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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Over tne past forty years more than twenty major studies nave been
conducted on how to best organize the joint military establishment., This fact
alone establishes the continuing disatisfaction with the effectiveness of the
establishment and continuing inability to "fix" it.

Criticisms of the joint military establishment focus on its inability
to deliver good, timely advice from the deliberative process of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff; inadequate strategic and war planning; and poorly conducted
joint operations.

Yet evidence to support these charges is not readily mustered. It is
mainly in the form of anecdotal, personal experiences of senior officials,
which is necessarily subjective and open to dispute. Nonetheless, when viewed
in its entirety, such evidence makes a compelling case that the joint military
establishment is not as effective as it could and should be,

Proposals for change, nowever, unless viewed in the larger context of
tne joint military estaplishment's role in national security, can result in
changes which either do not solve the problem, or solve only one part while
exacerbating others. It is for this reason that this paper presents an
analytical framework for evaluating reform proposals. Specifically, proposals
by General David Jones, General Edward C. Meyer, Representative William
Nichols, and those proposals put forward in 1983 by the Department of Defense
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff are evaluated. The evaluation discloses that
none of them, as presented, is adequate to meet the full range of criticisms

which cover the entire spectrum of joint military responsibilities.
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Historically, reform since 1947 has tended to centralize decision
authority, streamline command authority, strengthen the Joint Staff, increase
joint military involvement in resource allocation, increase involvement of the
CINCs, and be incremental - codifying existing ad hoc practices.

The reason for the latter is that there always exist in the government
a number of obstacles to major reform. Today these obstacles exist in
Congress, the White House, 0SD, the military departments, and the JCS.

For tnis reason, for reform to take place, it must be incremental, be
supported by the major actors, be a codification of existing practices and be
done by DoD directive rather than legislation. |

Specifically, the following cnanges are recommended:

- Designate the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as the
*Senior Military Advisor". .

- Have the Joint Staff work for the Chairman,

- Expedite joint staffing procedures.

- Develop a five year, fiscally-constrained Joint Strategic
Planning Document.

- Develop a near-term military strategy and conform the CINCs'
war plans to that strategy.

- Direct that service chiefs rotate as Acting Chairman.

- Estaplish a Joint Doctrine Division in JCS.

- Establish a Joint Requirements and Programs Directorate in JCS.
- Suomit component command budgets through the CINCs to the JCS.
- Establish a CINC contingency fund.

- Replace the JCS with tne Chairman in the chain of command.

iv
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While most of these recommendations are incremental, or codify existing

practice, their adoption would improve the effectiveness of the joint military

establishment in fulfilling its responsibilities.



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
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Since World War II, the United States has organized its military
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establishment in a joint manner, recognizing the fact that, in an increasingly
dangerous, complex and ;nterconnecter.’. world, single-service warfare is gone
forever. The rgsulting joinl military establishment consists of the
Organization of the Jci... Chiefs of Staff (composed of the Chairman, the Joint

Chiefs, the Joint Staff, and various joint agencies, such as the Joint
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Der' .yment Agency) and the unified and specified Commands. Nonetheless,

vestiges of the pre-wWorld War II service-oriented military estaplishment
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continue to exist in the form of the military departments (and, were expanded
in 1947 with the establishment of the new Department of the Air Force) and
powerful service component commands in the unified commands.

The shift to "jointness" has not been an easy one. Since its
inception, the joint military establishment has been studied ("to death", in
the view of many people), criticized (unfairly, in the view of others),
reorganized and debated. The current round of debate was sparked in 1982 by
criticism of the existing organization and recommendations for change by the
outgoing Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General David Jones. The
outgoing Army Chief of Staff, General Edward Meyer, went even further in
criticizing the organization and calling for changes. Those criticisms,
viewed in the context of the international and domestic settings, prompted
Congress to hold extensive hearings on the subject of JCS reorganization. The

resulting 1984 legislation, Public Law 98-525, made only modest changes in the
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current structure. However, continuing interest in the subject and
congressional promises that the subject would be a "top priority" in the next
legislative session, seem to indicate that this current round of debate is far
from over.

However, two essential questions must first be answered if productive
change is to occur. First, what are the problems with the currer.xt joint
military establishment? Second, can organizational changes correct those
problems, and if so, which ones should be made and how?

With regard to the second question, there are at least two schools of
thought. One school says that it is not the boxes on the organizational chart
that matter as much as the "blokes" in the boxes. Or, as Air Force Secretary
Verne Orr put it, "The right people will work successfully regardless of the
organization and the wrong people can't work at all no matter how perfect the ,"‘"“
organization is."l

An alternative school holds that, while organizational changes may not
resolve all the problems which exist, organization does affect effectiveness
and, therefore, reorganization can increase efficiency. As former Defense
Secretary Harold Brown stated, "[there] is no excuse for not dealing with
military organizational problems, which do, as history shows, substantially
affect the military effectiveness of any military est:ablishment:."2 The
number of improvements which have been made through organizational change
since World War II (particularly the National Security Act of 1947 which
established, inter alia, the joint military establishment) would seem to
suggest that the latter school of thought has a great deal of merit. Such a

conclusion does not negate the views of people like Secretary Orr, but only
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claims that his view looks at the two extremes. There are other, possibly
more frequent situations, where the people involved are neither the “right®
ones or the "wrong" ones, but rather ones whose effectiveness can be improved
by better organization.

Further, the effectiveness of the organization of the military
establishment can not be evaluated in isolation from existing international
and domestic factors. Changes in weapons, communications, the military
threat, and alliances - to name but a few - have combined to change the nature
of warfare. Thus, the current military organization, which had been adequate
previously, may now be obsolete. It also should be noted that it is difficult
at best to determine, a priori, the actual results of any organizational
cnange. Personalities, time and circumstance have a way of shaping changes

ii:f which often can take them far afield from their intended results.

