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Foreword

The fundamental role of the Department of Defense (DOD) has
been to “provide for the common defence,” as described in the US
Constitution. This responsibility requires self-evaluation to insure
the best possible organization for carrying out this mission. The
National Defense University is pleased to publish this analysis of
Defense organization by one of its Senior Research Fellows,
Colonel Archie D. Barrett, USAF (ret.). Cotonel Barrett completes
the effort begun by the major Defense Organization Study of 1977-
1980, and takes the next logical step by assessing that study’s
recommendations for improving the overall Defense structure.

Inintegrating the Defense Organization Study’s five major anal-
yses into a coherent whole, Colonel Barrett develops a penetrating
commentary on Defense organization. He questions the excessive
influence that the military services exercise over the joint defense
structure. He argues that no independent military entity exists
eitherto advise the civilian leadership from a national perspective or
to employ the unified forces in the field.

Colonel Barrett notes that, despite a series of studies recom-
mending fundamental change in DOD structure, the Department
has undergone no structural change since 1958. He discusses the
political and bureaucratic sensitivities to proprsais for change, and
suggests that previous proposals have failed because of inattention
to the political ramifications for DOD organizations and for the
larger community in which DOD is a competing element.

This work thus serves two purposes. For the student of national
security, it summarizes and analyzes more than two decades of
studies calling for organizational change. For policymakers who are
directly involved in organizational issues, it articulates distinct and
comprehensive alternatives to “provide for the common defence.”

JOHN S. PUSTAY

Lieutenant General, USAF

President, National
Defense University
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Preface
(to whom this may concern)

This book was conceived as a needed complement to the
Defense Organization Study of 1977-1980 (DOS 77-80), to integrate
the material concerningthestructure of the Department of Defense.
The DOS 77-80, as chapter 1 explains, was in effect terminated
before a final integrated report based on its component studies
could be completed and submitted by the secretary of defense to
the president. As this project took shape, it became apparent that a
more valuable inquiry would realize the original purpose while
casting its net more broadly. The DOS 77-80 could serve as a vehicle
for analyzing the organizational problems of the Department of
Defense and assessing alternative structural configurations availa-
ble to the Department. Portions of the more comprehensive result-
ing analysis should be of use to scholars, government officials,
members of Congress, students, teachers, as well as interested
general readers.

Chapter 2 provides a framework for viewing Department of
Defense organization which should be useful to students and their
instructors. The chapter emphasizes the bureaucratic perspective
of participants in the organizational milieu of the defense commun-
ity. Such an approach may provide valuable insights to students
who are too often subjected to the concept of organization as a
hierarchical pyramid which can be depicted as an ordered set of
rectangles on a chart.

Scholars of defense policy and organization will be interested
in the presentation of a mass of otherwise unavailable data which
reveals the positions of the military departments, Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and other DOD agencies during the Carter years (and, for the
most part, beyond) on organizational issues. Whether or not scho-
lars agree with the analysis and conclusions, the book will have a
beneficial effect if it contributes to rekindling an academic interest
in Department of Defense organizational structure. Chapter 3,
which presents the DOS 77-80 critique of the present organization,
should convince scholars much work remains to be done.
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Ultimately, however, this book is intended for those who arein a
position to influence DOD organizational decisions. That audience
includes the large numbers of military and civilian staff personnel
and the powerful superiors they serve in the Pentagon, White
House, and Congress. Their considerable talents are focused on
reorganization issues more often than anyone who has not wit-
nessed the dynamism of Department of Defense organizational
evolution would expect. Ample opportunities for change exist. And
those individuals can make it happen if they become convinced
reorganization is warranted.

I hasten to add this book is not a polemic in favor of rearganiza-
tion. As a result of several years of experience with Air Force organi-
zational issues and a subsequent position on the executive
secretariat of the DOS 77-80, | was aware of the existing organiza-
tional problems when | began to work on this project. But | also
realized the case for structural reorganization is not made by merely
cataloging Department of Defense weaknesses—that is, by focus-
ing on what is wrong with the current organization. The Department
of Defense is a massive enterprise with many of the attendant
strengths and weaknesses of all large organizations. The case for
change is manifest only when alternatives are elaborated which
convince those who participate in the decision process that the
present structure can be improved.

It was in attempting to clarify the weaknesses and assess the
available alternatives that | became convinced that limited reorgani-
zation is warranted. After what | believe will be considered a bal-
anced and objective analysis, which concludes by assessing several
alternatives, the last chapter presents the case for limited reorgani-
zation. My hope is that this approach will assist the decisionmaking
audience in selecting the best alternative for structuring the defense
establishment to meet the challenges which face us.

Since the completion of this text in January 1982, significant
events concerning reorganization of the joint military structure
have occurred. In February 1982, General David C. Jones—in an
unprecedented departure for an incumbent JCS Chairman—
criticized the existing JCS organization before the House Armed
Services Committee (HASC). He was later joined in his criticisms by
Army Chief of Staff Edward C. Meyer, who proposed changes more
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far-reaching than Jones'. After extensive hearings, the Investigative
Subcommittee of the HASC reported a bill addressing some of the
more serious JCS issues. Although it passed in the House, the “JCS
Reorganization Act of 1982” died in the Senate atthe end of the 87th
Congress.

In April 1883, prodded by continuing criticisms of the JCS
structure, the Reagan administration DOD proposed its own, very
modest, reorganization plan. At this writing, as the House prepares
to hold additional hearings on the administration proposal, the
overall organization of the DOD remains unchanged. Thus the
criticisms, alternatives, and recommendations in this volume
remain relevant.

One more bit of housekeeping: a glossary appears immediately
preceding the index. This book unavoidably employs many acro-
nyms. To alleviate some of the bewilderment which would attend
any attempt to cope with them by memory, | encourage the reader to
consult the glossary as necessary.

This preface is addressed “to whom this may concern.” In
closing, it is my privilege to thank all of those who have already
made this book a matter of their concern. | am grateful to a number
of talented and busy people who took the time to read and critique
all or part of the manuscript. These include General David Jones,
who graciously consented to write the Introduction; Don Price,
Morton Halperin, Richard Betts, Richard Daleski, Philip Kronen-
berg, Fred Kiley, Frank Margiotta, Benjamin Schemmer, John
McLaurin, Betty Mears, and Mabe! Jobe. Aithough | am responsibie
for what appears in these pages, including any errors or omissions,
their efforts have contributed significantly to whatever merit read-
ers find here. | am also deeply indebted to George Maerz, the
principal editor, and Evelyn Lakes, who have been constant in their
encouragement and unfailingly correct in their professional judg-
ments. Finally, my most sincere thanks to those whose concern has
been manifested in the sacrifice of family life for the sale of this
effort—to Miriam, Julie, Cindy, and Don, Jr.

