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PREFACE 
Recent months have Seen a growing interest in the Congress in 

addressing what are perceived as structural inhibitors to rational 
and efficient policy-making within the Department of Defense. In- 
creasingly, criticism has focused on structure as the key problem 
behind such ‘‘newsy” failures as disparate as huge prices for spare 
parts and the failure of the Desert I attempt to rescue the hostages 
in Iran 

At the direction of the chairman of the committee, the staff has 
compiled background materials relating to four areas the Investiga- 
tions Subcommittee is now reviewing: the role and authority of the 
commanders-in-chief of the unified and specified commands; ways 
to provide a more joint or unified perspective view within the offi- 
cer corps of the four services; problems with duplication of effort 
between the military and civilian staffs at the top of each military 
department; and weaknesses in the defense agencies. 

This document is essentially a collection of comments and cri- 
tiques by a wide variety of sources, and is intended to give Mem- 
bers of the House Committee on Armed Services a full view of the 

criticisms that have been made about the existing structure of the 
Department of Defense. This document also does not address ques- 
tions of reforming the Joint Chiefs of Staff since the committee re 
viewed those questions in previous years and reported legislation to 
the floor that was enacted in the last session and transmitted to 
the Senate. 

This document, it should be noted, is not an effort to present a 
balance of pro and con views on particular legislation. That will 
come out in the hearings before the Investigations Subcommittee. 
The purpose here is to collect the views of many retired military 
officers, former Pentagon officials and other commentators con- 
cerning the scope and scale of the structural problems inside the 
Pentagon as they view them. 



BACKGROUND MATERIAL ON STRUCTURAL REFORM OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

INTRODUCTION: WHERE HAVE WE BEEN? 
The National Security Act of 1947 was the result of a political 

compromise made at the dawn of the postwar era. It set in place a 
system that was not a conventional military structure but one 
which emphasized the “coordination” of Army, Navy and Air 
Force. The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) were set up as a committee 
and like most committees, they had a chairman who enjoyed only 
limited powers; indeed, the “chairman” did not even have control 
over the “joint staff’ of the committee. The system preserved much 
of the traditional autonomy of the services and required unanimity 
for all but the most routine decisions. Like the Security Council of 
the United Nations, this great power unanimity was required 
before any significant action could be taken. This inevitably led to 
log-rolling and a “least common denominator“ approach in provid- 
ing military advice to civilian decision-makers. The Office of the 
Secretary of Defense (OSD) was the only superior that could effec- 
tively counteract service autonomy; consequently, the answer to 
every defense problem over the last forty years was to add func- 

tions-and therefore offices and personnel-to the OSD staff. 
The 1958 amendments to the National Security Act reflected the 

fact that civilian centralization was insufficient to solve the oper- 
ational problems that ensued whenever the forces of one service 
had to be used in concert with those of another. The unified com- 
mand structure that was set up after the war had continued to re- 
flect the interests of the single services who dominated those com- 
mards different areas of the world. Thus ,  the commands were 
unified in name more than in fact. Recognizing that, President Ei- 
senhower recommended legislation to correct the most serious 
flaws, and sent the following message to the Congress: 

Separate ground, sea and air warfare is gone forever. If ever 
again we should be involved in war, we will fight it in all ele- 
ments, with all services, as one single concentrated effort. 
Peacetime preparatory and organizational activity must con- 
form to this fact. Strategic and tactical planning must be corn- 
pletely unified, combat forces organized into unified com- 
mands. each equipped with the most efficient weapons that sci- 
ence can develop, singly led and prepared to fight as one, re- 
gardless of service. 

Although Congress strengthened the unified command system 
somewhat (by removing the service chiefs from the chain of com- 
mand!, it stopped short of carrying out President Eisenhower’s rec- 
ommendations in 1958. In particular, the JCS system was left 
largely intact. Thus, the American military command structure 
was seriously flawed as it approached the conflict in Vietnam. 
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and Army list had at least one or more early selectees from the Joint Staff. One 
year we had four Air Force early selectees to lieutenant colonel. 

