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CHARTER 1
INTRODUCTION

You will be shocked at the sericus deficiencies in
the organization and procedures of the Department
of Defense and the Congress. If we have to fight
tomarrow, these preblems will cause Americans to
die unnecessarily. Even more, they may cause us to
lose the fight.

Barry Boldwater!

With these words, an ageing Senator led the successful fight
for major legislation to overhaul the rnaticn's defernse structure.
How did the establishmant get to be in such condition? How long
has it beer this way? What has been done in the past to address
these problems? Is what Congress prescribes the most effective
remedy? This paper will attempt to answer these questions by means
of a bri1@f hiatorical review of corganizaticral trends in the United
States military. Some factors will appear as caommon elements irn
the mativations leading to reform. These include changes in the
Urnited States pasitiorn orn the world stage, the advent of rew
technologies, and a desire for economical defense.

There will alsc appear scme interesting characteristics in
the nature of the changes themselves. The effort to maintain and
arharnce civilian controcl over the urniformed Services has tended
ta fragpment the organization functionally while simultanecusly
pushing toward Service urnification. Ariklysis of these tendercies
may provide scme insight i1ntoc future directions.

Military reform, of course, involves a panoply of issues from
precuremant tc personnel. This study is limited to the Qquestions
surrounding command, control, ard coordination of military forces
in peace and war. Command and controal refers to the structure by
which the orders and directions of the Commander in Chief
are conveyed to the cperating forces. Coordination relates to the

way in which the efforts of the various Armed Forces are focused in



crder to produce the most desirable result for the nation.
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CHAPTER II

TRENDS TOWARRD UNIFICRTION, 1789-1345

The mation began 1ts history under the Constitution with a
uriified military organizatior. For the first nine years, from 17893
to 1798, there was a single military department, the War
Department. The Secretary of War was the Presidert’s single agent
for all matters involving the minuscule army and virtually
nonexistent navy. I John RAdams' administration, the Federalists
embarked on a buildup of naval capability because thare was a
growing threat of war with Frarnce. The Fifth Congress established
the Navy Department and Maryiand's Benjamin Stoddert became the
firat Secretary. Far the rext 143 years, the FPresident, as
Cammander—-in-Chief, was the pcint at which the United States
military power was coordinated.

Far mast of the Nireteenth Century, there were few cccasiorns
anmd little need for joint action on the part of the two servicas.
The principal excepticory was the Civil War campaign in the West
where the cooperation between Grant and naval officers such as
Faote and Porter was arn esserntial irgredient for the successful
attacks on the Confederacy in that theater. The first actual
"unified"” commarid ivm the field was exercised by the
Commander—in—Chief himself. In May of 1862, RAbraham Lirncolrn
persconally directed the efforts of Cammodore Louis M. Galdsborough
and General John E. Wacl 1irn the capture of the port of Norfolk
which, by then, had beer abarndoned by the Canfederates. The
irntreapid Drcsiqent even cconducted & personal reconnaissance of
petential landing sitas, 3

The war with Spairn i1rv 1898 and the resultant changes in
America’s position in the world brought major pressures for

reform. The record of cccperaticon between the Army and the Navy
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during that conflict was abysmally poor (as was much of each
service's parformance). Early war plarming was conducted
independently and withaout caordination. At one point, the RArmy set
a date for arn invasion of Cuba and failed to inform the Navy which
was providing the ships and the escorts. The cperation was

post pored. Throughout the war, President McKinley was the point at
which conflicts between the services—--even the most petty—--were
resclved. He was the arbitrator and mediator, 4

After the war, there was widespread sentimert for reform tao
correct these problems. But there were other forces at work as
well. The Urnited States entered the riew century with a
significantly enhanced position in world affairs. This new role
required a more scphisticated foreign policy and a flexible,
capable military componernt of national power. Additionally,
far—-flung rew territorial possessions brought additiornal burdens
for governance and defense. The rnewly enlarged military services
erigaged in Jurisdicticrnal disputes over the overseas
territories.~ There was a clear rneed for scme formal mechanism
for coordinating military plans and coperations.

Ericeuraged by the Secretary of War, Elinu Raoct, the Army and
Navy agreed to establish a committee ta foster "cooperation arnd
mutual uriderstanding.'"® The Jaint Army and Navy Board first met
in 1303 with four senior officers from each service including
Gereral Samuel B, M. Young, the Army's first Chief of Staff, and
Admiral George Dewey, the herc of Manila Eay. ARlthough the Board
had no staff and lacked anmy direct authority, 1t remained the
principal vehicle for interservice coordination until 1342,

At the same time, Rcot was alsc engaged in forcing badly
rneeded internal reforms on an unwilling Army. Drawing on the work
of Emory Upton, the Dadge Commissicon, and others, he streamlirned
the lines of authority from the Secretary of War by abolishing the
ambiguous position of Cammanding General of the Army and replacing
it with the Chief of Staff. He broke the back of the powarful

pureau chiefs with the farmatiornn of the Gerneral Staff Ccorps. All
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of these changes were wrought only after difficult Congressional
battles in which many elements of the Army used all of their
considerable influence to prevent and delay the chang.s.7 The
Navy underwent nco similar overhaul, a circumstarce which had
implications for the Navy's resistance to future unification
efforts.

