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CHAPTER 6 

MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 

A. EVOLUTION OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 

1. Introduction 
The origins of the three Military Departments in existence today 

can be traced in the history of the Federal Government to almost 
200 years ago with the creation, as executive departments, of the 
Department of War in 1789 and the Department of the Navy in 
1798. With the exception of uniformed military components under 
their jurisdiction, the Military Departments are the most abiding 
components of the present U.S. military establishment. 

Although numerous internal changes of an evolutionary nature 
occurred, the essential organizational structure of the War and 
Navy Departments as co-equal, executive-level departments re- 
mained unchanged through World War II. The experiences of that 
war led to a recognition of the need for major structural changes in 
the U.S. national security apparatus, especially within the military 
establishment. 

2. The National Security Act of 1947 
In April and May 1944, the House Select Committee on Post-War 

Military Policy held hearings on a “Proposal to Establish a Single 
Department of the Armed Forces.” During those hearings, War De- 
partment officials urged the establishment of a single Department 
of Armed Forces while officials of the Navy Department urged fur- 
ther study. 

In October 1945, a report from a committee established by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and forwarded to the President recom- 
mended (with one ember dissenting) that a single Department of 
Armed Forces be established. Both the proposal before the House 
Select Committee and the JCS committee report recommended the 
creation of a separate air force component within the single depart- 
ment. Also in October 1945, the Secretary of the Navy transmitted 
to the Congress a report prepared by Ferdinand Eberstadt at the 
request of the Secretary of the Navy and upon the suggestion of 
the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs. The 
Eberstadt report advised against the establishment of a single de- 
fense department, but did recommend the creation of a new, execu- 
tive-level air department to be headed by a Secretary who would be 
an equal of the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy. 

In October and December of 1945, the Senate Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs conducted hearings on two bills proposing the estab- 
lishment of a single defense department. During those hearings, 
the War Department favored a single department with three au- 
tonomous Services -Army, Navy, and Air. The Department of the 
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Navy opposed the single department, suggested the organization 
proposed in the Eberstadt report, and urged further study of orga- 
nizational problems. 

On December 19, 1945, President Truman stated in a Message to 
the Congress: “...There is enough evidence now at hand to demon- 
strate beyond question the need for a unified department.” (The 
Department of Defense 1944-1978, page 11) The message also sug- 
gested a broad outline for reorganization. Among other things, it 
proposed a single “Department of National Defense” consisting of 
all armed and civilian forces then within the War and Navy De- 
partments and organized into three coordinated branches (land 
forces, naval forces, and air forces), each under a civilian Assistant 
Secretary of National Defense. Additionally, the outline suggested 
that there should be a Chief of Staff of the Department and com- 
manders of the three component branches and that these four mili- 
tary officers should constitute an advisory board to the Secretary of 
National Defense and the President. 

Throughout 1946, President Truman urged War and Navy De- 
partment officials to devise a mutually acceptable plan to provide 
greater unification of the Services. On January 16, 1947, the Secre- 
taries of War and the Navy reported to the President that they had 
reached agreement on a plan that both Departments would accept. 
On February 26, 1947, President Truman submitted to the Con- 
gress a draft bill for unification that had the approval of the Secre- 
taries of War and the Navy and the JCS. With minor changes, the 
Senate approved the bill on July 9, and the House of Representa- 
tives, with numerous changes, approved a bill on July 19, 1947. 
After conference action, the President signed the National Security 
Act of 1947 on July 26, 1947. 

The Act provided, among other things, for the creation of a uni- 
fied National Military Establishment headed by a Secretary of De- 
fense and composed of three departments: Department of the 
Army, Department of the Navy, and Department of the Air Force. 
The Secretary of Defense was given authority to “establish general 
policies and programs for the National Military Establishment and 
for all the departments or agencies therein” and to “exercise gener- 
al direction, authority, and control over such departments and 
agencies.” (emphasis added). 

The three Military Departments in the National Military Estab- 
lishment were to be administered as individual executive depart- 
ments by their respective Secretaries, and all powers and duties re- 
lating to such departments not specifically conferred upon the Sec- 
retary of Defense were retained by each of the respective Secretar- 
ies. Additionally, each Service Secretary was specifically author- 
ized, after first informing the Secretary of Defense, to present to 
the President or the Director of the Budget any report or recom- 
mendation relating to his respective department. Finally, the roles 
and missions assigned to each department were set forth in a very 
general fashion in the Act. 

The resolution of the detailed assignment of roles, missions, and 
functions was left to the JCS. When they were unable to resolve 
some basic differences, the Secretary of Defense met with the JCS 
at the Key West Naval Base in 1948. The agreement, produced by 
that meeting and ultimately approved by the President, was re- 
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flected in a document entitled “Functions of the Armed Forces and 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.” With only minor changes, the agreement 
reached in 1948, usually referred to as the Key West Agreement, 
remains in effect today. 

3. The 1949 Amendment to the National Security Act 
The first Secretary of Defense, James Forrestal, soon discovered 

that he did not have authority commensurate with his responsibil- 
ities. He pointed this out in his first report which covered the first 
15 months of operation under the National Security Act of 1947. In 
that report, he made several suggestions for change, including 
strengthening the Secretary of Defense’s authority over the three 
Military Departments. He suggested that if the statute were 
amended to clarify the authority of the Secretary of Defense to es- 
tablish policies and programs for and to exercise direction, author- 
ity, and control over the Military Departments (as opposed to es- 
tablishing “general” policies and programs and exercising “gener- 
al” direction, authority and control), then there would be no need 
to change the titles of the Service Secretaries, as they clearly 
would serve under the Secretary of Defense. 