In the primary selection zone, Army and Air Force Joint Staff selection percent- 
ages to lieutenant colonel and colonel almost always equaled their Army and Air 
Force headquarters staff percentages, and greatly ex ceeded their overall service av- 

Navy Joint Staff selection percentages consistently lag far behind not only Navy 
e promotions in any given year. 

headquarters staff percentages but also the overall fleet average. 
During my 2 years as director, I was sent three Navy 0-7's—commodore rank- 

who h a d  no previous joint experience, they were sent to be qualified because they 
had been waivered for the joint duty requirement for flag selection. 
That kind of thing is very unusual in the other services An Air Force or Army 

brigadier general almost always has previous Joint Staff experience. 

In his testimony during those same hearings, General Jones com- 
mented further upon the way the Services treat joint service in 
their promation systems. Incidental1y, the Services are supposed to 

(brigadier general/rear admiral lower half), those officers have 
served successfully in a joint billet or its equivalent. In fact, there 
are many ways of evading that requirement. General Jones said: 

In the 0-7’s, the flag/general officer rank, we have averaged about three in the 
JCS per year for the last 10 years arid 60 percent of those have been in one service. 
There has been a Secretary of Defense requirement that to make 0-7 you had to 
have joint experience. That has been frequently waived. And the services generally 
determine what is the definition of joint service; for example, we find in some serv- 
ice definitions duty as executive officer to a service secretary counting as joint serv- 
ice. I have had a hard time understanding the logic behind that. So that hasn’t been 
too helpful. 

There is much evidence indicating that joint assignments do not 
attract the “best and the brightest of our officer corps. Joint as- 
signments can actually be hazardous to the health of any up-and- 
coming officer—or, for that matter, of some relatively senior ones. 
An example of this occurred in the aftermath of the Beirut bomb- 
ing of October 23, 1983, when serious questions arose concerning 
the evacuation and treatment of the wounded to Germany. 

Army and 

of casualties from the Beirut bombing, the Secretary of Defense di- 
rected the Assistant Secretary of De fense for Health Affairs to in- 
vestigate the medical readiness planning in EUCOM. The commis- 
sion, headed by Rear Admiral James A. Zimble, identified wide- 
spread shortcomings in medical readiness planning. In res 

command surgeon position be established a t  the U.S. European 
headquarters and manned full time by an officer who would over- 
see subordinate medical units in Europe. Although the JCS agreed 
in 1984 with the recommendation, no command surgeon was 
appointed until late in 1985. One reason was that the service medi- 
cal corps have strongly and actively opposed having a joint author- 
ity laced over them. 

Navy Secretary Lehman testified before the Armed Services In- 
vestigations Subcommittee last June (1985), “You do not find that 
interservice rivalry is an obstacle with the people that have to live 

staffs. What is where interservice rival dwells.” The picture Con- 

insure that, prior to sending forward nominees for the rank of 0-7 

As a result of reports of serious problems including 
Air Force bickering in the European Command (EUCOM) handling 

the Zimble report, the Assistant Secretary recommend that a 

where the rubber meets the road. You find it here in Washington 

gress view, he added, “is grotesquely distorted with the interserv- 
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ice rivalry dimension blown all out of proportion to what is really 
going on. 

The European reception of the Marine casualties raises questions 
about this interpretation, however. An Army doctor told the Air 
Force that he did not believe the distribution of casualties “could 
be defended, medically, morally or ethically.” 

Given these problems, what might be done about the Joint Staff? 

5. The Joint Staff should be  made nsible directly to the Chairman rather 
than the Joint Chiefs of  Staff  as  a addition, we must improve the experi- 

vide greater incentives and rewards for 
removing the legislative restrictions on 

General Jones h ad this suggestion in 1982: 

ence and military education levels 

on Joint Staff duty will allow sufficient flexibility to do this 

d u r e s  for selecting, schooling, insuring enhanced promotion and a s s i g n m e n t  oppor- 
tunities, and managing the careers of those officers best qualified for joint duty. Ac- 
tions are already being addressed by the Joint Chiefs to properly manage well quali- 
fied joint officers as a valuable national asset; repeali the legislative constraints 

His recommendations closely parallel those of the Brehm Study, 
which advocated the creation of a “joint sub-specialty”-a joint 
career duty track which selected officers would ollow in conjunc- 
tion with assignments in their own Services. The Brehm report rec- 
ommended: 

1. Improve the preparation and experience levels of Service o f f i c e r s  assigned to the 
Joint Staff and other Joint activities such as the Unified Command 
Establish in each Service a Joint duty career special ty  o n to selected officers in 
grade of 0-4  and above. Such officers should be n o m i n a t e d  b y  the Service Chief and 
approved by the Chairman, both for selection in the sp ialty and for assignment to 

serve primarily in Joint duty positions, but should also return riodically to their 
parent Services for field assignments to maintain currency. Perhaps half of the 
4,600 positions on the Joint Staff and in other Joint headquarters should be filled by 
such officers, thus retaining an e s s e n t i a 1  mix of officers with varied backgrounds 
(including command  experience) on these staffs, and also assuring that the Joint 
headquarters do not become isolated. 

