptroller will then "fine-tune" the budget, working hand in
glove (sometimes fist in glove, perheps) with the Budget Bureau. Issues
still undecided in late November will be decided at the White House prior
to formal submission of the budget to Congress sometime in late January 1971.

«
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THE CHAIN OF COMMAND FULCTION

It was stated earlier that the JCS looked in three directions--
upward tc the Secretary of Defencse, laterslly to the Services, and
downward to the unified commands. The preceding pages have discussed
decisionmaiking primarily with reference to the upward and lateral
relationships. The chain of ccomuend function is tkat which concerns
mostly the reletionship downward.

This function of the JCS, which is the one which involves them
in operations as a staff for the Secretary of Defense, is probably
the least controversial of the three major ones end also the one per-
formed most smoothly.

Secretary McNsmara in early 1965 described the role thusly:

"During the past five years the strengthening of the
commrand line running from the Unified and Specified Commenders
directly to the President through the Secretary of Defense
has produced a marked improvement in the responsiveness of
operational forces. The contribution of the Joint Staff
during this evolution has been vital to the improved coummand
and control now exercised. The more efficlient the present
chain of command becomese the more critical becomes the
role of the Joint Staff.'l

During the decade of the '60s and especially with the coming of the

war, the Joint Staff has spent an increasing proportion of its time on

operational matters as opposed tc policy matters. The term "operational"

must be viewed broadly, however, lest an exaggcrated plcture be created.

Operations in the field do create & whole sequence of activities, many

with international ramificaetions, which must be monitored by the JCS and
coordinated with other Government egencies. Collectively, it all involves

much which 1s only indirectly related to actuasl operations. 1In the
deily activity of the JCS there are many operational decisions made in
reference to the unified commands which do not have to be made via the

flimsy-buft'-green route. Policy, however, can be created by these action

precedents.

1, TLetter from the Secretary of Defense to the Spealer of the
House of Representatives, 18 January 1955.
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I, is a common complaint that the JCS are better organized for
operations then for planaing, which is their rajor function. The
Joint Staff certainly is organized to do toth; its relative effective-
ness in these two functiens is another matter. 1In acting as a mili-
tary operational staff for the Secretary of Defense, the JCS during
the Kernedy-Johrison Administrations were certainly precticed regularly
in the series ¢f crises of that decade. The more direct the role in
the crisis of the National Comnand suthorities, and specifically the
Secretary of Deferse, the more they and he relied on the Joint Staff.

The JCS is a chnnel between the Secretary of Defense and the
unified cormanders. For the National Command authorities it provides
a storehouse of operational information not routiuely provided to
assist in decisionmeking. It provides the "voice of command"” for the
Secretary of Defense, which gives him access to the forces in the
field and the means to ensure that his orders are carried out. Further-
gore, as an additional but less obvious feature, the Joint Staff,
through the Fational Military Command Center (ITiCC) Alternates, hes
the function of surviving in the event of general war,

While it is true %lat the crises of the '60s and the Vietnam war
have increasirgly invo:ved the JCS in operational matters, the JCS
cormand function is stil’. mostly a process of delegation to the CINC's.
Because of this delegaticn, the JCS have tended to bless, rather un-
eritically, actions by or requests from the CIIICs, There is probably
operative in this regard a professional military feeling that the JCS
should try to keep the civilian leadership from making unnecessary
demands on the field conmauiders, a policy with scme merit yet cne which
should not preclude critical evaluztion of the field. This JCS atti-
tude is traditional, basec npon habit and precedent, and is accentuated
* by the committee nature of the JCS.
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EFFECTS OF THE IIXON ADINISTRATION

The first year of the lixon Adninistration has produced a new
and improved climate ir DoD and especially in regard to the JC3. 1In
concrete terms, the Secretary of Defense has increased the responsibility
of tre JCS, while at the szme tize ziving a fuller hearing to JCS views.
Becange the Secretary of Defense or Deputy Secretary of Defense observe
a rigia volicy of answering all JC35 pavers, unlike some of their pre-
Gecessors, the JCS now feel that thelr position at least receives a fair
hearing, even though it may not uliizately be accepted by the civilian
authorities. Furthermore, the military view is now being heard at more
end lower levels in the governmental structure. Under the revitalized
SC structure the JCS fesl that wmilitary and foreign policy are being
neshed at an earlier stage than previously, with a consequent two way
window effect. Cenerally, the JCS feel more a part of the Administrae-
tion than they used to, and they aprreciate the more structuréd and
oréerly apprcach to national security policy decisionmaking.