ARCHIE D. BARRETT
Springfield, Virginia 1983
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Executive Summary

The searching and comprehensive Defense Organization
Study of 1977-1980 (DOS 77-80) identifies major weaknesses in the
structure and functioning of the Department of Defense (DOD)
which compromise its mission and hence threaten the security of
the United States. Within the pages of its five separate reports and
the voluminous comments thereon by the military departments,
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and other DOD organizations can also be
found the elements of several alternative organizational structures.
This book employs the DOS 77-80 as a vehicle for analyzing the
organizational problems of the Department of Defense and asses-
sing alternative structural configurations available to the
Department.

Background and methodological material in chapters 1and2is
followed in chapter 3 with a discussion of the organizational weak-
nesses of the Department of Defense, many of which have been
identified by every major study conducted during the tast quarter
century as well as by the DOS 77-80. Among the most significant
problems are:

e The inability of the service-dominated joint organizations
adequately to perform their primary functions: providing military
advice to civilian leaders from a national perspective and employing
combatant forces in the field. The impotence of the joint organiza-
tions stems from contradictions in the structure of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, Joint Staff subservience to service interests, and insuffi-
cient influence of the unified and specified commanders.

e The weaknesses of the service secretaries, who do not pos-
sess the organizational wherewithal either tolead their departments
effectively or to participate significantly in top management of the
Department of Defense.

¢ The overwhelming influence of the four services. The defer-
ence accorded their positions on defense issues as a result of the
present organization is completely out of proportion to their legally
assigned and limited formal responsibilities—in essence, organiz-




ing, training, and equipping forces for the combatant commanders.

e The flawed management approach of the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense which slights the broad policy function by failing to
define the linkages between national objectives and military ptan-
ning; by failing to evaluate alternative approaches to military
requirements; and by failing to ensure that decisions, once made,
are implemented and the results assessed for needed adjustments.

Having identified what needs correcting in the Department of
Defense, the volume turns to alternative realignments in each of the
major elements. Chapters 4, 5, and 6 consolidate the recommenda-
tions of the various DOS 77-80 materials into alternative
approaches to the organization of each major element, analyzing
and assessing the alternatives, and finally arriving at conclusions.
Chapter 4 treats the joint organization. It proposes that the JCS
chairman, Joint Staff, and the unified and specified commanders
(CINCs) be strengthened. Chapter 5 focuses onthe military depart-
ments, with particular emphasis on the role of the service secretar-
ies. It recommends merging service secretariats and service
headquarters staffs in each department to strengthen the service
secretaries, making them managers de facto. Chapter 6 examines
the Secretary of Defense/Office of the Secretary of Defense
approach to managing the Department. It advocates stronger cen-
tral control in some cases to eliminate sacrosanct areas currently
beyond the reach of civilian control. On the other hand, it proposes
decentralizing operations as a general rule with top management
maintaining overall control by strengthening legitimate, but weak,
countervailing interests (the JCS chairman, CINCs, service secre-
taries) as an offset to the over-strong service interests.

Drawing on the foregoing material, the last two chapters
advance four possibie organizational configurations of the Depart-
ment of Defense. The alternatives range from retaining the present
structure to fundamental reordering of the Department. The recom-
mended limited reorganization alternative features a combination
of the proposals favoredin the previous treatments of each element.
The last chapter argues that the preferred limited reorganization
alternative would (1) strengthen the joint structure as an independ-
ent institution and thereby finally establish an organizational appa-
ratus capable of providing military advice to civilian authorities from




a unified, national perspective as a counterpoise to the interested
advice of the services; (2) place the military departments more
firmly under the control of the service secretaries and more clearly
focus them on the responsibilities assigned by law; and (3) direct
the secretary of defense's attention to higher level administration—
designing, evaluating, and redesigning the allocation of decisions
among the constituent organizations of the Department—as a
necessary complement to the usual secretarial concern with the
objectives and purposes of national defense and the means to
achieve those ends.

xxi
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Introduction

by General David C. Jones
Former Chairman, Joint Chlefs of Staff

Although most history books glorify our military accomplish-
ments, a closer examination reveals a disconcerting pattern: unpre-
paredness at th. start of a war,; initial failures; reorganizing while
fighting; cranking up our industrial base; and ultimately prevailing
by wearing down the enemy—by being bigger, not smarter.

,\?‘Organizational problems have plagued our military establish-
ment from the start. The development of the Army and the Navy was
accompanied by the growth of semiautonomous, often intractable
fiefdoms which continued to riddle those services right up to the
start of World War |l. The demands of the war provided the incentive
to make major progress in integrating efforts within each service,
but cross-service cooperation remained extremely difficult even
under the pressures of a major conflict. — ~ _ . 7/

4
That we fell far short of an effective joint effort was reflected by
President Truman in his December 1945 Message to Congress.
While our theaters of war were organized on the principle of unity of
command, noted Truman,

we never had comparable unified direction in Washington.
And even in the field our unity of operations was greatly
impaired by differences in training, in doctrine, in communica-
tions systems and in supply and distribution systems that
stemmed from the division of leadership in Washington . . . itis
now time to take stock, to discard obsolete organizational
torms.

President Truman’s attempt to rectify the problem encountered
a great deal of resistance and generated a great debate within
Congress. The resulting National Security Act of 1947 created a
National Defense Establishment and a secretary of defense, butthe
latter's authority was severely constrained and little was done to
solve the fundamental organizational problems.
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Although the secretary's authority was significantly increased
by changes in 1949 and 1953, the individual services—including the
newly independent Air Force—continued to dominate defense mat-
ters. This was borne out by President Eisenhower, who in a 1958
Message to Congress stated, “the truth is that most ot the service
rivalries that have troubled us in recent years have been made
inevitable by the laws that govern our defense organization.” The
Symington Report commissioned by President-elect Kennedy in
1960 reinforced that conclusion and declared: “No different results
can be expected as long as the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
retain their two-hatted character, with their positions precondi-
tioned by the Service environment to which they must return after
each session of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.”

Despite efforts by secretaries of defense with greater authority
to overcome such problems, they persisted throughout the 1960s.
The 1970 Presidential Blue Ribbon Defense Panel found that in
Washington “the diffusion of responsibility and accountability, the
freedom to ‘pass the buck’ to the top on hard decisions, and the
opportunity to use the extensive coordination process to advance
parochial objectives, are circumstances to which many in the
Department have adapted comfortably.”

Many of the fundamental problems continued through yet
another decade and persist to the present day. The 1978 Steadman
Report concluded that “the JCS. . .committee structureis not effec-
tive for the exercise of military command or management author-
ity.” And just a year ago the 1982 Special Study Group concluded:
“A certain amount of Service independence is healthy and desira-
ble, but the balance now favors the parochial interests of the Servi-
ces too much and the larger needs of the nation’s defenses too
little.”