Service promotion boards selecting officers for promotion to O - 5  and a b o v e  should 
have appropriate representation from the Joint Staff or other major Joint headquar- 
ters. Writ ten guidance should be furnished to the promotion b o a r d s  that states ex- 
plicitly that the selection process should: (1) emphasize the advancement of the best 
officers in all sp ialties including those in the Joint specialty; and (2) recognize the 

job properly. 

Joint duty pos i t i ons .  The officers should be educated at Joint schools and should 

importance and value of Joint duty experience. 

MODERNIZING THE MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 
One source of the problems encountered in achieving jointness in 

operation, effective readiness, and clarity in the chain of command 
can be found in the current structures of our Military Depart- 
ments—the separate Army, Navy, and Air Force. Many critics con- 
tend that, particularly in the Services, the desire 
weapons and hardware tends to drive and dominate 
the Service chiefs prima motivation is to make 
services the best-equipped and most capable. Yet this desire can 
govern defense policy, in part because of the current approach of 
placing organizationally weak civilian Secretaries in temp 

staffs. 
One often hears in d e b a t e s  on these issues the principle of “civil- 

ian control.” Nowhere is this issue more pertinent than in the cur- 
rent structure of the Military Departments. To many analysts, the 

and nominal charge of tightly-knit and clearly-structured Military 



service chiefs are left without adequate checks on their expected, 
and even desirable, goal of promoting service interests at the ex- 
pense of other interests. Politically accountable civilians might be 
expected to bring the perspective of Administration policy, and 
even that of a wider national interest, to Service management if 
they were strong enough vis-a-vis their Military staffs. Yet the cur- 
rent system isolates the civilian Secretary, m i n i m i z e s  his control 

through outdated excessive layers of management personnel, many 
of whom are superfluous. 

Many recent studies confirm the problem of excessive layering in 

Committee reports: 

over the professional military, and then adds further inefficiency 

management. A recent report issued by the Senate Armed Services 

A problem area that has frequently been identified is the ex- 

in the Military d e p a r t m e n t s :  the Secretariat and the military 
istence of two separate headquarters staffs (three in the Navy) 

headquarters staff. Critics believe that this arrangement r e  
su l t s  in an unnecessary layer of supervision and duplication of 
effort. This criticism must be considered in the context of the 
numerous staff layers that are involved in virtually every i s s u e  
having multi-Service considerations: substantial staffs at one 
or more field commands or activities of each Service, the large 
milita headquarters staffs, the Service Secretariats, the staff 
of the Secretary of Defence, and often the staffs of one or more 
unified or specified commands and the Joint Staff. 

It is a generally accepted principle of organization that un- 
necessary layers of supervision result in dela and micro-man- 

ly, while duplication of effort within an organization ma be 

some specific benefit to the organization, then the duplication 
is unnecessary and inefficient. 

Many other studies have sounded the same theme, according to 
the SASC report. 

In December 1960, the report of the Committee on the Defense 
Establishment, chaired by Senator Stuart Symington, identified 
this issue as a problem and emphasized the need 

wing out of 

Similarly, the Report of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel in July 
1970 found: 

There also appears to be substantial duplication in all Mili- 
tary Departments between the Secretariat staffs and the mili- 
tary staffs. (page 38) 

The April 1976 report of the Defense Manpower Commission cast 
the i s s u e  of duplication of effort in a large context: 

Three layers [OSD, Service Secretariats, and military head- 
quarters staffs] at the Department of Defense (DOD) executive 
level involved in manpower and personnel policy, planning and 
programming, and to some extent, operations, appear to be ex- 

c e s s i v e .  Given the basic nature of the Department of Defense, 
two layers—Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the 
Services [military headquarters staffs]—should suffice . . . (De- 
fense Manpower: The Keystone of National Security, page 89) 

agement and are counterproductive and inefficient. Additional- 

useful at times, if that duplication of effort does not result in 

. . . to minimize the duplication and delay 
the present multiple layers of control . . . (page 7) 
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The Departmental Headquarters Study, submitted in June 1978, 
also focused upon layering in the top management headquarters of 
the Military Departments and its associated redundancy and dupli- 
cation. In this regard, the study stated: 