During World War I, rew elements surfaced to reinforce the
read for unity of effort 1n military endeavors,. In the field, rew
concepts arcse for Jaint coperatiors and uriity of cammand; while at
home, RArmy-—-Navy competition for scarce rescurces strained the
nation’'s industrial and mcbilizatiorn capability. The arrival of
airpower on the battlefield spurred discussion of the role of the
new weapon over land and sea. All these elements, coupled with
postwar econamy drives led to rnew unification efforts. During the
next several years, a rnumbar ¢f bills and resclutiorns were
introduced in Congress proposing varicus unification schemes, but
noarie passed. The Services themselves made crly modest sfforts to
strengthen the Joint Board by providing staff support, An Army
arid Navy Munitiorns Board and, later, a Joint Ecoriomy Board made
some effort to eliminate costly duplication. Although these
agercies were, orn the whole, ireffective, they did provide a base
on which to build when World War II demanded true joint effort.B8

The requiremernt to deal with the British Chiefs of Staff
Committee or equal footing led to the birth of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff at the Arcadia Confererice shortly after Pearl Harbor. ARt
that conference, Churchill and Roosevelt approved the
astablishment of the Combined Chiefs of Staff to provide the
coverall strategic direction of the war. The senior army, navy, and
air (The Rayal Air Force was already an indeperdent service.)
officers of each country were members. In July, 1342, Roocsevelt's
Chief of Staff, Admiral William D. Leahy was acded. Very scorn,; the
JCS made the rather large crganizational step from coordirnating
matters with the British tco providing overall direction to U. S.

forces. This was accamplished without any formal executive or
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legislative charter. The direct relationship betweer the Chiefs
arnd Roosevelt made this possiblae. The Secretary of War ard the
Secretary of the Navy filled primarily administrative and
moebilization roles. Throughout the war, a host of commitiees and
agencies grew up under the JCS. Particularly after the U, 5. was
"outstaffed” by the Britisn at the Casablanca Conference in early
1943, the value of full-time joint staff organizations was
recognizad, 9

There were efforts during the war to laok for permarernt
orgariizational remedies. R House select committee, chaired by
Clifton A. Woodram, met in 1344 to study postwar military
organization. RArmy Chief of Staff, General George Marshall, whao
had preserted a proposal tco the JCS in the previcus year, sent his
deputy, General Joseph T. McNarney, to present a plan to the
Woodram Cammittee. This "MoNarrey Plan'" called for a single
cabinet departmert for the RArmad Forces and a "United States
Chiefs of Staff" headed by the President’'s Chief of Staff. it
also called for a separate Air Force. Army and Rrmy Rir Force
Wwitresses supported the plarn but the Navy cornvinced the Committee
to postpone action until after the war. At the same time the JCS
was completing its cown study. Chaired by retired Admiral J. GC.
Richardaon, the Special Committee for Reorganizaticn of the
Naticrnal Defense interviewed hundreds of officers in all services
including leading combat commanders cverseas. This report went
even farther thar McNarviey because i1t recommended & single
commander of the Armed Forces under a single civilian secretary.
Richardson himself disagreed with the conclusiorn and filed a
mincrity report, {0

There are scome commorn threads apparent iv the early trerds
toward unification. Many of the factors which sparked
organiizational charge were variations orn the same themes. For
example, the more the United States became involved in world
affairs, the more it reeded a larger, more flexible, and more

responsive military establishment. Technology, especially



airpower, drastically complicated the business of war and blurred
the neat distinctions of past service roles. And in the wake of
each expensive war, the nation looked for mare efficient means to
provide for the commor deferse. After World War 11, the pressures
were exponentially more acute arnd the result was the reforms of
1947 and the "Battle of the Potomac.”



CHAPTER II1
THE RECRGRANIZATIONS OF 13947 AND 19349

As World War Il corcluded, there was near uriversal agreement
that same change was rneeded ir the nation's defense structure.
Although the United States initiated a precipitous demobilizaticn
after the Japanese surrender, Soviet behavior and the power
vacuums of Eurcpe ard Asia gquickly brought home the rneed for a
continued military capability. At the same time, there was a
dawning realization that American interests were linked to octher
nations around the world ard, therefore, future conflict was likely
tc be the ccallective effaort of allies fighting commer feoes.