The House Armed Services Committee did a great service in
1982 by having one of its subcommittees conduct in-depth hearings
on joint military organization. As a staff member of the subcommit-
tee, Arch Barrett was instrumental in assuring that the issues were
well illuminated. | was particularly impressed by the fact that all of
the former secretaries and deputy secretaries of defense who testi-
fied called for major changes in the system.
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Despite past and recent efforts by many experienced officials,
institutional resistance to change remains enormous. If meaningful
reform is to be accomplished, the public will have to become well
intformed and actively concerned about the issue. The likelihood of
a successful initiative emerging from within the system is extremely
low. As Admiral Mahan, the noted naval strategist, once wrote, a
military service can not be expected to reorganize itself; pressure
must be exerted from outside the organization.

/]'-/g a '(j

YOS Agh Ba.x:&tt provndes a unique service in illuminating defense

organization issues by adding the weight of organizational theory to
the evidence accumulated over the past 35 years. His identification
of the allocation of decisions as the highest level of administrative
responsibility rings very true on a practical as well as a theoretical
plane,

~"This book should be studied by those interested in one of the
most important issues facing our country today. Although the cur-
rent threat to our security is great, there is little likelihood that we
will have the time to regroup if we do not meet the threat effectively
at the outset of any major conflict. We can no ionger afford the
degradation of our defense capabilities that comes with less than
effective organization.

Arch Barrett’s analysis supports the need for far-reaching
actions, but because he is greatly concerned with political practi-
cality, his recommendations are very modest. Politics, after all, is
the art of the possible and perhaps Arch is right in his assessment of
what is possible. Nevertheless, | dare to hope that our actions may
yet match our rhetoric when we proclaim that national security must
be above politics—partisan, bureaucratic, sectional, or any other
kind. Arch Barrett has done a public service with this book by
adding yet another significant piece of evidence on the need to
reform our defense establishment and the difficulty of keeping
politics out of national security.

DAVID C. JONES
General, USAF (Ret.)
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Chapter 1

Should the Department of Defense
Be Restructured?

What is the best way to organize the Department of Defense?
That question concerned the architects of the National Security Act
from the mid-1940s until its last major revision in 1958. This inquiry
revisits the question in the context of the 1980s.

The most recent study of defense organization provides the
rationale for retracing ground long ago traveled by some of the
foremost national security thinkers of the post-World War ll era. The
Defense Organization Study of 1977-1980 (DOS 77-80) suggests
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and the military department secretar-
ies are weak, ineffectual, and sterile institutions dominated by the
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps. Significant Department
of Defense decisions, the study intimates, derive from the interplay
between the secretary of defense, whose control is tenuous at best,
and each of the services, whose unflagging, skillful, and effective
pursuit of their interests is deservedly legendary. How best to con-
figure the major organizational elements of the defense establish-
ment, it turns out, remains a valid, significant—and, to many,
unanswered—question.

Treatments of organization usually address mission or pur-
pose, structure and function, process, management, and personnel.
All of those subjects find their way into the following pages from
time totime. Butthe principal focus is on that aspect of organization
which comes to the fore when considering reorganization, the over-
all structure of the Department of Defense (DOD).

During the two decades since the last major reorganization in
1958, DOD organizational efforts followed directions other than
structural. They focused on consolidating the performance of
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common functions in defense agencies and building and adjusting
processes to regulate major activities, most notably the planning,
programming, and budgeting system (PPBS) and the procedures
for acquiring weapon systems and equipment. That activity con-
tinues apace.

Structural changes, on the other hand, have been relatively
insignificant in recent times, as compared to the dozen years prior
to 1958. During that period, Congress established the Department
of Defense and refined its creation repeatedly. Successive reorgan-
izations transformed the secretary of defense from a weak policy
broker to a powerful department head, the position of chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff was established, unified and specified
commands took shape, and service secretaries lost cabinet status.

Is reorganization needed? In addition to the DOS 77-80, a
number of responsible commentaries over the last two decades
have criticized the present structure and recommended chanyes.
The first section of this chapter demonstrates this position cannot
be lightly dismissed. Why has restructuring as an organizational
technique for achieving improved performance subsided since
19587 The second section suggests intangible political and bureau-
cratic boundaries exist that limit viable reorganization proposals.
Recommendations which breach the bounds have little chance of
being accepted. Past studies, nevertheless, have consistently
advanced proposals beyond the pale. Recognizing that this expla-
nation of past inaction does not justify neglecting reorganization
if the structure is flawed, the third section advances the recent
Defense Organization Study of 1977-80 as a vehicle for exploring
DOD reorganization alternatives. The fourth section provides nec-
essary additional details on the DOS 77-80, and the last section
outlines the remaining chapters.

FORM AND SUBSTANCE OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
ORGANIZATION—A SIGNIFICANT DICHOTOMY

The slackening of structural changes has not occurred because
the United States has reached the millenium in organizing its
defense structure, if government studies and academic treatments
in the years since 1958 are given any credence. Such works have
consistently criticized the structure and recommended changes to
the basic framework of defense organization. The Defense Organi-
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zation Study of 1977-1980 continues that tradition. It contains a
trenchant critique of the present organization.

The thesis of the critique is that the dominant organizations in
the Department of Defense are the military services and the central
managemenyi. the secretary of defense and the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense (OSD).* The Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine
Corps exercise preponderant influence over the joint military
structure—the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and the unified and speci-
fied commands. Consequently, no authentic, independent joint mil-
itary presence exists to advise civilian leaders from a national point
ot view and employ the unified forces of the United States in the
field. The relationship between central management and the serv-
ices is the anvil on which the major national security decisions
involving the military instrument are hammered out in the Depart-
ment of Defense.”*

Major DOS 77-80 findings and criticisms elaborate this theme:

Joint Structure

The impotence of the service-dominated joint system com-
promises its performance in providing military advice to civilian
leaders from a national point of view and employing US forces in the
field.

Joint Chiefs of Staff

The members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who are also the
principal military officers of their respective services, find it impos-
sible to rise above service concerns and render advice on issues
from a national perspective. Instead, their advice is the result of
bargaining in which each member attempts to safeguard service
interests. Because bargaining often fails to produce compromises

“Except in the case of direct quotations, documentation of the DOS
77-80 critique is omitted in this section. The material here summarizes the
thoroughly documented, detailed survey in chapter 3.

‘*Readers who may be unfamiliar with some of the DOD officials and
organizations discussed in this section are invited to peruse the first section
of chapter 2, which briefly describes the present organization of the
Department. Also, for quick reference, an expianation of the overwhelming
helping of acronyms, an unavoidable part of the diet of anyone dealing with
the Defense Department, has been included in the glossary.
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acceptable to the services, the JCS avoids taking a position on a
broad range of issues that shape the very core of the US defanse
posture.

Unified and Specified Commands

The commanders in chief of the unified and specified com-
mands (CINCs) have neither the influence nor the clear-cut durable
links with higher authority commensurate with their responsibilities
as supreme military commanders of US forces in the field directly
under the highest civilian authorities. In crucial decisions determin-
ing the composition and warfighting capabilities of theater forces,
their subordinate component commanders overshadow the CINCs.
The far-too-independent components have dual designations as
major service commands. This latter identity is much more influen-
tial than the joint, or unified, nature of their assignment.