. . . we believe that layers should be reduced when their 
number produces duplication rather than a needed diversity of 
views. (page 45) 

In his book, Thinking About National Security, former Secretary of 
Defense Harold Brown argued that within the Military Depart- 
ments there is a need 

To reduce the number of levels in an overly layered manage- 

The unchecked power of the services chiefs can also weaken the 
expression of the Joint perspective the ability of the combatant 
commander to prepare his forces for combat missions and other 
uses. Many of those who have served as unified commanders have 
described the restraints that result from this fact: 

Gen. Bernard Rogers. commander in chief of the European Command “There is 
an imbalance between my responsibilities and accountability as a unified operation- 
al commander and my influence on resource decisions. . . . There remains in Wash- 
ington a preeminence of service goals in the program and budget process.” 

General Nutting of the Readiness Command: ‘There is an  imbalance between my 
operational responsibilities and influence over resource decisions. . . . The system as 
it is presently constituted depends inordinately on cooperation and goodwill in order 
to function-which is to say the present system contains internal contradictions.” 

Admiral Crowe, as commander in chief of the Pacific Command “On occasion the 
results of major service decisions, not previously coordinated with me, have affected 
my ability to execute [my command’s] strategy. . . . In the field of logistics, except 
for the influence I am able to exercise in the development of service program prior- 
ities I om dependent on my component commanders not only to compete successful- 
ly for sustainment resources within their service [plans] but also to represent me in 
balancing and distributing stocks, ammo, petroleum, etc., in locations and ways that 

greater input into general logistical matters. the unified command’s plana and strat- 
egy remain largely dependent upon the degree of service chief support my compo-  
nent commanders and I are able to obtain.” 

Finally, the lack of a coherent policy and strategy foundation for 
service programs has grown endemic. This has already been noted 
in relation to the weaknesses in the Joint Structure. But it is 
probably true also that the currently ineffective approach to civilian 
control allows this to hap n. 

Two recent National Security Advisers to the President have 

Zbignew Brzezinski: 
My own experience in the White House, working closely 

with President Carter, was that our military establishment has 
become, over time, increasingly unresponsive either to the 
pressing threats to our national security or to effective presi- 
dential direction. 

By contrast, the inevitable and natural concern of the serv- 
ice chiefs-with their competitive and often mutual1 exclusive 

mandates-is the future of their services which depends on 
their s h a r e  of the total budget. Their incentive is more to en- 
hance the weapons they have under their exclusive control 
than to plan overall defense policy. 

rial structure . . . (page 208) 

support my theater strategy. Therefore, until the (unified commanders) have a 

entered ringing indictments in this regard. 

Henry Kissinger: 
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The military organization of the Department of Defense 
should be revised. The powers of the chairman should be 
strengthened, his staff augmented and missions should be re- 
lated to actual tasks. 



REVIEWING THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 
The Defense Agencies have their origin in Public Law 85-599, 

the Defense Reorganization Act of 1955. This act contains a provi- 
sion stating: 

Whenever the Secretary of Defense determines it will be ad- 
vantageous to the Government in terms of effectiveness, econo- 
my, or efficiency, he shall provide for the carrying out of m y  
supply or service activity common to more than one military 
department by a single agency or such other organizational en- 
tities as he deems appropriate. 

This act recognized in statute the practice, already underway, of 
combining some of these functions under one agency. The National 
Security Agency had been created by Executive Order in 1952. 

After P .L. 85-599 was enacted, the Defense Nuclear Agency was 
formed from the old Armed Forces Special Weapons Project that 
was created in 1946. Their authority continues to this day to be 
based on the authority granted to the Secretary of Defense to 
create and specify their functions. 
The pro nsity to create agencies to centralize the management 

eleven agencies not under the command of the services or the JCS. 
These are: 

of many functions common to the services has resulted today in 

D e f e r s  Security Assistance Agency 
National Security Agency 
Defense Contract Audit Agency 
Defense Intelligence Agency 
Defense Investigative Service 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Defense Mapping Agency 
Defense Nuclear Agency 
Defense Communications Agency 
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency 
Defense Legal Services Agency 

These agencies have grown over the years to employ more than 
80,000 personnel, possibly more, and to control significant operat- 

agencies under the line control of various Assistant Secretaries of 
Defense, in the past they often have reported directly to the %re- 
tary of Defense, and operated with a low level of policy control. 
Critics claim that they have too little accountability to the joint 
structure or the combatant commanders. 