Even if one agrées that changes are necessary, one is still left with
the question of how such changes should be enacted. Should they be done
internally, by DoD directive, or by legislation? The answer to this question
will determine how easily they can be done (or undone) and may have
constitutional implications affecting the President's role as Commander-
in-Chief and his relationship with Congress. This aspect will be pursued
further later in the paper.

Returning to the first question, what are the problems with the current
joint military establishment? To answer this question adequately, one must
examine the responsibilities of the establishment. Basically, they are

threefold:



- To provide timely and high-quality joint military advice to the
Presideni: and the Secretary of Defense;

- To conduct joint planning;

- To conduct joint military operations.

The responsibility to provide joint military advice is essentially that
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, flowing from Ti:le 10 of the US Code which
designates the Joint Chiefs of Staff (which includes the Chairman) as "the
principal military advisers to the Preéident . the National Security Council,
and the Secretary of Defense."3 This situation does not preclude the
National Command Authority from soliciting (or receiving) advice from other
sources such as the Commanders-in-Chief (CINCs) of the Unified and Specified
Commands.

The responsibility for joint planning encompasses three areas:
strategic planning, war planning, and logistics planning. Strategic planning
is a responsibility of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as prescribed by Title
10.4 Strategic planning is designed to set long term strategic goals and
objectives of the armed forces in order to accomplish the national objectives
established by civilian authorities., The primary JCS document for strategic
planning is the Joint Strategic Planning Document (JSPD), which in theory
should be used as a basis for force planning, programming and budgeting. War
planning is done primarily oy the CINCs, in their role as the "war-fighters",
to meet near term requirements. The CINCs' war plans describe how the forces
under their operational control might be employed in the event of conflict
today. The CINCs receive guidance from the JCS in the formulation of their

war plans through the requirements and forces available for planning

oY
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delineated in the Joint Strategic Capébilities Plan (JSCP). The war plans are
reviewed by the JCS, but the amount of JCS influence over them varies, with |
CINCSAC's war plan (the Single Integrated Operational Plan - SIOP) being
probabiy the one most directed. Logistics planning is done by the JCS in
support of strategic and war planning.

The responsiblility for conducting joint military operations rests
primarily with the CINCs, although the preferences of the National Command
Authority obviously can and do affect operations. At one extreme, for
example, it is well known that targets for bombing missions in North Vietnam
during the Vietnam War were selected in the White House. At the other end of
the spectrum, it appears that CINCLANT had considerable freedom in his conduct
of the Grenada operation. -

Given that tnese are the responsibilities of the Joint Military
Establishment, there are widespread perceptions that these responsibilities
are not fulfilled as effectively and efficiently as they should be. For

example, a Wall Street Journal editorial claimed,

"As things stand now, the Pentagon is not a fighting machine. It
is four separate organizations that compete for budget money and
the favor of Congress. Its command structure is such that no one
has sufficient power to integrate the forces provided by the
services into unified, mission-oriented fighting groups... Even
in some of its more successful operations of recent years, the US
military has shown it is weak in joint-operations planning and
execution,"?

These perceptions have been exacerbated by fiscal difficulties (such as the
budget deficit) and consequent pressures on defense resource allocations,

heightened by the continually growing Soviet threat, fueled by recurring
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stories recounting gross inefficiencies and waste in defense spending, and

exemplified by apparent military "failures® such as occurred in Iran and

Beirut.

This paper will examine whether such perceptions are justified, and if
so, what changes, if any, can and should be made to increase the efficiency
and effectiveness of the joint military establishment. The paper will focus
on the JCS and the Unified and Specified Commands. The larger question
concerning the organization and operation of the Defense Department, with its
military departments, numerous agencies, and the Office of the Secretary of
Defense is outside tne scope of this study. Those entities will be considered
only as they directly impinge upon the more narrow joint military

establishment.,

{h

I will first construct an analytical framework with which to evaluate
the current organization and proposals for change. A brief history of the
joint military establishment will lead to an identification and evaluation of
current criticisms. An analysis of the Jones proposal, the Meyer proposal,
the Nichols Bill, and the recently passed Public Law 98-525 (as
representatives of the myriad of reorganization proposals) will be made using
the analytical framework. An examination of the current positions of the
major actors - Congress, the White House, OSD, the JCS, and the military
departments - will identify the prerequisites for, and obstacles to, reform.
Finally, I will conclude with a set of recommendations designed to meet those

prerequisites as well as the requirements of the analytical framework.
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CHAPTER II

‘THE ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

It is tempting to evalua}:e the current organization and proposals for
change simply in light of how well each enhances the capability of the joint
military establishment to fulfill a particular responsibility, such as
providing military advice. To take such an approach, however, ignores the
interrelated nature of the various responsibilities and runs the risk of
making a "£ix" in one area which degrades the capability to fulfill other
responsibilities. Further, there may be inherent tensions among the
responsibilities wnich effectively preclude reaching an optimal solution for
each and force one to settle for maximal solutions for all.

For example, a proposal to create a single military Chief of the Armed
Forces could arguably increase the efficiency of the military in conducting
joint operations since it would vest cormand authority in a uniformed person,
rather than civilian (like the defense secretary) and a single person, rather
than a committee (like the Joint Chiefs of Staff). Yet, such a proposal,
standing alone, could threaten other responsibilities, such as providing
military advice, by making the military a rival to, instead of adviser to, the
defense secretary and by stifling the views of other senior military officers,
thereby degrading the quality of the advice.

There even may be tensions inherent within each responsibility. To be
effective, advice should be both timely and of good quality. While tineliness
may be enhanced by having a single person provide the advice (for example, the

Chairman vice the Chiefs), the quality of the advice may be lessened if other
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views are not heard.

To avoid these problems, it is useful to describe the national security
structure from top to bottom in terms of the points of interaction with the
joint military establishment. In this way, proposals can be analyzed by
examining them in this framework of the national security structure, tensions
identified and made explicit, and trade-offs consciously made.