Recant eaxperience ir cocalitiorn war had demonstrated how difficult
the caordination arnd plarming functiors had become. Additiornally,
future conflicts were likely~-and hopefully—--to be fought cutside
the U.S. These cverseas conflicts emphasized the reed for joint
air, land, sea coordirnatian.

Techrnalogy charnged war dramatically. Rirpower, mechanrized
ground combat, and, abcve all, the advent of atomic weapons
severely complicated the task of the warrior and blurred the
traditional distincticans among Service roles angd missions,
Morecver, the cost of fighting this kind of war coupled with a
desire of the American pecple to return to praduction of peacetime
goods, gernerated demarnd for an ecoriomical deferse effort,

Rll these factors brought into clear fccus by the recent war
gxperience, produced an almast universal consensus that there was a
need for change, if cnly to legitimize the institutions that
produced the victory. EBut the form and extent of the reforms
engerndared controversy. All Services agresed on the need for
uriified cammarnd of forces 1 the theater of cperations. A mcare
difficult issue to resclve was the nature of the Washington
astablishment which woulo supervise the war effort and rur thirgs

irn peacetime, 11



The proposals considered by Congress and the Joint Chiefs
during the war stimulated a response from the Navy. James
Forrestal replaced unification proponent Frank Knox as Secretary
of the Navy. He commissiored Ferdinand Eberstadt, a former
chairman of the Muniticns Board, to study the issues. The study
produced a plar that retaired separate, Cabinet—-level Service
Pepartmerts but provided a coordination framework composed of a
National Security Courncil ard a Natiornal Security Rescurces EBoard.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff would have been given statutory
legitimacy and a small Joint Staff, but was not givern any budget
role or authority over the Services,

The Army's pasition had evolved inta & plan that was
presented to Congress by Lieutenant General J. Lawton Collins,
Chief af Staff of Army Grournd Forces. The Ccllins plan described
a Department of Deferise headed by a Secretary of the Armaed Forcas.
The uniformed establishmernt would be headed by the Chief of Staff
of the RArmed Forces, whoa would be the chief military adviser and
the executive for the Secretary. The U.S. Chiefs of Staff
retaired the wartime membership of Service Chiefs and the Chief of
Staff to the President, but added the Chief of Staff of the Armed
Forces as presiding officer. The rcle of the U.S. Chiefs was
strictly advisory. Impaortantly, Service budpets would be sent to
the President through the Secretary of the Armed Forces with
coammerts by the U.S. Chiefs. Both the Callirs and Eberstadt plans
envisiored a separate Rir Force. !&

The reasorns for the sharp differerices betweern Army arnd Navy
positions are complex. The Navy had riot experienced the Root
reforme that had streamlivied the Army earlier 1v the century.
Therefore, Naval officers were uncomfortable with the
centralizatiorn of autharity which flowed from the degree of
unification in the Collirns RPlar. Army officers, on the other hand,
had enjoyed fairly good success with the hierarchical organization
within the War Department. The extension of those principles tao

the entire defense estab.i1shment seemed a logical step.
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The unification debate had alsc been irtricately tied to
sensitive roles and nmissions disputes. Some Army and Army
Air Force officers, as they argued for reorganizaticon and an
independent Air Force, alse included recommendatiocna for
separating Naval Rir fraom the Navy and paring the Marine Corps
down to a mere guard force. Because of this linkage, the Navy
retained an understandabple wariness of all reorganizatiorn efforts,
particularly those propcesals which lacked irorclad Congressicnal
protection ¢f the rcles of Naval Rir arnd Marines.

ARll the Services realized the importance of control of the
budget in peacetime, particularly in the changed warld that
America faced. The Navy realized that it would be in a battle with
the Rir Force for the lead positiorn in America’'s postwar defernse,
especially in regard tc atomic weapons. Navy leaders felt more
confident conducting that battle irm Congress with the help of their
allies than within a Deferise Department. Conversely, the Army
was concerned that its rather more mundare rcle might pale 1n
camparison tca the more glamorous Navy and Rir Force.