Some Members of Congress, as well as some officials of the De- 
partment of Defense, have taken note of the proliferation and in- 
creasing power of the independent Defense Agencies. They were in- 
tended to reduce duplication and save money. Yet some analysts 
and observers are now suggesting that in some cases the agencies 
have been inadequate in providing the services they were created 

(16) 

ing budgets. Although the current Administration has placed these 



to provide. Rather than providing more economical and efficient 
means to provide these needs, they may be adding another layer of 

efforts, stifling competition among contractors, and 

d u r e s .  
A major study of Defense Agencies, the 1979 "Re rt on the De- 

elli (USA, Ret), made recommendations on the operation and struc- 
ture of the Defense Agencies which have virtually been ignored. 
Among its findings: 

Our study sup rts the views of t h o s e  who believe that there 

who believe in selecting strong managers for the Agencies. We 
agree in principle with the concept of “management by excep- 
tion.” However, even Agencies with strong managers require 
some oversight or balance for such semi-autonomy. Every orga- 
nizational entity, however worthy its pur , has ita own in- 
terests, which it will advance if  u n c h e c k e d  which may not 
necessarily further the interests of the larger whole of which it 
is a part. Human enterprises require some overwatching au- 
thority. 

There appears to be little systematic linkage between the 
contingency planning of the JCS and many of the Agencies 
supporting the operating form. In fact, in some instances, we 
can find little evidence of up-to-date Agency planning for con- 
tingencies. Base support operations do not always require the 
detailed planning or the frequent updating that the combat 
forces require. 

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has never had, and does 
not now have, a formal relationship with the JCS. 

The Antonel l i  Report also deals with the relationship between 
agencies and the JCS, the Services, and the Unified and S p e c i -  

The relationship between the Defense Agencies and the 
JCS, the Military Services, and the Unified and Specified 
(U&S) Commands vary widely. In genera!, the creation of the 
unified Agency structure complicates an already corn lex set of 

Commands. The basic difficult, which is already described in 

sponsibility and authority over resource allocation. These divi- 
sions violate fundamental principles of organizational manage- 
ment and military command responsibility. The Defense Agen- 
cies add an additional dimension to this problem. In this con- 
text we concluded that the gradual development of the Defense 

zational system which was already strained by some inherent 
limitations. 

We have been unable to examine this very broad i s s u e  in the 
comprehensive manner which it deserves. However, we have 
found evidence of a number of specific problems, and found 
their validity sufficiently persuasive to cause us to conclude 

adding through excessive bureaucracy and planning proce- 

fense Agency Review” d i r e c t e d  by Major General Theodore Anton- 

ity an d diffusion in the oversight over, and account- 
ability for, most Agencies. However, we also agree with those 

The Antonelli Report n o t e s  further: 

the 
fied Commands: 

relationships among OSD, the JCS the Services an d the U&S 

the Steadman Report, lies in t he divisions between mission re- 

Agency system has placed an additional burden on an organi- 



18 

that this issue requires careful consideration in the study of 
the central issue we have recommended. These problems in- 
clude the following: 
The authority of some agencies to levy r equ i r emen t s  on the 

U&S Commands and the Services without commensurate re- 
sponsibility for the operating missions. 
The authority of the Services to levy various requirements 

on certain Agencies without commensurate fiscal responsibil- 
ity. 

The authority an Agency for quality inspection and accept- 
ance of materiel whose utilization is the responsibility of the 
services. 

Less than optimum efficiency resulting from inadequate co- 
ordination. 

A need for greater participation by the U&S Commanders in 
the review of major issues in the programs and budgets of the 
Defense Agencies. 

Secretary of the Navy Lehman is a consistent, outspoken critic of 

Is the Defense establishment overgrown? Yes. To cope with 
this avalanche of legislation and regulation, each military d e -  
partment headquarters numbers 2,000, as does the Joint Staff 
and its appendages and the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
staff. There are 10 Defense agencies numbering 85,000, and 
nine joint and specified commands that each average nearly a 
thousand. No intelligent human being would pay $700 for a 
toilet cover. It took a unified buying agency of 50,000 billets to 
do that. 