The national security structure, as it pertains to the joint military
establishment has three basic components, national strategy, national security
policy, and national security posture6 (see Figure 1). National strategy is
a rather slippery concept which has seldom been well-articulated and in the
formulation of which the military establishment qua military has little
irivolvement since it is essentially political in nature.

National security policy can be viewed as being the integration of i:
military policy, economic policy, and diplomatic policy designed to implement

7 Naturally, the military establishment is most

the national strategy.
involved with military policy, but it does play a role in the other two policy
components as well. For example, in economic policy, dependence on
foreign-supplied oil has a direct national security implication. 1In
diplomatic policy, the nature of alliances and arms control negotiations are
but two examples which have national security implications.

National security posture is the result of military strategy and force
struct:ure.8 Designed to meet the requirements of both deterrence and a
war-fignting capability, the national security posture is the direct
responsibility of the military establishment and includes war plans, military

doctrine, force procurement and structuring, and command and control of

military forces. .



A 10ULNOD GNV ANVWIOD —
INIWINNIOHd —
JUALONYLS 30H0d —

ININLO0G ANVLITIN —

SNVId VM —

SNOILYH3dO ADILVULS ANVIITIN —
aNV |

ONINNV1d | JUNLSOd ALINND3S TVNOILVN

JAJIAQY AYVLITIN —

JINONOJ3 —
JILYHNOIdIa —

AJ170d ALINNJ3AS TVNOILYVN —

YUOMINYYL TVILLATVNY

.-..,-._u-...-.». ..-m, ‘—
i g



The current military establishment, as well as proposals to change it,
will be evaluated later in terms of how well its responsibilities for advice,

planning, and operations are met or would be met within this structure.
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CHAPTER III
A HISTORY OF REFORM

A Brief recounting of the changes, and proposals for change, in the
joint military establishment is useful in three ways. First, it places
today's organization kand reform propocals) in an historical context. Second,
it shows that current criticisms and proposals are not new and, in fact, have
been voiced (and in some cases, acted upon) since the joint military
establishment was formed (see Annex B). Some people conclude that this record
demonstrates that incremental change cannot resolve fundamental problems.
Others conclude the opposite - the his\:ory of US national security since World
War II demonstrates that only incremental changes were needed to allow the
joint military establishment to fulfill its reponsibilities adequately. This
issue is critical, because many reform proposals today hinge on the question
of "how much change is enough." Finally, an historical review can indicate
trends in organizational reform which may identify directions for future
changes.

The JCS were established by presidential directive during World war II
primarily so that the US military would have a counterpart to the British
Chiefs of staff to represent the US on the combined US-British Chiefs of
Staff. The original members were the Army Chief of Staff, the Chief of Naval
Operations and the Commanding General of the Army Air Force. Admiral Leahy
was designated later as the Chief of Staff to the Commander in Chief, serving
as a de facto chairman with a primary responsibility for liaison between the

JCS and the President. There was no Joint Staff; rather the JCS relied upon a
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series of joint committees and agencies for their staff support. Unified
commands were established, with the services designated as executive agents.
A European Command was formed under Army control, a Pacific Command under the
Navy, and a Southwest Pacific Command under the Army. Two Army Air Force
Bomber Commands were essentially the forerunner of today's specified commands.
As the war wound down, attention was focused on what the post-war
military establishment should look like. In 1945, Army General J. Lawton
Collins proposed codifying into law the Joint Chiefs of Staff structure. At
the same time, he recommended the establishment of a single Chief of Staff of
the Armed Forces who would: (1) be the principal military advisor to the
President and the Secretary of Defense, (2) exercise authority over the

operational commands and (3) exercise authority over the services. The Navy

[k

view, as expressed in Ferdinand Eberstadt's Report of 1945, was that the
existing arrangement had worked well during the war and should be continued
without major change.

The National Security Act of 1947 (which provided the basis for Title 10
of the US Code), although the result of a compromir.: between the Army and the
Navy, followed Eberstadt's proposals more cl-sely than those of Collins. The
act provided legal authorization for tr. Joint Chiefs of Staff and authorized
a Joint staff (of 100 officers) and a Director of the Joint Staff, both
entities to be responsible + . the corporate body of the Joint Chiefs. The act
provided legislative authority for the establishment by the president of
Unified and Specified Commands (Truman had approved the first Unified Command
Plan in 1946), and allowed for officers to be designated as Cnief of Staff to

the Commander-in-Chief (as Admiral Leahy had been). In practice, nowever,

'x 5"11
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this position was never filled.
Thé 1949 amendments to the act followed the thrust of the 1948 Hoover
Commission Report and pulled the military departments and the JCS into a
centralized Department of Defense. The amendment also created the position of
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a member (without a vote) of the JCS

and directed that he shall:

"(1l) preside over the Joint Chiefs of Staff, (2) provide agenda
for the meetings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and assist tnem in
carrying on their business as promptly as practicable; and (3)
inform the Secretary of Defense, and, when the President or the
Secretary of Defense considers it appropriate, the President, of
those isgues upon which the Joint Chiefs of Staff have not
agreed."

The Chairman was specifically prohibited from exercising military command over

the JCS or any of the armed fotces.lo

The Joint Staff was expanded to 210
officers. |
In 1953, Eisenhower, through executive action, gave the Chairman the
authority to manage the Joint Staff and further made the selection and tenure
of Joint staff officers subject to the Chairman's approval. Further, the
military departments were brought into the chain of command by revising
Department of Defense Directive 5100.1.11 The revision was intended to
strengthen civilian control by inserting the service secretary (of the

military department acting as executive agent) between the Secretary of

Defense and the service chief (and thence to the compatant commander).
By 1958 Eisenhower had decided that further changes were needed. He
submitted a set of proposals to Congress which became the Department of