Service Secretaries

The civilian heads of the military departments have little influ-
ence, relatively. The service secretaries are not participants in top
management of the Department of Defense and are notin a position
to act as the actual leaders of their departments.

Services

The preeminence of the four services in the Department of
Defense is completely disproportionate to their legally assigned
and limited formal responsibilities—in essence, organizing, train-
ing, and equipping forces for subsequent employment by the joint
commanders. Although service ascendancy does not mean the
military is unresponsive to civilian control, it does mean the military
inputinto decisionmaking, whether through service secretaries, the
JCS. Joint Staff, CINCs, or components, is oriented toward service,
vice national, interests. Although the two interests may coincide,
that is by no means always the case.

Office of the Secretary of Defense

The management approach of the Office of the Secretary of
Defense (OSD) is flawed. OSD slights the broad policy function; it
fails to define the linkages between national objectives and military
planning, to evaluate alternative approaches to military require-
ments, and to ensure decisions, once made, are implemented and
the results assessed for needed adjustments.
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Adopting a more effective management approach will require
correcting a number of weaknesses: ineffectual joint military partic-
ipationin OSD policy formulation; insufficient delegation to operat-
ing levels of the Department; imprecise delineation of authority
between the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the military
departments; weak OSD evaluation capability; inattention to output
measures such as joint warfighting or readiness capabilities in
resource allocation decisions; and absence of cohesion and team-
work among constituent elements of the Department.

Chapter 3 develops and analyzes in detail the study critique
summarized above. The summary suffices to illustrate the basis of
the critics' contention that the formal Defense Department organi-
zation sculpted by Congress bears little resemblance to the working
model obtaining at present.

WHY RESTRUCTURING CEASED—
A SLEEPING DOG DICHOTOMY

The DOS 77-80 critique implies that the time has come to
consider modifying the present Department of Defense structure.
Although a few actions have addressed the study concerns, none
which would signiticantly alter the structure of the Department have
beeninitiated, nor apparently are they in the offing.” Thus the latest
study effort is in danger of suffering the same fate as earlier studies
which substantially agreed with its critique. Why have structural
weaknesses been unattended since 19587 Why has this facet of
DOD organization been so unresponsive to the findings and
recommendations of critics, while relative flexibility has been evi-
dent in adjusting processes, management techniques, and even
personnel policies?

Absence of Political Sensitivity

One reason is that many proposals have been too far-reaching
to attract committed and powerful proponents. Proposais run the

*This statement holds true despite developments too recent to be
included in the text, completed in early 1982. For example, the book does
not discuss the movement for JCS reorganization that emerged in 1982 and
the resulting 1983 Reagan administration/DOD recommendation to
change the legislation governing the JCS. The 1983 DOD legislative pro-

posal is so mild that it would not “significantly alter the structure of the
Department.”
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gamut from recommending complete centralization to champion-
ing a return to decentralized service preeminence. Acceptance of
any one of those proposals would result in changes as wrenching as
any of the sweeping reorganizations of the past.

The Symington Report, for example, suggested eliminating the
present military departments and placing the services, as separate
organizational units, under the secretary of defense within a single
Department of Defense. In addition, the report recommended
replacing the Joint Chiefs of Staff with a single officer who would
act as the principal military advisor to the president and secretary of
defense, preside over a military advisory council unaffiliated with
the services, and direct the combatant commands.' The Biue Rib-
bon Defense Panel proposed completely regrouping the functions
of DOD under three deputy secretaries of defense to whom service
secretaries and a revamped military operations structure would be
subordinate.?2 Paul Y. Hammond recommended conferring author-
ity and responsibility for the military program of all of the services
upon the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who would head a
formally established general staff.® Finally, John C. Ries' treatise
favoring a return to decentralized organization suggested the pos-
sibility of consolidating the unified and specified commands into
four mission-oriented services which would absorb the existing
military departments.*

After the strident conflicts of the early post-World War |l years,
the erstwhile combatants had little energy and no enthusiasm for
further battles along these lines. Furthermore, less provocation
existed. The secretary of defense emerged with such sweeping
authority he could hardly continue to claim to be too weak to run the
Department. The Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps found
they had successfully defended the separate identities ana relative
autonomy they sought. Finally, the external factors which had
fanned the reorganization fires subsided with the election of Presi-
dent Kennedy. Parsimonious Truman and Eisenhower defense
budgets, which gave rise to intense service competition and corres-
ponding public reaction in support of greater unification, gave way
to an expanding defense posture and subsequently to the plentiful
Vietnam budgets. Nor did succeeding presidents share Eisen-
hower's penchant for personal involvement in Department of
Defense reorganization. In these circumstances. despite the peri-
odic proposals for major realignments, none of the powerful poten-
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tial proponents demonstrated sufficient interest to make structural
change a viable issue.

Thus the later years have confirmed what the early years dem-
onstrated: structural reorganization of the Department of Defense
is, first and foremost, a political process, involving the clash and
adjustment of bureaucratic, legislative, and private interests. Re-
structuring is not, as many studies implicitly assume, an academic
exercise in organizational optimization. Studies are simply too
prone to advance far-reaching proposals while remaining insensi-
tive to possible sources of support and opposition in the bureauc-
racy, White House, Congress, and public. If they are to influence the
shape of public institutions such as the Department of Defense,
organization studies and other literature of this genre must advance
reorganization proposals developed with an informed appreciation
of the likely boundaries of the politically possible.*

Resort to Alternative Organizational Approaches

A second reason for the absence of significant structural
changes is the relative ease and apparent effectiveness of alterna-
tive organizational approaches. Since 1958, if not before, the
authority of the secretary of defense to establish processes for
deciding resource allocation, acquisition, and similar issues has
been unchallenged. Organizational processes, after all, in one
respect are merely rules defining who figures, and to what degree,
in a decision. The power to establish a process is the power to slice
through the structure of an organization, bypassing certain ele-
ments regardiess of their position in the hierarchy, and including
others, even though they may be formally subordinate. Thus pro-
cesses can be used to avoid direct conflict and facilitate action by
defining, and redefining when necessary, the rules of the game for
making decisions.

"The political nature of reorganization is a phenomenon repeatedly
encountered and discussed in this book. In its reference to the ““clash and
adjustmentof . . .interests,” this paragraph conveys the intended meaning
of “political” in what follows. Thus “politics” is not limited to the activities of
elected officials; the processes which adjust and accommodate the inher-
ent contradictions among the myriad interests present in a modern society
are found throughout the governmental apparatus, and elsewhere as well.
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And process changes are less dolorous for secretaries of
defense than reorganizations. Although the formal authority of the
secretary of defense to reorganize his department is comparanle to
his authority to create and modify processes, the c’e factc circum-
stances differ markedly. A secretary who proposes significant reor-
ganization of the miiitary departments or Joint Chiefs of Staff can be
certain he will be strongly challenged both from within the Depart-
ment of Defense and from powerful segments of the Congress and
the general public. Faced with inevitable, unremitting opposition to
significant restructuring, secretaries focus on modifying processes.