That vast bloat in Congress and the executive branch has all 
been done over the past 30 years in the name of reformation at 
the altar of the false idols of centralization and unification. 

defense agencies: 

CONCLUSION 
The strength of any complex organization—and the national 

military command structure is more complex than most—depends 
in equal measure an three things: people, leadership and structure. 
We are indeed fortunate that the Armed Forces today are attract- 
ing and retaining some of the best trained and most highly q u a l i -  
fied soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines in our history. 

The leadership of these forces, the officers and non-commissioned 
officers, should also be singled out for praise. Our top leadership 
has also shown great initiative and brilliance in solving some of 
our most troubling Service and inter-Service problems. An example 
is the Army-Air Force agreement on 31 of the most important 
issues affecting those Services in their joint responsibilities. 

However, the third component—structure—is important as well 
because it  determines the pace at which those changes and im- 
provements take place. Structural changes cannot by themselves 
solve any problem. However, the process of evolutionary change 
can be facilitated by a structure that promotes initiative as well as 
organizational excellence. 



APPENDIX 
PROPOSALS BEFORE THE INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 

The previous sections outlined the problems as defined by a large 
number of analysts in and out of uniform. The Investigations S u b  
committee of the House Committee on Armed Services is in the 
process now of holding hearings on the four issues outlined at the 
beginning. A package of four bills before the subcommittee address- 
es all four elements. These have been introduced by Representa- 
tives Les Aspin, Bill Nichols, and Ike Skelton. The following sec- 
tion outlines in plain English the solutions and reforms contained 
in the Aspin-Nichols-Skelton bill. The inclusion of this section is 
designed to aid Members in understanding the most detailed and 
comprehensive bill before the committee. It should not, however, be 
taken to indicate that this bill points the way to the only solution. 
There are other approaches that could be taken to address the four 
issues. For example, there are proposa ls  to abolish the secretaries 
of the three military departments and have the service chiefs 
report directly to the Office of the Secretary of Defense without 
any intervening civilian layer. There is also a proposal to abolish 
outright the Defense Logistics Agency and to return ita responsibil- 
ities to the services. And there is a proposal to create a forma! Gen- 
eral Staff comprised of officers who would spend the bulk of their 
careers in joint assignments and who would have their assign- 

by a General Staff promotion system rather than by each individ- 
ual service. 

ments, promotions and other career rewards effectively controlled 

I. UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED COMMANDS 
Control of the organizational structure of each of the unified and 

specified commands is to be decentralized to the commander of the 
command. He will be directed that the structure be fashioned as 
closely as possible to the structure that would prevail in wartime. 
All combat ready forces will be assigned day-today to the combat- 
ant commanders, and they will exercise command over them. They 
will select, and may remove, the commanders of subordinate units, 
who will be responsible to the unified commanders and will com- 
municate with other elements of the Department of Defense 
through the unified commanders. 

The CINCs will be given the resources they need to have authori- 
tative command of their forces. They will be given authority to de- 
velop their own programs and budget submissions, and will partici- 
pate in the overall defense budget resource allocation process. Fur- 
ther, they will participate with the JCS Chairman in a Joint Com- 
manders Council. They will be given staff resources to carry 
their new responsibilities in planning, training, command an d con- 
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trol, resource allocation, and intelligence. In short, they will be 
given the opportunity to become in the fullest sense the operation- 
al commanders they were intended to be when the concept of unity 
of command replaced mutual cooperation as the command doctrine 
of the United States. 

The CINCs and Chairman of the JCS will be given a strong voice 
in program and budget submissions. The CINCs will submit their 
requirements, the Chairman will combine CINC’s proposals, allo- 
cate priorities, and develop his own integrated proposal. He will 
compare his document with service and defense agency budget p r o -  
posals and submit recommendations to the Secretary 

II. JOINT OFFICER PERSONNEL 
The key provision to strengthen the joint approach to command 

and operations is to establish a joint subspecialty for military offi- 
cers in all four services. This subspecialty would include approxi- 
mately one-half of all officers in joint billets. These billets include 
the Joint Staff, but further will include CINC staf fs  and other joint 
duty assignments. These officers will spend approximately one-half 
of their careers after selection in joint assignments or training. The 
Secretary of Defense, advised by the Chairman of the JCS, will es- 
tablish career guidelines for joint subspecialty officers, which will 
cover training, military education, types of duty assignments, p r o -  
motion eligibility criteria, and other factors. 