Altruistically, the Navy argued that cover—-centralization
presertaed a grave risk to the long-standing RAmerican principle of
civilian corntrol over the military. Cangress was warred that
concentrating toc much power irn & single military leader could
threaten demccratic inastitutions. The Army pcocinted cut the gairs
in efficiency and effectiveness that could be achievaed from
eliminating duplication and streamlining cperaticons. 13

Some writers have alsc pointed to cultural differerces
stemming from the nature of service in the two organizations., Navy
officers are seen as having developed in arn envirorment fostering
independent action with little requirement for ccordination and
little personal supervisicn by superiors, In the RArmy, the
emphasis is on teamwork and ccooperationi the chain of command 1%
intimately involved in day-tc—-day operations. Thus, there are
differing attitudes toward centralization, 14

Whatever the reascrs, the fight before Corgressicnal

i0



Committees and in the press was long and bitter. President Truman
leaned strongly toward the more centralized proposals, but was
urisuccessful in preventing a parade of Navy and Marine witrnesses
from presenting the oppasing view on Capitol Hill, Twoe 1ssues
were central tc the dispute. First, of course, was the
establishment of a separate Rir Force which the Navy viewed as a
threat to Naval and Marire aviation. The second, and more basic
issue concerred the organizaticoral level at which coordirnation
would occur and decisions would be made. The Navy-supported
Eberstadt Plarn envisicned ccoordirnation at Cabinet level, with
Service Secretaries resclvirg issues in the Naticral Security
Council. Unrescolved praoblems would go to the President for
decision. In the Army scheme, coordination would be within the
Department of Natioral Defense and decisions would be made by the
Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces cor the Secretary. Thus, the
President would be provided a single military point of view,

Since the debate showed rca sigrns of resolution, Truman
directed Robert PRatterscn—-then Secretary of War—-and Forrestal to
negotiate their differernces and present him with urresclved
issues. Truman reviewed the findimngs and decided in favor of a
separate Air Force arnd against a sirgle Chief of Staff of the Armed
Forces., Evern after this Presidential decision, PRPatterson and
Faorrestal had to appoint a committee to draft mutually acceptable
legislation. General Lauris Norstad and Admiral Forrest Sherman
led the effort to develcop a blusprint that was acceptable to both
Service Secretaries and to the President. Truman submitted
proposed legislation to both Houses of the new 80th Congress in
February, 1547.15

After several more months of debate and hearings, Cangress
passed the National Security Rct (Public Law 253) on July 295,

1947. Or September 17, 1947, James Forrestal was sworn irn as the
first Secretary of Daefense. ARlthough the law stopped far short of
the highly centralized proposals recommended by the Army, it

represanted a watershed irn the development of American naticrnal
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agourity structure. The importance of rommilitary security issues
was recognized by the establishment of the Natioral Securaity
Courcil (NSC) and the Natioral Security Resocurces Board (NSRB) ta
cacrdirnate governmert—-wide defense programs, The Certral
Intelligence Agercy was created to cperate under the NSC ang to
coordirate naticrnal i1rntelligence activities,

Inn the military arerna, the Services-—-including a separate Rir
Farce-—-were brought together i1rtca a single structure although ncot
under a Cabinet department. The Cabinet-level Secretary headed
the "Natioral Military Establishmernt” that ircluded the three
Service Departments which remained executive departments of the
gavernmant, The Service Secretaries were givern seats on the NSC
and the NSRB and had the right to go directly to the President orm
budget or other issues. The Secretary of Defense had a very small
gtaff and very vaguely cefired authority. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS) was given legal status with the three Service Chiefs
and the Chief of Staff to the Presidernt as members. The JCS wams
alsca giver a small (100 member) Jeirt Staff., The Act also created
a War Council (forerurmer of today's Armed Forces Policy Council)
to advise the Secretary of Deferse. 16

The JCS as a bady was assigrned the role of prirvicipal military
advisor to the President ard the Secretary of Defernse. It was alsc
charged with developirng Joirt plans and coordirating military
educatior. The only c¢peraticrial responsibility was to establish
uriified commands. The JCS elected ta use the method of assigrning a
Service Chief as "executive agent" for each of the unmified
coammandms. Public Law 253 assigned na budget responsibility or
authority to the Jeint Chiefs. 17

Secretary Forrestal, whose views against centralization were
strongly reflected ir the 1347 law, had riot been in office lowg
pefore he realized its snrortcomirgs. In his first arnnual report,
he pointed tc a need for a single officear to speak for the JCS as
nis advisor and for more specific autharity for the Secretary. He

was instrumental in haviraz the Natiomal Military Establishment
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added to the scope of the Hoover Commission’s study of the
Executive Branch. The head of the military task fcrce was rore
other than Forrestal's ald friend, Ferdimnand Eberstadt. The
at udy's recommendaticons undcoubtedly reflected the Secretary's
views. The key proposals were a substantial increase in the
authority of the Secretary of Defernse at the experise of the
Service Secretaries and the addition of a positiorn desigrnated the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 18