However, the new climate, while much improved psychologically,
also imposes new cemends on the JC3. The product they send forward
to the Secr=tary of Defense may very well be final; they can no longer
"count on" its being rejected as has bzen done on controversial issues
in the past. It is difficult to szy whether the JCS product has yet
become that much better, the first ycar of the Administration being
essentially the honeymoon period. The refusel of the JCS, for example,
to undercake sllocation among the Services of the budget cut last Fall
left an unfortunate impression. At the same time, JCS performance on
the new budget system canact be fairly evaluated until at leest two
budget cycles have been run, in short, until mid-19T71.

In addition, the announced policy of decentralization within DoD
has not reached a point where it has hegun t5 impinge on the Secretary
of Defense's efforts to strengthen the responsibilities of the JCS.
These are in a sense contradictory volicies and tae JCS feel some
guidence from the Secretary of Defense would be appropriate as this
furction is resched.
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STRENGTEENING THE JOINT STAFT

The Joint Staff can be viewed separately from the corporate body
of the Chiefs themselves. One cannot consider changes in the role
of the Chiefs without accapting the ro:o: 'ty of fundamental statutory
and organicational implicatians. The Joint Staft, hewever, as a
joint staff under a Director, cifers more latitude for change. It
is the Chiefs who are two-hatted, not the Joint Staff. There have
been previous efforts to chenge the Joint Staff, the most recent
being a proposal in the Department of Defense Legislative Program
for the 89th Congress to double the size of the Joint Staff, increase
the rank of the Director, Joint Staff, ard permit the Secretary of
Defense greater latitude in extending tours cf duty.

The issue of a strengthened Joint Staff has to be approached on
two levels: there is first tre question of whether the Joint Staff
should be strengthened, and secondly, there is the matter of how this
might be eccomplished. There is wide divergence of opinion on both
parts of the questiocl.

The term "strengthen" also has two aspects. There is first a
strengthening in capcbility to conduct the Joint Staff's current duties,
within the fremeworit of existing organization and responsibility. This
involves primaerily questions of numbers and types of people. The second
and more controversial. aspect concerms an increase in JCS authority and
respensibility.

Under the assumption that there should be a strengthening of the
current capability of the Staff, informed opinion seems generzlly to
support an increase in the size of the Staff. It is felt that the
statutory limit of LCO, even allowing for the partial de facto by-
passing of the limit through the 0JCS arrangement, has unduly constricted
Joint Staff functions. An increase of 10-205 is the increment most
generally considered vseful. This would allow greater concentration of
available resources in areas in which the JCS is currently weakest,
specifically its analytical functions. It is not likely that internal
reorganization within the current manpower limitation would provide
sufficient manpower tc do this.

Efforts have been made to improve the evaluative capability, for
exanple, by the creation of the Combat Analysis Group in J3. However,
to perforn tha analytical functic s laid on it by the new budget system,
the Joint Staff will either have to build an invernal capability or
depend more on cutside assistance., While the need for this greater
evaluative capability is generally recognized, chere is still some
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difference ¢t opinion or this pcint of in-house or external essistance.
An increased relionce upon the Voapcus Svste:z Evaluation Group/Institute
for Defense Ancl;sec (HSEG/IDi), the Military-rPederal Contrect Research
Center team which has traditionnlly supported the JCS and 03D, was
repeatedly suggested as an alterntive to an enlarged Joint Staff, It
was pointed out that this was tic very reascn for the original creation
of both WSEG and ID%. I[owever, reiiance on outside asslstence is it-
self not without complications,

Instead of more oifficers to increesze the size ¢f the groups in
the coint Staff currently verforuming enalytical work, an altertnative
approach rizht te the creaticn of t. sevarate specialist zroup within
the JCS, 2 form of "systems anniysis division” like an 034/0A for
the Joint Staff, OStrenzthenins in thiz sernce would not be merely more
people, but the creation of & permanent specizal capability unit o the
sort which has been lackirg in *he JOS in the past. The chief ralecnale
for this step 1s that if the JCU does not build vp such 2 cupability,
the eventual result will be as belore, nemely, the increcsing reliance
of the Secretary cf Defense upcn come crganization other than the JCS,.
This, after all, was the origin of 0SD/Systems Analysis. If such a
group exlsted, it could probably permit scre reduction of the J5
elements currently preparing the JSOP.