Defense Reorganization Act of 1958. The Chairman was given a vote in JCS

13
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deliberations, authorized to task the Joint Staff on his own éuthorit:y, and
authorized to select the Director of tne Joint Staff. The size of the Joint
staff was expanded to 400 officers and the Chairman was authorized to manage
it on behalf of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The 1953 command arrangement was
deemed to be too cumbersome, 80 DoD Directive 5100.1 again was revised
establishing two separate command channels. The operational channel went from
the Secretary of Defense, through the JCS, to the commanders of the unified
and specified (combatant) commands. The support channel went from the
Secretary of Defense to the military departments (and thence to the service

2 Additionally, Vice Chiefs

component commands of the combatant commands) .l
of each service were established and the service chiefs were directed to
delegate more authority to the Vice Chiefs for running the service and to
devote more attention themselves to their responsibilities as Joint Chiefs.
The 1958 reforms were the last major change to the joint military
establishment -- although Eisenhower clearly saw them as the first step in an

13 Over the past five years a number of DoD actions

evolutionary process.
have sought specifically to involve the joint military establishment more
effectively in the resource allocation process. The Chairman of the JCS nas
been made a member of the Defense Resourcas Board (DRB), where final
trade-offs are made between competing service programs. He also has been made
a member of the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC). The CINCs
now provide information to the DRB, concerning their high priority needs and
the services must explain how (or why not) they are meeting those needs.14

A Strategic Plans and Resource Analysis Agency (SPRAA) has peen established

under the Director of the Joint Staff to "assist tne Joint Chiefs of Staff in

14
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fulfilling their statuatory responsibilities to review the major material and
personnel requirements of the Armed Forces in accordance with strategic and
logistic plans."15

Finally, Public Law 98-525, passed in 1984 as part of the DoD FY85
Budget Authorization Act, incorporated some of the changes sought in the
House—péssed Nichols Bill. Specifica{ly, the Chairman was appointed as the
spokesman for the CINCs on operational requirements, and the tenure of'Joint
Staff officers raised from three to four years. The three year cap on the
Director's tour was lifted and provisions were made for the Chairman to select
Joint Staff officers from the "most outstanding" officers of each service.
Finally, the chairman was given the authority to determine when issues on the
joint agenda would be decided.

From the foregoing discussion at least six trends can be discerned.
First, there appears to be a slight trend toward centralization of decision
authority (e.g., the creation of OSD and strengthening of the office of the
chairman). Second, there appears to be a trend toward streamlining command
authority (e.g., the establishment of combatant commands). Third, efforts are
continually made to strengthen the Joint Staff, in terms of both quantity and
quality and in terms of more specific responsiblity to the Chairman. Fourth,
increased, effective participation by the joint military establishment in the
resource allocation process has been increasingly sought. Fifth, a greater
involvement by the CINCs has evolved, not only in resource allocation, but

also in doctrinal development and war planning. And sixth, legislated changes

have codified existing practices, rather than breaking new ground.
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CHAPIER IV

CRITICISMS OF THE JOINT MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT

Despite these reforms, criticisms persist. Criticisms of the joint
military establishment can be grouped according to the three categories of
resppnsibilities outlined earlier - advice, planning, and operations. Quite
often the criticisms spill over from one category to another, a fact which
further validates the use of a larger analytical framework, such as the one
constructed in this paper, to evaluate those criticisms and proposals for
change. The advice responsibility, for example, can relate to advice on items
of diplomatic policy, such as arms control, or to items of military policy,
such as strategy or force structure. Further, most criticisms are either
anecdotal or based on personal observations or both. There has been no
serious, empirical investigation of what problems exist. The nature of the
institution, nowever, makes such an in;lestigation nearly impossible. As Army,
Undersecretary James Ambrose has noted, the only way to know for certain
whether the current structure is effective or not is to have a war - and it
definitely is not worth having a war just to find that om:.]'6

Nonetheless, there is some validity in determining what the recipients
of military advice think of the advice they receive, what members of the JCS
think about their own capabilities to plan, and what the CINCs think about
their ability to conduct joint operations.

Advice. The key criticism, assistant defense secretary Lawrence Korb

'maintains, is the indisputable inability of the JCS to provide good and timely

advice from the deliberative planning process (as opposed to advice in a
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crisis). He cites as an example the fact that it recently took two years to
receive a JCS response to an inquiry on what the proper troop strength level
in Europe should be and even then the response was vague and ixrpreci.se.”
Of course, it may be that the JCS was deliberately vagque (not willing to be
tied down to a specific number that could become a ceiling rather than a floor
for troop levels) ahd slow (hoping that the problem would go away). If so,
then the JCS was acting no differently than any other government agency when
forced to address an issue they did not want to address. But such a
conclusion does not resolve the basic issue of providing in a timely manner
good military advice which has been solicited by civilian authorities,
Former defense secretary James Schlesinger argues that, "the existing
structure of the JCS, if it does not preclude the best military advice,
provides a substantial, though not insurmountable barrier to such - S

18

advice."” Former Undersecretary of the Navy R. James Woolsey has

characterized the corporate advice of the Joint Chiefs as "intellectual flab

»19 Former Undersecretary of Defense Robert Komer

clothed in flaccid prose.
observed "I was not given much military advice corporately by the JCS because
it was perfectly clear to them, as well as to me, that the corporate advice
they were able to give would not be terribly useful.'20

Former CNO Admiral James Holloway has countercharged that criticisms
labelling JCS advice as bad are "a euphemistic way of saying that when the JCS
do not provide the desired answer they are providing bad advice. Having
dismissed the JCS with this charge, the administration, or Congress or the
media, or the public shop around and find their own military experts who will

21

say what they want to hear.” While such a claim is undoubtedly true
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occassionally, such a conclusion still begs the question of whether advice is
more often labelled "bad" because it does not address the issues adequately or
because it is not what decision-makers want to hear. Further, to conclude
that Holloway's claim holds most often is to cast the strongest of aspersions
on the motives and intentions of our elected and appointed officals, not only
in a particular administration, but over time, since such criticisms of JCS
‘advice are not unidue to the officials of one administration.