GENESIS
A Disquieting Situation

The foregoing explanation of why the structure of DOD has
remained unresponsive to repeated criticisms is troubling. It does
nottouch on the merits of the case; thatis, whether the criticisms ot
the structure of DOD are justified. It merely explains why the criti-
cisms have had little impact. {f anything, the continuing criticisms of
the organization, coupled with recurring requirements to adjust
management processes, constitute a prima facie case that realign-
ments limited to process changes are inadequate. No matter how
tacile the processes, powerful organizations in the DOD structure
may be able to find ways to exertinordinate influence on decisions.
The equally unwelcome corollary is that other organizations,
because of their subordinate hierarchical positions or some other
factor, are too weak and dependent to contribute meaningfully,
even though their perspectives are sought and needed for balance.
Consequently, the explanation leaves those concerned with such
matters with the uneasy feeling that serious deficiencies in defense
organization may have developed over the years and, if true, some-
thing should be done to correct them.

A Truncated Study

This backdrop establishes the setting tor this book. The
Defense Organization Study of 1977-1980 provided the proximate
cause. In scope, the DOS 77-80 contains the most recent thinking
on almost the entire range of organizational issues the Department
of Defense will face for some time, perhaps through the 1980s. It
provides the most recent critique of the structure of DOD, one
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which is, in toto, a severe indictment. Unlike many earlier studies,
however, the DOS 77-80 prescriptions for organizational change
are not, on the whole, extreme to the point of being politically
unrealistic. Moreover, as aresult of its somewhat unique methodol-
ogy, the DOS 77-80identifies the sources of support and opposition
forvarious proposals, as well as more generally acceptable alterna-
tives in some cases.

Unfortunately, the DOS 77-80 treatment of DOD organizational
structure is unlikely to receive the attention it merits as the most
comprehensive examination of the Department of Defense in at
least adecade. The study was thrust upon an unwilling Department
of Defense by the Carter White House. As long as Carter administra-
tion interest remained high, the effort received attention at the
highest DOD levels. When, in the latter stages of the administration,
White House emphasis on reorganization gave way to other con-
cerns, the Department of Defense effort quickly faded. By that time
individual topical and issue-area studies containing scores of
recommendations had been completed and organizations from
throughout the Department and defense community at large had
provided hundreds of formal comments. But the DOD effort
stopped short of submitting a comprehensive, integrated report to
the president based on the issue studies and comments.

Consequently, no general DOS 77-80 critique of DOD exists.
And no consolidated set of proposals for meeting criticisms was
submitted by the secretary of defense in a final report, as originally
anticipated by the White House. Perhaps mostimportantintheiong
run, scholars and other interested parties have no way to assess the
voluminous study materials from an overall perspective.

The foreshortening of the DOS 77-80 effort did not materially
affect the usefulness and value of its separately published topical or
issue studies. Those analyses treat (1) processes, such as the plan-
ning, programming, and budgeting system (PPBS) and the acquisi-
tion procedures; and (2) specific functions, such as support,
medical care, and training. But failure to combine the separate
components into an integrated final report palpably limited the
value of the DOS 77-80 findings and recommendations concerning
DOD structure. Proposed modifications to the internal structure of
any one of the major DOD components, or its relationship with
other components, can only be properly evaluated in the context of their
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implications for the entire organizational framework of the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Purpose of This Inquiry

This book provides this overall perspective by integrating the
various parts of the Defense Organization Study of 1977-1980 into
(1) a general critique of DOD structure, (2) a consolidated set of
proposals to alter the structure, and (3) an assessment of the pro-
posals including their implications for the organization as a whole.
In short, this book uses the DOS 77-80 to explore once again, butin
the context of the 1980s, the question faced by those who first
structured the Department of Defense in the years following World
War |II: What is the best way to configure the major organizational
elements of the defense establishment?

The emphasis will be on elucidating the factors which influence
Detense Department reorganization and exploring organizational
alternatives. The heart of the book explores the present structure
and the political and bureaucratic context within which DOD reor-
ganization decisions are made, explains criticisms of the present
organization, and assesses specific proposals for change. That
foundation facilitates analysis of alternative DOD structures.

THE DATA BASE—THE DOS 77-80

Because this inquiry is based on the Defense Organization
Study of 1977-1980, additional details concerning its origin, struc-
ture, and methods are in order. During his election campaign, Pres-
ident Carter promised to reorganize the federal bureaucracy. On 20
September 1977, as part of his overall governmental reorganization
effort, the president undertook to fulfill this campaign pledge with
respect to the Department of Defense. in a memorandum to the
secretary of defense, the president requested a searching organiza-
tional review.® Detailed issue papers accompanying the president’s
memorandum specified three major areas for emphasis. Subse-
quently, the secretary chartered three independent studies, directed
by prominent citizens, to address the concerns expressed in the
memorandum:

e The Departmental Headquarters Study, directed by Paul R.

Ignatius, addresses the question of how the top manage-
ment structure of the Department of Defense—the Office of

10
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the Secretary of Defense and the military department
staffs—can become more effective and efficient in carrying
out the national security mission.5

e The National Military Command Structure Study, directed
by Richard C. Steadman, reviews the national military
command structure (NMCS) and evaluates alternatives for
making it more effective and efficient in carrying out the
national security mission. The study defines the national
military command structure as the secretary of defense,
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS), Joint Staff, and the unified and specified com-
mands, as well as the pattern of relationships and all facets
of interaction among these organizations. Specifically in-
cluded in the latter is “how the Secretary of Defense pro-
vides guidance and instruction to the JCS and the field and
how they provide planning and miiitary advice to him, the
President, and the Congress.””

e The Defense Resource Management Study, directed by
Donald B. Rice, contains five essentially independent stud-
ies of areas specifically cited in the resource management
issue paper transmitted by the president’'s memorandum.
The component studies examine these topics:

—The resource allocation decision process (PPBS)
—The weapon system acquisition process
—Logistics support ot combat forces

—The career mix of enlisted military personnel
—The military health care system?®

Later, two additional studies, based on other concerns cited
in the president's management issue paper, were initiated:

e The Defense Agency Review, directed by Theodore Anto-
nelli, examines the roles, missions, and functions of the
defense agencies to determine whether probiems exist
which might be resolved by organizational change.

e The Combat Effective Training Management Study, lirected
by Major General Donald E. Rosenblum, US Army, exam-
ines military training conducted by the services and the
management of training at all levels.'°

The three principal study directors are civilians. The staff foreach
of the studies, however, consisted of both military and civilian per-

"
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sonnel drawn from throughout the Department of Defense. The
study directors also engaged outside consultants for specific tasks.