It should be stressed that it is the anslytical function which
is important, not its crgenizational location, OCne suggestion, for
example, would put such a special group as described above directly
under the CJCS, since he is the representative of the JCZ, in constant
contact with the civilian lecdership. This would locate the resources
where they could do most good wnd have most immediate impact.,

If such an increased analytlcal capability wers given the JCS,
the question might well arise as to whether this would imply some
reduction of Service staff analytical capability to avoid duplication,
It is likely that some resistance to this idea would occur, although
the highest Army levels have made it clear that they would be willing
to see zome reduction In the Army staff as the price for achieving a
more effective JC5. These circles do not see any "threat" to Service
prerogatives unless the JCS were to be stimgthened far beyond the
plausible level,

One persistent problem of the JCS, ond, .ndeed, of all the military,
is maintenance of continuity, or to turn the issue arnund, the lack of
a corporate memory. Unlike a civilian orrconization, the JCS has no
people with continuous memcry of past operatlions beyond the last three
years., Historical records are an inadeguate substitute for a living
menmory for the purvcses of the JCS.

A partial solution to the problem lies in a longer tenure for
Joint Staff officers. There are powerful objecticns to this approach,
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hovever, the nain one being that a longer than usual tour would
break an cfricer's carecer patien edversely. The everage officer
st11l tends to view service on the Joint Staff as disadvantageous

in a career sense, and consequently any lengtnened tour would be
resanted, ZFven zenercl officers expressed concern over career
disabilities whiech can result from Joint Staff service. The solutiom
“0 this provlem lies in the Service career and promotion policies.
Any longer itour system must be so arranged with the Services as not
o affect edversely an officer's career.

nother oblection, the orficial JCS one, to longer tours on the
Joint Staff is trat the Staff requires officers who have been in recent
contact with the forces in order to inject realism into Joint 3taff
operations. They want an officer who is a well-grounded generalist,
familiar with ficld cperations as well as staff work. It is felt
tnat a tour longer then three years might well lead tc € loss of
creativity and certainly of contact with tne forces. This supposed
reduction of quality would have tc be balanced against the benefits of
a longer cour with the Joint Staff.,

There is a questionable aspect to this argument. The JCS claim
that they must cderend upon the Services to provide realism end to
inject contact with the forces into the JCE decision-making process.
At the same time, the JCS argues that its officers cannot have longer
tours mecause of their need in their JCS duties for recent field
contact, Also, this argument presumec that officers ccme to the Joint
Staff Airect from the forces. which is certainly nc longer the norm.
The JCS further point out that the problem is partially eased by
bringing offi-ers back for a second tour on the Joint Staff at some
later stage in thneir careers., This is guite common now for senior
of ficers, and many of the general officers currently on the Staff have
poeviously served there as colonels or lieutenance colonels,

Perhaps the solution lies in scme flexible formula for personnel
tours. Inducements could be created to encourage officers to stay
on longer, provided they ace useful. This would be especially so
in the case of men who were aporoaching the end of their ca:eers, gc
long as this prospect had not brought about a loss of motivation.

Another often repeated recommendation to meet the corporate memory

problem is the use of senilor civilians within the Joint Staff. There
are currently several such, working in the Joint Command and Contxol
Requirements Group, the Secretariat, and the Directorate of Adminis-

trative Services, but the Joint Staff has no eqguivalent to the permanent

cadre of GS 1h-16 level people who maintain continuity in OSD through
the high turnover of appointed officials there. A similar cadre,
perhaps two or three men, in each of the Directorates would provide
the continuity now lacking.
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Llmest unanimeusly, the Joint Gtaff zrpours to oppese this sug-
gestion, The mejor conceru 1s that & cadre ol permement cliwiiians
- wrould eventuclly bDeccme excessively influeantial st because e tnelr
i nentinuity and would wield mere rpowver fihan tnelr respousivility called
L A for, Trere is less objection, however, to civilians in the analyticel
field than in the policy and operaticrs Fields.,

JC3 uneasiness over the use of long-ter civilians could perhaps
be satisfactorily met by establishinz a rotatica system for them too.

‘ while holding lenger tours than their Joint " 1if military equivalents,
ecivilians co:ld ve rotated within the Jcint Szaff and around other CSD
agencies in the fashion of the military., This srould create & useful
corps f experienced well-rounded ToD civilinns and should relax fears

of an entrenched civilian bureaucracy within the Joint Staff. At

the same tine, these civilians would not ful7ill their potential unless

given jobs of some responsioility. It is doubtful whether the Services

have ever really used civilians in volicy-making slots, apart from

the Service secretaries and their immedietve suZordinates.

That the sugzestions above have all baeen mads before does not
argue szainst their validity. Rather it merely emphesizes the con-
tinuing nature of the deficiencies in the Joint Staff,

Such possible steps to strengthen the JCS as described above might

F very well encounter resistance in the form of the generzally anti-

' military clinate to be exvected fcr the next couple of years. Despite
the need of a strong JCS to present a trulv national military viewpoint

L and to overwatch Service competition, the wcnesiic political cilimate

i mizht not respond favorably to any strenghéning of < cenftral military

auvthority.
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