Senior civilian officials do not criticize the capability of the
nation's senior military officers to provide timely and good advice on their
own. As former defense secretary Harold Brown points out, advice he received
from the service chiefs as individuals was "very wise, very thoughtful.'zz
Rather, it is the corpo;ate advice received from the joint structure which is
viewed as being dismal; Former national security adviser Brent Scowcroft
observes that as long as the military is run at the top by a committee, you
"will not'get the kind of unalloyed advice that the President needs from the
wealth of intelligence and wisdom that resides in the military services.'23
Brown is more specific in stating that the papers and positions produced by
the joint system were "perfectly adequate, pedestrian outputs® or on important
or contentious issues, where service interests were involved, were "either a
useless logrolling exercise, or else downright mischievous by suggesting
something that obviously couldn't work".z4 "On procurement", Brown goes on
to say, "you always get logrolling. But on operations, you would get a
situation where the most important thing would be that nobody's ox got gored,

that everybody has a piece of the action and that there was no substantial

shift in the previously negotiated responsibilities".25 (Note the overlap
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here between criticism of advisory responsibilities and operational
responsibilities of the JCS). The result of the situation Brown describes is
pointed out by Schlesinger. "The office of the Secretary of Defense has

provided the analyses cutting across service lines which the Joint Chiefs of

staff cannot now provide" .26 The point is that "joint" advice will be
provided to the Secretary - he needs and demands it. The only questions are
what role will the JCS play in its formulation and how much influence will
they have,

Even some of the Chiefs seem to recognize the inadequacies of their
institutional advice. Some of the 1982 incumbents have been quoted as saying
*...Joint advice frequently has no impact", and "Procedural changes within the
Joint process are needed to encourage prompt, objective and Joint

consideration and resolution of issues..." and, "the JCS staffing procedure is
27

(kB

flawed. It seeks the lowest common denominator."” Thus, while some
chiefs, such as Admiral Holloway, extol the virtues of the fact that the Joint
Chiefs are able to reach unanimous decisions on nearly every issue, other
chiefs such as Air Force General Lew Allen characterize those decisions as
"lrush".28

There is an air of self-fulfilling prophecy about the problem of
advice. If the JCS provide bad advice, then the defense secretary is not
likely to listen, and increasingly less likely to ask for it. This in turn,
as former Army chief General Harold K. Johnson notes, often forces the JCS to
seek unanimity on issues in order to increase their influence by presenting a

29

united military front on issues, Unfortunately, in the quest for

unanimity, the quality of the advice can be degraded. This degradation leads

19
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to an even greater disinclination on the part of the defense secretary to seek
and use joint military advice. Further, there are those who argue that
divergent views on the part of the Chiefs are both necesssary and useful, in
that they highlight the real issues involved, present civilian leaders with a
greater range of options from which to choose, and avoid the problem of
lowest—comhon denominator advice.

But the availability of divergent views can be used as a wedge to divide -
the chiefs and such division can allow the defense secretary to pick and
choose among the advice until he finds the one which supports his favored
position, Further such divisions among the chiefs are trumpeted by the press
and seized upon by the Congress as evidence that there is not complete support
for the defense secretary's (or president's) position on a particular issue.

Thus, it would seem necessary to establish the credibility of joint
military advice at the start of each administration. Establishment of
credibility is complicated if the JCS is seen by the incoming administration
as “belonging" to the preVibus administration due to JCS support of previous
policies, Part of this problem is alleviated through the normal rotation
process, as new officers are selected to serve as the JCS by the new
administration. Nonetheless, one is still left with the issue of timely and
good advice in the interim.

I have argued elsewhere that much of the influence and effectiveness of
the JCS currently rests on the quality of the personal relationships between
the Chiefs and between them and the secretary of defense and the

30 Indeed, General John Vessey, the current Chairman of the JCS,

31

president.

argues much the same thing. Certainly, good personal relationships among
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those parties go a long way in establishing trust, confidence, credibility and
influence - a situation which seems to hold today with the current players.32

But, what if those relationships do not exist, as is often the case at
the start of a new administration? How can they be established, nurtured and
strengthened? Obviously, personal relationships (like leadership) can not be
legislaﬁed nor directed--they must be developed. It would appear that they
could be developed, barring severe personality conflicts, if the joint
military establishment, as an institution, was perceived as being able to
render timely and quality advice regardless of the particular individuals
serving at the time. That perception generally does not exist today.

Various participaﬁts ascribe the lack of timely and quality advice to
various structural deficiencies. Some, such as former Army Chief, General
Edward Meyer, blame the "dual-hat" nature of the system, where chiefs of the ahd
services are also the Joint Chiefs. This situation results in an inherent =
conflict of interest, in their view, since one cannot expect a service chief
to do other than defend the programs and positions of the service hé
represents. Yet, in his role as a Joint Chief, he may be asked to rule
against those very service programs and positions. This is impossible to do,
critics maintain, and the result is that service interests dominate joint
interests, and logrolling occurs among the chiefs where they each defend the
other's programs and fail to make the tough trade-off decisions. Further,
dual-hatting gives one person two full-time jobs, and when time constraints
build the joint responsibility can be given short shift, despite the presence
of service vice chiefs, whose position was created to ameliorate tnis

difficulty. Thus, for example, in tne five years between 1976 and 1981, only
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24% of the time were all the members present for a JCS meeting, and 40% of the
time two or more were absent.33

Others counter that dual-hatting i.; not a counter-productive burden.
Former CNO Admiral Thomas Hayward testified that ;'wnile I am a naval officer
first, I am also well aware of my obligations and responsibilities as a member

4

of the Joint Cniefs of Staff ."3 Further, General Vessey recounts a

situation where Admiral James Watkins, as CNO, approved a Navy program wnich
General Vessey, speaking for the CINCs, could not support. Admiral Watkins
agreed with his perspective, and as a member of the Joint Chiefs, did not

22 This example again demonstrates that good

support that program either,
personal relationships can overcome the dichotomous nature of the dual-hat
system, but does not fully resolve the issue of what to do before those
relationships are established.