Built-in incentives for selecting the joint subspecialty will include 
requiring that Unified and Specified Commanders must have had a 
joint subspecialty. Moreover, to qualify for selection as Chairman of 
the JCS, an officer must have been a unified or specified commander. 
The Joint Staff personnel directorate will be enhanced so that it can 
monitor the promotions and career assignments of joint subspecialty 
officers and other officers who have served in joint positions, and 
otherwise advise the Chairman on joint personnel matters. 

Promotion policies will be established to protect and guide offi- 
cers who serve in joint assignments. Officers on the Joint Staff 
should, as a group, be promoted at a rate faster than their peers on 
service headquarters staffs; officers serving in other joint assign- 
ments should, as a group, be promoted at a rate equal to their 
peers on service headquarters staffs. Joint officers will serve on 
their services’ promotion boards, and promotion lists will be sub- 
mitted to the J C S  Chairman for assurance that joint officers are 

Finally, joint duty assignments will become a major prerequisite 
for star rank promotion. This legislation will require such an  as- 
signment for promotion to general or admiral. The Secretary of De- 
fense will have waiver authori ty ,  but he must (1) ensure that the 
waiver authority is limited in use; and (2) require that the first, as- 
signment as generals or admirals of the few officers who receive 
the waiver will be in joint pos i t i ons .  

presented. 
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III. MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
The Secretary of Defense will be directed to reorganize the mili- 

with guidelines established in the 
headquarters will constitute one 

assignments of assistant secretaries, 
other ranking civilian officials, and deputy chiefs of staff shall, to 
the maximum extent possible, be made uniform across the depart- 
ments. The legislative charters of service secretaries will be stand- 
ardized. Likewise, other portions of the law relating to the services 
will be standardized. 

Each military department shall have an under secretary and 
four assistant secretaries who will be assigned responsibilities for 
the following functional areas: manpower, reserve affairs, financial 
man ement, research and development, acquisition, logistics, and 

secretary for civil works. Each department shall have a civilian 
general counsel who will have the status of an assistant secretary. 

The service chief shall act as the military assistant and chief of 
staff to the Secretary. He shall, as at present, “exercise su rvision 
over such members and organizations” of the service as the secre- 
tary determines. The department headquarters may have as many 

military assistants to the assistant secretaries in their respective 
functional areas. Two additional deputies may be appointed to su 

military functions. 
The Staff realignment, reduction, decentralization, will result in 

15% fewer personnel than the current staffs. The shift of oper- 
ations and planning functions to the joint structure should facili- 
tate this realignment. The Secretary of Defense will shift duplica- 
tive personnel to the joint structure, arid insure that the necessary 

installations. Further, the Army shall have an  additional assistant 

as six deputy chiefs of staff. Four of these deputies will serve as 

port the chief of staff in operational, planning, and other primarily 

reductions are carried out in Washington. 

cies will be subjected to improved oversight to insure efficiency, 

routinized review (with the assistance of the CINCs) of agency war 

IV. DEFENSE AGENCIES 

The responsiveness and accountability of the Defense Agencies to 
the readiness needs of U.S. forces will be im roved, and these agen- 

economy, and effectiveness in their operation. The Chairman of the 
JCS, will be responsible for periodic review of defense agency char- 
ters to ensure that they are consistent with the requirements for 
responsiveness and readiness. He will be rea nsible for periodic, 

and contingency plans. He will be responsible for ensuring full par- 
ticipation by the agencies in joint exercises, and for assessment of 
their performance. Me will have authority, as directed by the Sec- 
retary of Defense, to ensure that inadequacies are corrected. 

Finally, to build incentives for effectiveness, policy councils will 
be established for each defense agency. Membershi will include 

representatives of 
CINCs, services, OSD. Further, a periodic review will be required of 

the Secretary of Defense on the mix of functions, services, supplies, 
spare parts, etc, handled by the agencies and the services, to, 
ensure that the mix meets the right balance between requirements 

clients and overseers: JCS Chairman and 
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for economy and requirements for combat readiness. And to im- 
prove and facilitate responsiveness to combat requirements, de- 
fense agency representatives may be established at each CINC 
headquarters. 

O 