With the support of Forrestal and President Truman, Corgress
incorporated moat of the changes in a 13949 amendment to the
National Security Act. The Naticnal Military Establishmert became
the full fledged Department of Defense and the Services were
reduced in status to rorn-Cabiret "Service Departmerts"” and the
Secretaries stripped of their authority to go directly to the
President. They were required to admirister their Departmerts
"urder the authority and direction”" of the Secretary of Defense
arid they laost their seats ar tne Naticnal Security Courncal. A
Chairman was added to the JCS without a "vote." The Chairman was
placed in arn advisary rcle to the NSC where ne was expected to
present the collective views of the Chiefs, The Joint Staff
was increased in size to 210 officers. 19

Thus, the Urnited States erntered the cnallenging secord half of
the century with a revamped military organization. It was,
hawever, an arganizaticrn that reflected campromige betweern vastly
different poirts of view. The Army, under Generals Marshall,
Eiserhower, and Bradley, ardg the Presidert, Harry Truman, nad
favored a unitary, hiegrarchical structure. The Navy and many
members of Congress were suspicicus of such concentraticon of power.
The nature of the refarm was alsc affected by the character of the
Secretaries who implementea 1t. Faorrestal, despite his push for
more authority, gererally adopted & "hands off" approach to
maraging the Department. However, his successor, Louis Johnsaon,
ruled with an iron hard, a tactic which led to the famous "revolt

of the admirale’” wher ne carcelled the aircraft carrier, U.S.S.
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United States, in 184S. Trumar saw clearly that unification would
be an iterative process: "Unification of the Services must be

locked on as a long-term job, "20
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CHARTER IV
EVOLUTION, 13953 AND 1958

Dwight Eisenhower, whc became President in 13953, had long
been a strong proponent of unification. During the post-war
debates, he testified in favor of a strong Chief of Staff of the
Armed Forces. As Presidert, he shifted the emphasis to increasing
the power of the Becretary of Defense, perhaps reflecting his rew
pesiticors as a political rather than a military leader.
Nonetheless, he continued to push for centralized authority and
responsibility.

The underlyirng factors stimulating reform in the 1350's were
similar to those in earlier years. The Korean War had
demonstrated the inefficiency of the system of joint boards
oparatirng in the Defernse Departmant. Eisenhower took office
believirng that rnational security included mcore than military
strergth and that the amount of national wealth that could be
expevided or the military was limited. Ecoricmy was a necessary
goal., America was now tied intc a system of alliances arocund the
warld that greatly complicated the defernse equatior. New weapcons
and delivery systems demanded the capability for virtually
instantanecus respanse. Peacetime organization wcaula have to be
able to fight wars. Economy, technology, and the U.S. world role
continued ta be prime factors in organizatiornal reform.

The 1933 effort actually began in the Truman RAdministratior
with the preparation by the Secretary of Deferse, Robert Lovett,
of an analysis of Deferse Department organizatioral problems.
These were provided to Eiserhower as part of the transition
process and were an important part of the study cornducted under the
chairmarnship of Nelsar Rockefeller. The propasals were submitted
tce Congress as Reorgarization Plan No., 6 (one of a series of
executive refarms). Corigress allcwed the Plan to take effect on
Jurne 30, 1953,



These reforms corscolidated the authority of the Secretary of
Deferse. The system of boards was replaced by six riew assistarnt
secretaries who had the authority to act in the name of the
Secretary. The Service Secretaries' roles were crice more
diminished, and they were row considered '"operating managers." The
Chairman of the JCS was given more direct authority over the Joint
Staff. However, the command charmel to the unified commands was
altered. Irstead of the Service Chief (as a member of the JCS)
being desigrated executive apent for a command, the chain now went
from the Secretary of Deferse to the Service Department to the
Service Chief. This removed the JCS from the operational
chain, 21

Eisenhower was still riot satisfied. The bitter interservice
battles over weapcons development and force structure convirnced him
that further reform was required. He was alsc concerned about the
ability of the military to respond in an emergency.

The Joint Chiefs' system, as 1t ricw exists is tco
complicated to work in warfare when minutes will be
Reabinoas for anticipaces emardency demanss that the
pacetime organization be made o simple and clear

hat decision_gnd control are free of delays and
cbstructicns, &=

Once again with the assistarce of the Rockefeller Commissior,
Eiserhower developed a plarm for reorganization of the Deferise
Department. Carngress accepted most of his proposals and passed the
Defense Department Reaorganization Act of 1958 which was signed intc
law on August 6. It contirued the cornsclidation of the power of
the Secretary at the expense of the Service Departments. The
executive agent system was aboclished and the unified commards were
rnow established by the Secretary of Deferse and were directly under
his command. The authority of the unified commanders to exercise
cperational control over their assigned forces was clarified. The
JCS was allowed to crganize the Joint Staff (increased ta 400
officers) along traditicnal staff lires thus abolishing the

committes aystem whicrn had beern furmctioning since 1942, The
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Chairman's authority over the staff was strengthemed although he
now exercised that cortrol on behalf of the JCS. He

was given an equal "vote" in JCS deliberations. The Secretary was
also given the authority to transfer, reassign, abolish, or
consclidate combatant functicns among the services.23