Still others, such as Admiral Holloway, argue that dual-hatting is a
benefit, since joint advice is given by the service chiefs who are the most
knowledgeable individuals on the capabilities and readiness of the units in

36 Thus, they argue, removing the service chiefs from the

their service.
joint policy advice arena could result in advice which was outdated,
misinformed, or too limited in scope. Further, others argue that the
operational perspective of the joint arena is a benefit to the service cniefs,
helping them shape service programs and policies to meet the operational
requirements of the CINCS. While this is undoubtedly true it should be kept
firmly in mind that it is the CINC, not the service chief, who will have to

employ military force and thus in any dispute over programs and policies, the

CINC's views should be given priority.
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Distinct from those who see dual-hatting as the problem are those, such

as Brent Scowcroft, who see the problem as being the committee~like nature of
the JCS. By their very nature, these critics argue, committees cannot offer
sharp, timely advice. Removing the service chiefs from the joint policy arena
would not solve the problem if they were only replaced by another committee.
Further, the service chiefs could well continue to serve as Joint Chiefs if
ther2 was the authority vested in a single person to force timely and quality
advice, Some people, such as Undersecretary of the Army James Ambrose,
counter that this authority already exists in the person of the Secretary of

= But given the tremendous responsibilities of the secretary and

Defense.

the dozens of subordinates and agencies already reporting to him, it is

'unlikely that he will have the time or inclination to participate so deeply in

JCS deliberations. A
Finally, there are those who lay the blame for poor advi'ce directly at

the door of the Joint Staff. Since the law stipulates that "the Chairman of

the Joint Chiefs of Staff manages the Joint Staff and its Director, on behalf

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff", its product can only reflect the committee
38

nature of the system. Former Director of the Joint Staff Vice Admiral

Thor Hanson has testified "that the job was very frustrating because I was
directing a staff that worked for a committee, not an individual," and that
this fact "was made very clear to me...on a daily basis".39 This situation
has led some people, like former CINCPAC Admiral Robert Long, to conclude that
"on some occasions the chairman has been reluctant...to specifically task the

(Joint) staff and to direct it. I would recommend clarification of that so
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that clearly the chairman does have some direct. authority over the Joint
stagg,"40

Others who blame the Joint Staff for poor advice claim that the
services, especially the Navy, have not in the past put their best officers on
the Joint Staff. Vice Admiral Hanson notes that, "during my two years as
director, not one lieutenant commander or commander on the Joint Staff was
selected below tne zone for promotion.® Further, he notes thet "Navy Joint
Staff selection percentages consistently lag far behind not only Navy
headquarters staff percentages, but also the overall fleet average."‘]ll

Planning. Criticism of the joint military establishment's fulfillment
of its planning responsibility can be divided into three categories -
strategic planning, contingency planning, and war planning.

Strategic planning, in this instance, is not planning for national
strategy, as in the previously constructed paradigm. Such planning more
appropriately falls within the purview of elected and appointed civilian
officials and the military input to that process is more accurately
characterized as advice. Rather, strategic planning in this context refers to
long range planning of military strategy - goals, objectives, tasks, and
requirements.

The criticism is that the JCS does not do strateci. planning or does not
do it well. Schlesinger observes that the JCS, as currently organized, and as
tney now function, does not participate in » meaningful way in the development
of long range strategy for our milit~™ 1:'on:ces.4'2 Elliot Richardson claims

that "there has been a tends of civilian components of the government to

-

take over... strategic planning functions, partly because they weren't being
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e Ambrose cites as

carried out adequately by the Joint Chiefs of Staff .'4
evidence of this inadequacy the fact that tne JCS has been recommending the
same number of Army divisions for the past 25 years, independent of shifts in

US interests and the threat and that he "can't find any sound basis" for the

recommendations. 44

One reason fur this inadequacy on the part of JCS long-range planning is
the fact that there is no institutionalized long-range planning procedure for
developing national strategy. Bach administration does that differently and
oftcen on an ad hoc basis. While a number of departments and agencies, such as
defense and state, work on providing overall incc.:nal guidance, rarely are
they integrated into a coherent, cohesive national security policy, much less

3 As former CNO Admiral Thomas Moorer points out, "we

a national st:rategy.4
have not had a formal document setting forth national objectives since Mr. @
Eisenhower's term. So the Joiht Chiefs of staff have to kind of put it B
together from the state of the Union message, press releases, testimony, and

46

things of that kind." There are indications that tne current

administration has succeeded in putting together an integrated national
strategy, but its linkages with military strategy are not clear.

A further reason given for the inadequacy of JCS strategic planning is
that there is no connection between the joint strategic planning document (the
JSPD) and the force programming and budgeting done by the services. Some
critics conclude that "because it is not limited by likely budget totals, the
JSPD is widely disregarded as unrealistic and, therefore, as relatively
unimportant to the PPBS system."“ This situation is in fact true, and

should come as no surprise, since the JSPD projects 1l years into the future

A

W
L]

25



Y
id

I
G

where it is impossible to accurately determine available resources. Further,
thé JSPD cannot set effective programming goals since the defense program
projects only five years ahead.

Other criticisms of the joint military establishment's ability to plan
focus on contingency and war planning. Both types of planning are typically
done by the CINCs and represent kinds of military strategies for the
near-term, but without the benefit of an overarching, global military strategy.

In the case of contingency plans, Komer claims that in his review of
nonnuclear contingency plans he was particularly disturbed by their
assumptions on the availability of resources and forces. "...[Tlhe
contingency plans were too generalized, depended on the availability of
resources and units which were sometimes notional, that is, they didn't exist,
and involved a great deal of overlapping use of resources that would probably
not be available in two places sim.xlt:aneously."‘1r8

One CINC has stated that "the CINCs sometimes get fuzzy guidance from
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The CINCs recognize that JCS guidance must be
based on 0SD guidance that may itself tend to lack specifics; but it is
virtually impossible for a military commander to deal with a military mission
that depends on guidance objective such as 'deter', or 'dissuade’ .'49

The problems are compounded by the fact that the CINCs have the
responsibility for executing the plans, but they do not (totally) control the
present resources to do so. Tne forces assigned to combatant commands are
assigned only for "operational control" and essentially belong to the
50

services' component commands (within the combatant command).