The methods used in conducting each study varied. The most
common technique was to interview key civilian and military per-
sonnel experienced in the areas of concern. Hundreds of such
interviews were completed. In addition, tne study groups reviewea
past studies, researched legislation, regulations, books and other
applicable documents, and prepared case studies.

Despite the “in-house” composition of the study groups, it
would be erroneous to question the independence of their inquiries.
A reading of the study reports (or the summaries of their critiques in
chapter 3 of this book) should be sufficient to dispel suspicions on
this score. Except for a few meetings of a steering committee
headed by the deputy secretary of defense to review progress and
exchange views, no official, and very little informal, interface
occurred among the study groups. Each was aware of the concerns
of the others and, because completion and publication dates dif-
fered, the earlier studies influenced the later ones in some respects.
Nevertheless, the most accurate characterization, obvious from the
most casual examination, is that the study effort consisted of five
independent components, and was not an integrated, coordinated
undertaking.

The DOS 77-80 effort consists of more than the five studies,
however. After publication, the deputy secretary of defense circu-
lated each of the principal studies and the Defense Agency Review
throughout the defense community for comment. (The training
study was published after the overall effort had ended.) Voluminous
responses to the component study recommendations were received
from the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the defense agencies, under and assistant secretar-
ies of defense, the Office of Management and Budget, and the
National Security Council statt. That material adds to the scope and
depth of thinking on defense organization represented by the DOS
77-80 effort. The commentary also provides insights on the political
feasibility of reorganization proposals based on the positions of
powerful defense bureaucracies.

12
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PROSPECTUS

This introductory chapter has cited the structure of the Depart-
ment of Defense as the principal focus of this inquiry without
explaining the term. Also, the chapter has advanced two premises
which require further elaboration: (1) Limits to organizational pro-
posals exist beyond which opposition becomes increasingly tena-
cious; as they become more far-reaching, at some point proposals
reach the realm of political unreality, regardliess of how logically
appealing and theoretically satisfying they might be. (2) The organ-
izations which would be affected by change, either directly or indi-
rectly, in large partimpose the bounds which separate viable organ-
izational alternatives from unrealistic ones. The first step in assess-
ing DOD organization is to explore those imprecise concepts and
premises. Chapter 2 elaborates the structure or framework within
which organizational changes in DOD take place. It examines the
composition, authority, and responsibilities of the principal con-
stituent organizational elements, their perspectives, and those of
other actors who figure in defense reorganization decisions.

Chapter 3 turns to the DOS 77-80 critique of the present
Department of Defense structure. The “study” provides no general
critique; it is merely a collection of documents containing findings,
problems, and issues in five component studies and numerous
comments. Because an integrated picture does not exist, it is
necessary to piece one together to arrive at the overview of how the
studies perceive DOD. For comparison and contrast, us well as a
degree of validation, the chapter also includes a brief summary of
the critiques of previous studies.

Having placed the principal shortcomings of the present organ-
ization, according to the DOS 77-80, clearly in relief, the inquiry
turns in chapters 4, 5, and € to an analysis of what can be done to
improve the joint structure, the military departments, and the Office
of the Secretary of Defense. One viable.alternative considered in
each case is to maintain the status quo. Even though a critique may
reveal flaws, it does not follow that changes which correct the flaws
will resuit in a better organization. The cure may be worse than the
malady. Consequently, the spectrum of alternatives examined
extends from maintaining the status quo to the bounds of political
feasibility—and beyond, in some cases.

13
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Chapters 7 and 8 group the recommendations in packages of
alternative DOD-wide structures; these alternatives roughly cor-
respond to way stations along a spectrum from the present organi-
zation to the most far-reaching proposals found in the study mate-
rials. These chapters then explore the implications from an inte-
grated perspective of choosing one or more of the alternative
packages. Finally, chapter 8 selects and advocates one alternative
as the most appropriate position along the spectrum based on the
analysis of the previous chapters.

14




Chapter 2

The Framework of
Organizational Decisionmaking
in the Department of Defense

Reorganization decisions which significantly modify any of the
major constituent organizational elements of the Department of
Defense are extraordinarily complex. A broad spectrum of often
conflicting interests are in a position to influence the outcome. To
be realistic, assessments of recommendations for change must take
cognizance of this plethora of interests. The starting point of an
analysis of DOD reorganization, then, must be an examination of
the framework within which proposals are considered.

An overarching component of this framework is the existing
structure of the DOD itself. The Departmentis a functioning organi-
zation with a mission and basic structure which includes powerful
constituent organizations. In the absence of external forces suffi-
cient to override the existing DOD bureaucracy, the pattern of
organizational change will continue, as in the past, to be an evolu-
tionary development of the present structure to accommodate
changing conditions. Consequently, examination of this structure
provides insights into underlying organizational issues as well as
the overall architecture which must be considered when changes
are proposed. This chapter focuses primarily on the present DOD
structure, its de jure and de facto configurations, the nature of its
constituent organizations, and the manner in which it has devel-
oped over the years.

The institutional setting of DOD is also a crucial factorin organ-
izational decisions. The Department is subject to the mandates of

15
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both the Congress and the president. It interfaces with other
governmental departments and agencies; private-sector business,
interest, and citizen groups; the academic community; foreign min-
istries of defense; and international security organizations such as
NATO. Each of these constituencies have legitimate interests which
must be considered in organizational changes. This chapter also
briefly discusses these components of the framework within which
organization issues are decided.”

STRUCTURE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Basic Organization Model of DOD

The purpose of the Department of Defense is to maintain and
employ the military instrument of national power under the direc-
tion of the president as commander-in-chief and the secretary of
defense, and in response to the legislative mandates of the Con-
gress. Considered in its most abstract form, the organizational
model of DOD consists of four basic elements that are responsible
for the two principal functions assigned in the mission, as depicted
in figure 2-1.** Each element consists of one or more large organiza-
tions; for example, the four services are a part of the military
department element. Also, the two functicns depicted by the lines

*Within the context of all of these influences on reorganization, the
organizational and management phitosophy of the incumbent secretary of
defense, who is ultimately responsible for the successful functioning of the
Department, is of paramount importance. His judgment is a decisive factor
in intradepartmental reforms, and a major consideration in the delibera-
tions on DOD organization proposals decided in the White House and
Congress. As opposed to the more or less stable influences discussed in
this chapter, the approach of the secretary of defense to reorganization is
dynamic, varying with each incumbent. Chapter 6 presents an interpreta-
tion of the approach recommended by the DOS 77-80 for future secretaries.

**Variations of this model will be used throughout the remainder of the
text toillustrate several conceptions of DOD organization. The representa-
tion has been intentionally simplified to eliminate unnecessary details and
facilitate conceptual manipulation of the symbols. However, what the sym-
bols in the model represent is important, consequently, this section
addresses these details at some length. The reader familiar with DOD
organization may be forgiven for skipping to the next section after survey-
ing the model presentation.