Eisernhcwer'®s refcrms had gore a long way toward cornsclidating,
in civilian hands, authority over the Nation's military forces.
The rew organizatiorn reinforced a traditicnal bipalar tensicn in
ARmerican deferse structure. On cne side were those involved in
development and providirg of foarces and materiel. These were the
Service Departments and the Defense agencies. On the cother side
ware thcse resporsible for readirness and for fighting ware~-—-the JCS
and the unified commands. This divergence of responsibilty had
beers greatly reduced in the Army by the Root reforms but remained
very strongly entrenched in the Navy. It was a characteristic
that wcould figure prominently irn future Deferise Department
reforms,

After 1988, the Chairman pcossessed much greater authority and
stature; but he still lacked the command authority of a true Chief
of Staff of the Armed Forces as recommernded by Marshall, Truman,
ard Eiserhcwer. The Secretary’s office, on the cther hand, was
poterntially very pawerfuls; and the patential was fully explcited

by the next Secretary of Defense, Raobert McNamara.
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CHARPTER V
THE TREND CONTINUES, 1386

The decades of the 1360's and 1970's produced little in the
way of structural reform of the rnation’'s military establishmert.
There were, however, procedural developments, They effected
operatiors of the Department, as well as public and political
percepticons of the crgariization's effect:veness. Secretary
MeNamara used the tcacls of the 13958 law to greatly centralize
decision making authority i1m the civilian establishment of the
Deferise Department. The effect was so drastic that saome have
described it as the much-feared Prussian—-style General Staff, anly
manned by civilians, 24

It was alsc a difficult time for the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Uncer the chairmanship of Gereral Maxwell Taylor, who had close
ties with President Kernredy and a good relationship with McocNamara,
the Chiefs felt that the Secretary was able to exploit differences
within the JCS to the furtherarce of civilian "whiz kig"
domirnation.,. Corsequently, under Taylor'as successor, GCeneral Earim
Wheeler, the Chiefs made ar effcrt to conceal or paper over their
differences, thus diluting the value of their advice at the same
time that the naticar was becomirg invalved in Vietrnam.
Precccupation with the war prevented any substantial crganizaticnal
reform despite arn externsive study by a blue ribborm parel in
1969-1970.

Despite Secretary of Deferse Melvirn Laird’s effort to clarify
the channel of command, *he Nixon Rdminmigtration proaduced some
disturbing aberratiors. Irn 1371, Laird issued an corder defining
the chain of command as rurming "from the President to the
Secretary of Deferse arnc tarcugh the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
commanders of the Unified and Specified Commands." In riuclear war

or cther situatior requiring gquick resporse, the line went from the
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National Command Rutharity (the Praesident, the Secretary of
Defense, or their deputized alternates or successors) thraugh the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, representing the JCS, to the unified
arnd specified commarders.25 Irn spite of this effort, the
machinations of the Nixon White House as the war in Vietnam wound
dawr caused problems. Occasicnally, the JCS would be directed to
issue orders to the commander in Vietnam without informing the
Secretary, who had expressed disagreement with some of the
Kissinger—-Nixon policies. At times, Laird himself would give
instructions directly to Gerneral RAbrams in Saigorn, bypassirg the
JCS. These were cbvicusly dangerocus and dyafunctional practices
but they inspired ric immediate remedies.Z6

In the 1380's, the spur for change coriginated, for the first
time sirce World War II, from serving military officers. Rir Force
Gereral David C. Jornes, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
Army Chief of Staff, Gerneral Edward C. Meyer, each publicly stated
their ocriticisms of the JCS system armd praopcosed structural and
procedural changes. The debate was fueled by criticisms of
military operatiorns in [rarn and Grernada anc by ircreasing public
concern over procurement scardals during the Reagan Admirnistratior
cdeferse buildup. The moave for reform guickly gathered political
momentum and Congress enacted legislation in 1984 andg 1386,