Additionally, forces not assigned to combatant commands remain "for all
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purposes® in the military departments.SI Further, the CINCs have little
control over the resource allocation process; therefore, they cannot directly
increase their future capabilities to accomplish their mission. Any desired
programmatic or budgeting change must go down to the CINC's component commands
and back up to the military departments for incorporation in the service
programs., The result, General Paul Gorman, former CINCSOUTH, notes, is that
*program elements (submitted by Component Commanders) are not always handled
within the services with the priority that we CINCs serving in the field would

like to see."52

Recent changes, described earlier, involving the CINCs more
deeply in the DRB process, requiring the service programs to specifically
address CINCs' priorities, and the involvement of SPRAA, may alleviate some of
these problems. But the fact remains —that the CINCs have no programmatic
authority and cannot directly shape the forces they will have to lead to war. o
As Admiral Crowe, CINCPAC concludes, despite these changes, the unified -
commander's "influence in the resource allocation process is not yet
commensurate with [nis] responsibilities'.53
Further, in the heat of the "pattle of the budget®, planners sometimes
lose gight of what the real battles may require (or are forced to ignore
them). An officer in Air Force Plans described the process in the following
way. The service program is initially put togetner using the following
criteria, in priority: 1) Operational requirements, 2) Dollars available,
3) Acquisition capability, and 4) Political considerations (e.g. where the
system will be built). In the process, however, the priorities get turned on
54

their head and operational requirements become the least important.

Joint Operations. Since many criticisms of planning responsibility
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concern planning for operations, clearly many of those same criticisms are
directed as well to the conduct of operations.

Identifying specific criticisms directed solely at operations is more
difficult. First, operational mistakes may be as much the result of the fog
and friction of war as anything else; it is therefore arguable that any
specific military failure could not have been forseen and corrected in
advance. Second, the joint operational capability has noﬁ been severely
stressed since World War II. Without such a major test it is difficult to
know if occasionally occurring deficiencies are manifestations of systemic
problems or only non-recurring incidents. Finally, operational defects tend
not to repeat themselves, making it difficult to isolate a problem and correct
{2

Nonetheless, criticisms have been levelled at the joint operational
capability. The comnander of US Forces Grenada, for example, has concluded
that "we need to get better at joint operations with the Navy."ss

Generally, criticisms seem to fall into three groups; transition to
wartime, military doctrine, and command and control. General Meyer argues
that our peacetime organization is not conducive to war fighting and thus,
should war occur, we will be forced to shift to a more effective ad hoc
wartime organization. In an age of intercontinental missiles, mechanized land
forces, and long range aircraft, such a transition could reduce our ability to
respond militarily in a timely manner and could prove to pe the decisive
factor in the war. General Andrew Goodpaster testified that indeed such a

56

transition took place during the Vietnam conflict. ' Fortunately, the
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threat in that case was not severe enough to cause irreparable damage to US
security as a result of the transition.

Those who argue that current military doctrine is inadequate for
supporting joint operations point to the fact that doctrine is typically
service-oriented, not jointly oriented, since the services are charged with
the responsibility for training their forces. The results of this situation
can be adverse. General Gorman states that doctrine "is peculiarly the
province of each service which is charged with developing the service peculiar
material and training, but the situation can arise, and has, in which joint
concepts, requirements, and ideas are slighted by services in discharging
those r:esponsi.bilit:ies."s7

A report prepared for CINCLANT on the Grenada operation, for instance,
appears to conclude that "airspace management lacked coordination and that
could have resulted in 'more serious' problems, if hostile fighters had been
px:esent:."s8

Not all criticisms of military doctrine focus on service dominance,
however. Over the past few years the Army and the Air Force have been working
together to develop a joint military doctrine called AirLand Battle (ALB),
which defines how those two services would fight future wars in a mutually
supporting way. Nonetheless, the SACEUR, commander of the theater in which
such a joint doctrine would prove most efficacious, has rejected AirLand
Battle and instead persuaded NATO to adopt as military doctrine a slightly
different approach known as Follow-on Force Attack (FOFA). The two doctrines

seek to achieve victory in Europe by different means. The CINCUSAREUR, who is

also the NATO CENTAG commander, seems to have side-stepped part of this
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problem by directing his corps commanders to use ALB as their operational
doctrine, even though he must follow FOFA.59 But, by doing so, other
problems in the theater may arise if adjacent army groups (and supporting air
forces) are not following the same doct:rine.60

Finally, there are those who focus on cumbersome and ineffective command
and control as degrading our capability to conduct joint operations. This
perspective has two major aspects. First, the unified commands are not truly
joint, but rather more like a loose confederation of single-service forces.
For example, the service~oriented component commands are not responsible to
the CINCs either in doctrinal terms (as noted in the above ALB-FOFA example)
or in resource terms (as noted earlier in the discussion on strategic
planning). General Rogers points out "The seryice views are well
represented...[but] the cross-service or join.t views have a smaller
constituency and limited formality of expression.. .'61 As a result, joint
operations can degenerate into a series of individual service actions, lacking
cohesiveness and integration.,

Second, the service-dominated, committee nature of the JCS can result in
each service demanding a "piece of the action®, as Schlesinger pointed out,
and therefore less efficient operations. An example of this committee command
structure leading to less efficient military operations, some argue, was i:he
fact that four different air wars were conducted in Vietnam - one by the Air
Force, one by the Navy, one by the Army, and one by the Marine Corps. By

implication, an integrated, combined command structure could have avoided such

a situation. As LTG Jonn Cushman concludes, "because the military services
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and departments are the strong and enduring institutions of the military
establishment, the JCS have long been failing the field commands in their

harmonizing functions. n62
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CHAPTER V
REFORM PROPOSALS

A number of proposals have been made to correct the perceived problems
of the joint military establishment in effectively and efficiently fulfilling
its responsibilities in advis.ing, planning, and operating. This section will
examine four--the Meyer proposal, the Jones proposal, the Nichols Bill and the
JCS/DoD proposal of 1983.