16




BASIC ORGANIZATION MODEL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

PRESIDENT

SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE

OFFICE OF THE
SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE OSD:

JOINT
CHIEFS OF STAFF
JCSy

JOINT STARF

MILITARY
DEPARTMENTS

UNIFIED
AND SPECIFIED
COMMANDS

COMPONENT
COMMANDS

FIGURE 2-1: BASIC ORGANIZATION MODEL OF THE DEPARTMENT
Ov DEFENSE

17




The DOD Framework

connecting the elements subsume a large number of subsidiary
functions. The maintaining functions include recruiting, training,
research and development, procurement, administration, logistical
support, maintenance and medical care. The principal responsibil-
ity for these functions extends from the secretary of defense and his
office—the central management—to the maintaining arm, the mil-
itary departments, and the component commands. The employing
functions are pertormed consequent to providing military advice to
civitian authorities and directing the operations nf combat forcesin
peacetime and wartime. These functions incluue assessments of
enemy threat and friendly wartighting capability; strategic, opera-
tional, and logistical planning; and command and control arrange-
ments. Responsibility for these functions extends from the centrai
management to the employing arm, which consists of the Joint
Chicfs of Staff element and the unified and specified commands.

Secretary of Defense

The secretary of defense is responsible for all aspects of the
Departmental mission; all of the functions of DOD and its compo-
nent agencies are performed under his direction, authority, and
control. Two supporting staffs assist him in performing the main-
taining and employing functions. The Office of the Secretary of
Defense (OSD) is his principal staff element. Although primarily
concerned with assisting the secretary in the exercise of his main-
taining functions, OSD is also intimately involved in significant
employing functions. Designations of principal OSD civilian offi-
cials (figure 2-2) confirm the comprehensive concerns of OSD.
policy; international security affairs; net assessment research and
engineering; command, control, communications, and intelligence:
manpower, reserve affairs, and logistics; program analysis and eval-
uvation; comptrolier; healith affairs; atomic energy: legislative affairs;
and public affairs. Staffing of OSD is predominantly civilian, reflect-
ing the constitutional commitment to civilian control of the military.

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Below the secretary of defense, respcnsibilities for maintaining
are separated from those for employing the military instrument. The
secretary’s principal employing staff is the Joint Chiets of Staft
(JCS), composed of the chiefs of the four services and a chairman.
(See figure 2-3.) The latter is a senior military officer who presides

18
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over JCS meetings, acts as the JCS spokesman, and supervises the
Joint Staff on behalf of the JCS.

The major responsibilities assigned to the JCS can be grouped
into four categories. First, and foremost, the JCS is the principal
military adviser to the president, the National Security Councit, and
the secretary of defense charged with providing the professional
military viewpoint for the effective formulation and conduct of
national security policy. Second, the JCS assists the National
Command Authorities (NCA)—the president and secretary of
defense—in the exercise of command responsibilities. The JCS
serves as the adviser and military staff in the chain of command,
provides for the strategic direction of the armed forces, assigns
iogistics responsibilities, and establishes doctrine for unified opera-
tions and training. Third, the JCS prepares strategic and logistics
plans which guide the development of the overall defense program
and budget. Its advice contributes to decisions on the defense
budget, resource and engineering priorities, and security assis-
tance programs. Fourth, the JCS reviews plans, programs, and
requirements (personnel, materiel, and logistics) of the unified and
specified commands and the military departments to ensure their
congruence with the basic joint plans.’

The Joint Staff supports the JCS in the exercise of its corporate
resporisibilities. It is primarily a uniformed staff composed of offi-
cers from the four services. Organized along conventional lines, its
principal directorates are plans and policy, operations, logistics,
and command, control and communications. The Joint Staff is
technically limited by law to 400 mititary officers. However, the JCS
has created a number of additional staff organizations to assist in
specific areas, such as strategic arms limitation negotiations.?
Although all of the JCS staff elements are officially designated the
Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, this book will refer to this
collectivity, which in fact is the staff of the JCS, as the Joint Staff.

Military Departments

The organizational configuration for maintaining the military
instrument is the military departments which are headed by service
secretaries and contain four uniformed services responsible for
providing forces for land, sea, and air warfare. Predominantly civil-
ian secretariats led by several assistant secretaries support the
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service secretaries, as shown in figure 2-4. The Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marine Corps are headed by service chiefs who report
directly to their secretary and are supported by a large service
headquarters staff. The service secretaries and their departments
are responsible for al! maintaining functions,; in effect, this means
they are responsible for all actions incident to preparing forces for
war and sustaining them during hostilities.

Characteristics of the Pentagon-Based Structure

Several characteristics of the organizations described thus far
are important to questions concerning reorganization. First, they
are all large. Table 2-1 indicates the smallest, the Air Force secretar-
iat, numbered approximately 320 individuals on 30 September 1979;
the largest, the Army headquarters staff, approximately 3,381.
Organizational realignment issues in DOD are unparalleled with
respect to the absolute numbers of people who may be affected and
who are therefore interested in influencing the outcome.

Second, although all these organizations are large, great dis-
parities in size are evident. The service headquarters staffs range
from approximately three to nine times the size of the secretariats.
The JCS/Joint Staff and secretary of defense/OSD complexes are
in the middle—far larger than the service secretariats but only one-
halfthe size, approximately, of any one of the service military head-
quarters staffs.

Third, the influence of the organizations varies significantly,
even though each possesses sufficient resources to make its pres-
ence felt on issues of particular concern. In part, these differences
reflect in the uneven sizes of the organizations. More fundamental
are the allocations of responsibilities. For example, the comprehen-
sive charter of the secretary of defense—direction, authority, and
control—makes OSD a principal determinant on any issue it
chooses to address. But the missions, resources, and capabilities of
the services make them formidable also. On the other hand, the
advisory function of the JCS, as well as its placement in the chain of
command at the sufferance of the secretary of defense (see next
section), lessens its relative position.

The final characteristic is the collocation of these organizations
inthe same building, the Pentagon. This dynamic dimension makes
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STAFF STRENGTHS

PROJECTED FOR END FY 1979
(September 30, 1979)

Oftice of the Secretary of Defense
Joint Staft
Mihtary Department Secretariats
Army
Navy
Air Force
Service Headquarters Stafts
Army
Navy/Marine Corps

Atr Force

1568

1273

378

852

320

3381

2228

2930

Source  Budget data submitted to the Executive Secretary,

Defense Organization Study, Spring, 1979

Table 2-1: Staff Strengths Projected for the
End of Fiscal Year 1979
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the phenomenon being examined unique. The DOD reorganization
issues involve the possible internal and external realignment of a
number of staff organizations, all large and several among the
largest in the world, located in such close proximity that face-to-
face contact between and among members of the organizations at
any level requires no more than a 5-minute walk. An important
implication of the proximity of these organizations is that they must
be perceived as a closely knit system as well as a collection of
separate entities. The dynamic interplay among the organizations
fosters several systemic tendencies: a dilution of hierarchy in favor
of bargaining; an advantage for those who oppose change and favor
the status quo over proponents of new initiatives; and increased
potential for the more aggressive, independent organizations to
gain predominance over others.