Gereral Jores, suppcrted by the work gf & study group under
retired Army General Walter Kerwin, described several deficiencies
that he saw in the JCS system. First, he believed that the unified
and specified commanders lacked adequate authority over their
assigrned forces irn peacet ime. He a&lsc felt that the farmal advice
pravided by the JCS ta the President and the Secretary of Defense
lacked value because cof the rieed to gererate uranimity amaong the
Services. He alsc asserted that Service interests dominated JCS
deliberations at the experse of "broader natiornal interests’.
Firally, Jones said, the Chiefs lacked the time to deal adequately
Wwith both Service and Joint matters. Jores' prescriptions focused

on strengthening the rclie of the Chairman. Mocst significantly, he
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recommended that the chamnnel of command pass through the Chairmam
alone rather than the JCS as a corporate body. He alsca advocated
the creation of a four star deputy chairman and wanted the Joint
Staff to report directly ta the Chairmarn, as it had from 1933 to
19%8. A3 a counterweight to the i1ncreased authority of the
Chairman, Jores suggested charrels for the Service Chiefs to
provide direct advice to the Secretary of Defernase. 27

General Meyer agreed with Gereral Jores' assessment of the
problems but he had scme different solutions, The priricipal
feature of the Meyer plan was the replacement of the JCS by a
National Military Advisaory Council composed of senior officers wha
wauld have ro direct Service cormections and would not return to
Service assignments. This is a derivation of a concept that was
corsidered durirg the HKermedy Adnministration. Meyer alsa
envisioned a stronger rale for the Chairman, similar to the Jones
plan, 28

The Jarnes and Meyer propcasals struck a resonant note on
Capitol Hill. The Deferise Autharization Bill for fiscal year 19385
contained scome relatively minor charnges to JCS procedures including
a provision making the Chairman of the Joirt Chiefs of Staff the
spakesman for the unified and specified commanders. However, there
were many 1n Congress who wanted to go farther. PBrincipal amang
these were Serators HBarry Goaldwater and Sam Nunrn, respectively the
Chairman and Rarikirng Minority Member of the Committee orn Armed
Services. They became co-chairman of a special "Task Force on
Defensa Organization." Under their leadership, the Committee staff
prepared a comprenersive study of the ertire Deferse corgarizatior.
That study had actually started under a charter from Senators Johm
Tower and Henry Jacksar, sut its scope was broaderned significantly
by Goldwater and Nunr.

The repcrt, titled Deferse Organizatior: The Need for Change,

was a wide-ranging review of the history and shortcomirgs of
defernse organizatior. It contaivred a number of fairly dramatic

reform proposals. First, it recommended that the Office of the
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Secretary of Defense ba streamlined under three functionally
oriented under secretaries. Secondly, the repcrt asserted that the
Joint Chiefs of Staff shculd be replaced with a Joint Military
Advisory Courcil (IJMAL) composed of four—-star officers on their
last tour of duty. The Chairman of the JMAC should be the
"orincipal military advisor to the Secretary of Deferse on
cperational matters and the scle command voice of higher authority
within the IJMAC system while ersurirg absclute clarity that the
JMAC Chairman is not part of the chain of command.” Another key
recaommendation was to remcve the Service comporient commarders fraom
the cperatigrial chair of commanmd within the unified commands.
Finally, the report advised integratirg the Service secretariat ard
military staffs withir the Service Departments. &3

This staff repcort formed the basis for an extensive debate of
the issues in Congress ard iv the press. The discuassion tock place
in arn atmosphere of ircreasing criticiem of the performarnce of the
military establishmert and amid the realization that the relative
fiscal abundance of the early Reagan years could no larnger e
sustaired. The Admirnistraticon, led by Secretary Weinberger,
maintained a corsisternt and firm oppositicr to legislative refoarm.
The momentum was strong, however, and the retiring Senator
Galdwater put all of his prestige behind the effaort. The result
was passage of the Goldwater-Nichals Department of Deferse
Reorgamizaticon Ret of 1386.

This Act, the first sigrificant defernse crganization
legislation in twenty-six years, directs substartial atructural anc
procedural charige with the cobject of improvirig performance as well
as reducing costs., The rcle of tﬁo Chairman is significantly
strengtheneg and he is desigrnated as the prancipal military adviscor
on his own in lieu of the corporate JCS. He is alsc given a
faur—-star vice chairmarn and irncreased authority over the Jaint
Staff. The cperatiornal chain of commard is defined as from the
Presidert tco the Secretary of Defernse tc the unified and specified

commanders. The Presidernt may direct that instructions and



reports between the Naticral Command Ruthority and the commands
pass through the Chairman., The authority of the urified ccmmarders
aver forces within their theaters is erhanced anmd measures are
directed to enharce the quality and performarnce of officers in
Joint assignments, Scome functions (public affairs, comptrolliaer,
acquisition, inspecticns, etc.) within the Service Departments are
consclidated under the Secretaries to avoid duplication in the
military staffs, Finally, sigrnificant persorrel reductiors were
directed in headquarters staffs, 30

At this point, the ultimate impact of this legislation is rot
entirely clear, but previcus experienée reveals trerds for the
future., The law's effect will be influenced by the style and
perscralities of deferse leaders, particularly the Secretary of
Defernse and the Chairmar of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Secretary
Weirberger has practisec a participatory style of management during
his ternure. That style 1s likely to mitigate the immediate impact
af the reforms, but the toals are irn place to be taken up by an
activist Secretary, as McNamara did with the 1358 reforms. The role
of the Chairman will be affected greatly by whether the President
decides tc place him ir the chain of commurnication with the urified
ard specified commarnders. Iritial indicaticrns are that the
perscrriel charges may, irn fact, ernharce the attractiveness of Jjoint
duty for career officers.