Meyer Proposal. General Meyer saw the preeminent problem as being the

"dual-hatting” of the service chiefs as joint chiefs. Therefore, he
recommended eliminating this situation by eliminating the JCS organization and
creating a National Military Advisory Council of distinguished four-stars from
each of the services to develop military strategy and translate policy into
programming guidance for the services. The Ccuncil chairman would direct the
Council, manage the Joint Staff, and be the principal military advisor. Once
the defense secretary approved council recormmﬁdations, those recommendations
would be binding on the services, The services would be charged with
executing budgetary programs and focusing on the discrete service aspects of
doctrinal, tactical, and technological innovation. The CINCs would do
near-term contingency and war planning based on guidance from the chairman and
the council.

Meyer's proposal is similar to that proposed by the first CJCS, General
Omar Bradley, and advocated by others since then, such as Senator Symington in
his 1960 report. How would Meyer's proposal affect our national security

policy and national security posture?
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In terms of national security policy, Meyer's proposal might increase
the quality of advice on diplomatic, economic, and military policy by
establishing an advisory council free of service parochialism and unencumbered
by the need fét protecting service interests. On the other hand, the quality
of advice could be degraded by what some term the "Ivory Tower complex". That
is, by being separated froﬁ the day-to-day status and operations of forces,
the advisory council could render advice that is unrealistic or out-of-date,
Additionally, the Council might lack the institutional clout needed for
obtaining the information necessary to make effective decisions,

Further, some argue that Meyer's approach divides responsibility for
policy planning from responsibility for poiicy execution, thus making it
difficult to affix responsibility. On the otherhand, some argue that the
current system suffers the same defect, since the JCS does policy planning, e
but the CINCs execute the policy. As General P.X. Kelley testified in House o
hearings on the Beirut bombing incident, the service chiefs (and Joint Chiefs)
are not in the operational chain of command, and thus are not responsible for
operational failures.63

The first problem could be alleviated by the council members keeping
close track of the status of forces tnrough interaction with the service
chiefs and CINCs, Since the council's advice on national security policy
would deal with mid-to-long term policy, the council need not get as involved
as tne service chiefs in tne near term details of force status. The second
problem relates to the first and could be alleviated by insuring a strong

connection between the war plans of the CINCs (the military policy executors)

and the strategic planning guidance of the council. While these linkages may
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pve implicit in Meyer's proposal, they would have to be made expliicit, and
mechanisms established for their fulfillment, in order for the prcposal to be
as effective as possiple.

Certainly the strengthened chairman in Meyer's proposal should.increase
the timeliness of military advice by avoiding the currently cumbersome Joint
Sstaff procedures, which even opponents of JCS reform, such as Admiral |
Holloway, concede is not t:imely.64 |

In terms of the military strategy and force structure components of our
national security posture, Meyer's proposal could improve the military
strategy position, if the above linkages are made. Further, the advisory
council's deliverance of program guidance to the services could improve the
cross-service, jointness of our force structure,

On the other hand, Meyer does not directly address the areas of military
doctrine or operational command and control, both of which have a direct

effect on our national security posture.

Jones Proposal. General Jones advocates modifying the current joint

military establishment by strengthening the CJCS, giving him more control over
the Joint Staff, limiting service staff involvement. in the joint process, and
strengthening the CINCs' role with respect to their service component
commanders.

Jones' proposal could improve the timeliness of advice on national
security policy by designating the CJCS, rather than the JCS, as the
"principal military advisor" to the President, Secretary of Defense, and
National Security Council. As Admiral Harry Train, a former CINCLANT and DJS

notes, "It has become more acceptable (for the Chairman to express his
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individual views) as the years have gone by. We have evolved into that, Ten
years ago it was accepted less than it is today."65 Certainly the current
chairman does not seem bashful about expressing his own views. It may be that
this aspect of the Jones proposal would only codify existing practice.

It is not clear that the Jones proposal would materiélly affect the
quality o.f JCS advice, however. Although enhanced Joint Staff support of the
CJCS would improve his capability to r:endgr good advice, the retention of the
service cniefs in the joint arena provides another avenue of advice to
decision-makers. As discussed earlier, there is a divergence of views on the
merits of presenting differing advice.

The Jones proposal would affect command and control by changing the

command channel to run through the CJCS, rather than the JCS coporate body as

.

is currently the practice. This practice would certainly streamline the
command channel, thereby enhancing command and control. It may also enhance
the transition from a peacetime to a wartime posture,

Jones would also change the command and control arrangements by
strengthening the authority of the CINCs over the component commands. Yet,
Jones is not explicit on how this increased authority would be accomplished
and it is difficult to evaluate this aspect without specifics. But, in
general, it would seem to be a proper approach if it would strengthen the
warfighting capability of the CINCs.

Jones pays little attention to the relationship between war plans,
military doctrine and force programming with military strategy. In this
regard, nis proposal is inadequate and would have to pe fleshed out before it

could be seen as making a comprenensive contribution to the increased
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effectiveness of the joint military establishment.

Nichols Bill. Representative Nichols' plan, as encapsuled in H.R. 3718
which passed the House in 1984, sought mainly to enhance the role of the
CJCS. It would have made him a member of the NSC, given him control of the
Joint Staff, appointed him as "supervisor" of the CINCs, authorized him to
provide military advice in his own right, and have run the chain. of command
through the CJCS, not the JCS.

Of these proposed changes, the most contentious is that of making the
chairman a member of the NSC, To do so, argue those like Jo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>