Unified and Specified Commands

Radically contrasting with the contiguity of the other constitu-
ent elements of DOD organization is the wide dispersal of the final
element, the combatant commands. (See figure 2-5.) All of the
standing, ready military forces of the United States are under the
operational direction of these seven commands responsible for
employing the military instrument. They are designated unified
commands when composed of significant forces from two or more
services, specified commands when composed of forces from one
service. The five unified commands have regional missions: Euro-
pean Command (EUCOM); Pacific Command (PACOM); Southern
Command (SOUTHCOM); Atlantic Command (LANTCOM); and
Readiness Command (REDCOM). The remaining, specified com-
mands have functional missions: the Strategic Air Command (SAC)
and the Military Airlift Command (MAC).

The chain of command for direction of combat forces by law
runs from the president as Commander-in-Chief to the secretary of
defense to the unified and specified commanders, who exercise
operational command over all forces assigned to them. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff acts as the military staff to the secretary and, as a
matter of policy, has been placed in the chain of command to assist
in the operational direction of the combat forces. The military
departments are not in the chain of command. As a result of these
arrangements, the combatant commands are also correctly termed
foint commands even though the two specified commands consist
of forces from one service.
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Each unified command consists of a headquarters with aninte-
grated staff composed of personnel from each of the services with
units assigned to the command. The forces of the unified com-
mands are not integrated, however. They are organized as service
components; for example, US Air Forces, Europe (USAFE), US
Army, Europe (USAREUR).

The component command level once again combines the main-
taining and employing responsibilities, which are divided below the
secretary/OSD and assigned to the two organizational arms. The
components maintain their forces through the service link and
employ their forces under the operational command of the com-
manders in chief of the unified and specified commands (the
CINCs), who receive their direction from the president and secre-
tary of defense, acting through the JCS.

FLESHING OUT THE BASIC ORGANIZATION MODEL
Organizational Complexities

Viewing DOD in such basic terms as the model (figure 2-1)
depicts incurs the risk of oversimplification. The model may convey
the impression DOD is a rigidly structured pyramid which extends
inexorably through succeeding levels of subordination from the
secretary of defense at the apex to operating forces in the field. In
fact, of course, that is by no means the case. The structureis riven
with formal and informal reporting and advisory links, communica-
tions channels, and other internal avenues of access to influence
in addition to the maintaining and employing arms shown in the
model.

Several examples illustrate the variety of interactions among
elements. By law, the JCS is the principal military advisor to the
president and Congress as well as the secretary of defense, thus
providing that body tremendous leverage outside the formal hierar-
chical structure. Each chief, qua chief-of-service, enjoys the same
privileged access (termed “legal insubordination” by President
Eisenhower with reference to a chief's communications with Con-
gress). Similarly, service secretaries have legally safeguarded
access to Congress.
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The secretary of defense’s own staff, OSD, has been regularly
subjected to detailed legislative engineering. For example, Con-
gress established the assistant secretary of defense for health
affairs, ASD(HA), over the objections of Secretary of Defense Mel-
vin Laird. A specific legisiative charter assigned the ASD(HA)
“overall supervision of health affairs of the Department of Defense.”
The continuing external interest in this position was demonstrated
when Secretary of Defense Harold Brown attempted to reduce his
span of control by directing that the ASD(HA) reportto him through
the assistant secretary of defense for manpower, reserve affairs,
and logistics. Intense congressional opposition caused Secretary
Brown to compromise by creating a dual reporting channe! which
guaranteed direct access to the secretary by ASD(HA).

These examples demonstrate the organization of the Depart-
ment of Defenseis only partially, and very inexactly, hierarchical. it
might, in fact, be characterized as “permissive” in its tolerance of
deviations from the pyramidal structure. The abstract basic organi-
zational model symbolizes, although it cannot portray, the scope of
the responsibilities and activities of the constituent elements as well
as the complicated interrelationships among them. But a sound
analysis, while manipulating the abstract model in search of valid
“macro” insights, must remain cognizant of the underlying realities
governing the permissive structure.

Reorganization as a Political Process

The permissive DOD structure is in keeping with the proclivities
of its constituent organizations. Although the division ot responsi-
bilities, reflecting legislation and departmental directives, appears
clear-cut in the model, each of the organizations below the secre-
tary of defense in fact exhibits a strong interest in both the maintain-
ing and employing functions. Consequently, the organizations of
each element may attempt to play a part in decisions respecting
both of the principal functions. This phenomenon is particularly
evident when an organization perceives the issues being decided as
either potentially advantageous or threatening to its strength, vital-
ity, and ability to perform its accustomed part of one or both
functions.

Reorganization issues fall into this category, as an examination of
the model indicates. Proposals which would expand or contract
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the authority, power, or structure of one element almost invariably
impact upon other elements. For example, some critics maintain the
“top” of the structure—the secretary/OSD element—exercises
excessive control, sometimes labeled “micro-management,” over
the maintaining function. They would reduce the central manage-
ment role and, as a corollary, expand the role of the military depart-
ments. Others hold, in effect, the maintaining side of the model has
immoderate influence on the employing arm as a result of service
headquarters staff preponderance in the joint staffing process and
service control over the component commands. Some study pro-
posals would strengthen the JCS and combatant command ele-
ments, thereby redressing this purported imbalance. Setting asiae
the merits of the arguments for the present, it is apparent that each
of the elements will have an interest in decisions concerning these
reorganization proposals.

Equally apparent, the organizations in each element have the
ability to translate their interest into influence on reorganization
decisions. Several factors contribute to their effectiveness in
advancing claims. Within very broad, and ill-defined, limits, the
constituent organizations enjoy abundant freedom of action as a
consequence of the structural configuration of the Department of
Defense. The framework, as discussed above, is characterized by
large organizations, differentiated in size and power, collocated,
except for the combatant commands, in the Pentagon (facilitating
interaction at all levels), and joined in a very permissive hierarchy.
Moreover, the organizations are situated at the seat of government.
Their freedom of action provides ample opportunities to seek and
find powerful external proponents whose interests parallel their own.

Finally, the constituent organizations can advance strong
arguments they are entitled to participate in the reorganization
decision process. The DOD is, after all, a “going concern.” It is
performing its mission, albeit imperfectly, through the concerted
efforts of the orgarizations which compose the constituent ele-
ments of the model. Each organization possesses position, stature,
expertise, and experience. In sum, in the absence of an unlikely
event which discredits part or all of the current structure and there-
by presents the opportunity for some external entity to begin, like
Moses, with a tabula rasa, the positions of the organizations of each
element will play an important part in shaping reorganization
decisions.

29




The DOD Framework

The foregoing discussion suggests reorganizationin DODis a
highly political process involving the constituent elements of the
organization, Congress, outside governmental agencies, and even
private groups. As contended in chapter 1, reorganization.propos-
als insensitive to a