What is certain, howevery, is that the 1386 law is ancther step
on the long continuum of gradual unification of military effort in
both cperaticrnal and lcocgistic arernas. It alsc reinforces tne
bipaslarity that exists betweern the war-providers and war~fighters.
Moere of the developmert and acqQuisitiorn process i1s becoming
centralized under the Office of the Secretary of Defernse and the
Service Secretaries. At tne same time, the JCS and the unified
commanders are beirg givern more authority for readiness and war

fighting.



CHARPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS

Examination of trernds ivn the organizaticnal changes reveals
some fairly consistert trernds in the factors which motivated the
reforms. Underlying all of these factors is the increasing
complexity of the challernge facinmg those responsible for the
raticnal security of the Urited States. Technology expandad the
ascope of war ard made 1t difficult to comtain in limited
gecgraphical area. Necessarily, then, wars involved all of the
nation's military capability in an integrated fashior. No lornger
could & major power rely on one arm (ar various arms acting
independertly) toa achieve sufficient capability to protect vital
interests. The ircreased lethality of weapons guaranteed
invalvenant of civiliarnm populations and therefore significantly
ircreased the political arnd sccial content of war.

Techriclagy has alsc produced the prablem of providing defense
at an affordable cost. Maintaining a large standing military
capability was a riew experierce——and expense-—for America following
World War II. The advarnce of war fighting technolagy added to that
ax perse, At the same time, natioral leaders realized that cverall
ecoromic strength was alsc an essential element of raticnal
security. Oftern the two goals of strong military deferise and saurnd
economy were competitive rather than complementary. Herce the
metivation to provide for geferise in the mast efficient and
econaomical way possibile.

Finally, in an ircreasingly irterdeperdent world, this
nation's security became irextricably bourd up with other countries
arcund the wcorld. In turr, thnis reguired an 1vncreasingly flexible
and coherant military capability to respornd to a variety of
sceriarios ard cornditicrs, all of which require Jaint actior.

All of these trerds are likely to continue, if not accelerate,
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for the foreseeable future. It is alsc likely, therefore, that
pressures toward unificatiorm of military capability will alsc
continue. That pressure will ncot be continucus or smooth but will
fallow the pattern of fits and starts that has characterized the
last half century.

The history of reform also reveals some organizatioral
tensions which may influerce the character of future reforms. Three
specific conflicts are worthy of further discussion: war sreparing
versus war fighting, short-term capability versus lang-~term
developmert, ard civiliarn cantrcal versus military expertise.

Recent corganizational changes have created a bipoclar
functional structure with the producers and providers in the
Service Departmerits anmd the users in the JCS and the
unified/specified cammands. Orgarizatiornally, belcow the Secrstary
of Defernse, thase twe elements meet only inm the JCS itaself, as the
Service Chiefs have crne fcot i1rn each camp. Such polarity was
racted cut of the Army in the early Twentieth Century reforms. Ten
accamplish the same in today's Deferise Departmert would reguire
eliminating the Service Departments and creating a umitary,
hierarchical structure.

Ori the cther harnd, the ccompetitior betweer short-term
capability armd long-term develcopment raise issues which may weigh
agairnst creation of such a streamlined structure. War fighting
commanders rnecessarily focus aon capabilities to meet the immediate
arid near—term threats which they face. The Services, on the other
hand, have the luxury, and the budgetary motivation, toc look at
leng—range impacts of techrnolagy and cther charging conditions.
Such tension, praoperly maraged, appears healthy.

The traditiornn of civilian ascendancy caver the military is so
well entrenched in this country that fears of military encrcaching
irnte the palitical sphere seem silly. Indeeg, maderw
communications, informaticn techriclogy, and the strong Americar

press reinforce that view. Recert refcrms and, more than likely,
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future reforms have address the quality of the military advice
provided to those civilian political leaders.

It is not possible tc predict with confiderce the nature of
future changes. It is safe to say that more change will come,

ghaped by technalogy, ecornomic issues, and the United States' warld

role.
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