In November 1948, a Committee on National Security Organiza- 
tion (known as the Eberstadt Task Force), of the Commission on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government (usually 
referred to as the Hoover Commission) submitted a report to the 
Hoover Commission expressing many of the same concerns as Sec- 
retary Forrestal. Included in the recommendations of this report 
were several specific changes to strengthen the Secretary of De- 
fense’s control and direction over the Military Departments. These 
may be summarized as follows: (1) removing the limiting term 
“general” from the Secretary of Defense’s basic authority statute; 
(2) giving the Secretary of Defense authority to exercise “direction 
and control” over the preparation of military budget estimates; (3) 
giving the Secretary of Defense authority to supervise expenditures 
of the Military Departments in accordance with appropriations and 
control and direction over requests for authorization; (4) repealing 
the Service Secretaries’ right to appeal to the President or the Di- 
rector of the Bud get and repealing the reservation to those Secre- 

fense; and (5) making the administration of the three departments 
by the respective Secretaries subject to the direction of the Secre- 
tary of Defense. 

The Hoover Commission itself, in its report of February 1949, 
agreed with the major recommendations of the Eberstadt Task 
Force, but also recommended that the Service Secretaries be desig- 
nated as Under Secretaries of Defense for the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force and that the three military Services be administered by 
these three under secretaries subject to the full direction and au- 
thority of the Secretary of Defense. 

In a message to the Congress transmitted on March 7, 1949, 
President Truman recommended most of the changes previously 
suggested by Secretary Forrestal, the Eberstadt Task Force, and 
the Hoover Commission. While recommending that the Secretary 
of Defense’s responsibility for exercising direction, authority, and 
control over the affairs of the Department of Defense be made 

taries of powershot specifically conferred on the Secretary of De- 
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clear, the President did not endorse abolition of the Departments of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force and their respective Service Secre- 
taries, as recommended by the Hoover Commission. Rather, he rec- 
ommended these departments be designated as “military depart- 
ments” (as opposed to executive departments), that the Secretaries 
of these departments no longer serve on the National Security 
Council, and that the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
administer their departments under the authority, direction, and 
control of the Secretary of Defense and without the right to appeal 
to the President or Director of the Budget. He specifically did not 
recommend blanket transfer of all statutory authority of the three 
Military Departments to the Secretary of Defense or any change to 
the statutory assignment of combat functions to the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force. 

The recommendations of the President, with two significant 
changes, were enacted into law on August 10,1949. The two signifi- 
cant changes were (1) that, while the Secretary of Defense’s author- 
ity over the Military Departments was made clear, the Secretary 
was prohibited by law, from transferring, reassigning, abolishing, 
or consolidating any of the combatant functions assigned to the 
various Military Departments, and (2) that, while the Secretaries 
lost their right of direct appeal to the President or the Director of 
the Budget, they, along with the members of the JCS, were given 
the right to present recommendations on their own initiative to the 
Congress a f t e r  first informing the Secretary of Defense. (The 
Senate position on this matter had been to terminate any right of 
the Service Secretary to direct appeal above the Secretary of De- 
fense. However, the House of Representatives insisted on such a 
right.) 

4. The 1953 Reorganization Plan 
In April 1953, President Eisenhower, after having received r e -  

ports from the Secretary of Defense and from a Committee appoint- 
ed by the Secretary and headed by Nelson Rockefeller, transmitted 
Reorganization Plan No. 6 to the Congress. That plan further 
strengthened the position of the Secretary of Defense as the head 
of the Department of Defense. At the same time, the President di- 
rected the Secretary of Defense to revise the Key West Agreement 
to clarify. that the chain of command to the unified commands was 
from the President to the Secretary of Defense and to the Secre- 
tary of the Military Department designated by the Secretary of De- 
fense as executive agent for the unified command concerned. This 
was designed to ensure clear lines of civilian control over the uni- 
fied commands. 
5. The 1958 Amendment to the National Security Act 
The final major historical step leading to the present organiza- 

tion, structure, and functions of the Military Departments occurred 
in 1958. This step followed the report of the second Hoover Com- 
mission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Govern- 
ment which, in short, recommended strengthening the role of the 
Secretary of Defense over the business affairs of the Department, 
and a Presidential Message to the Congress which, likewise, recom- 
mended increased authority for the Secretary of Defense. The re- 



383 

sulting legislation, Public Law 85-599 (the Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1958) was designed to leave little doubt that 
the management, control, and direction of the Department of De- 
fense were the responsibility of the Secretary of Defense. The ex- 
plicit changes of the 1958 amendment were as follows: 

(1) The Secretary of Defense was authorized to assign 
common supply or service activities to a single department or 
agency. 

(2) The Secretary of Defense was authorized to assign devel- 
opment and operational use of new weapons to any department 
or service. 

(3) Functions assigned by law could be transferred or abol- 
ished after 30 days notice to Congress, except major combatant 
functions could not be transferred or abolished if disapproved 
by either House of Congress. 

(4) Assistant Secretaries of Defense were permitted to issue 
orders to Secretaries of the Military Departments by written 
authorization of the Secretary of Defense. 

(5) The Secretaries of the Military Departments and the 
Service Chiefs were removed from the chain of command to 
the unified and specified commands. 

(6) The Military Departments were to be separately orga- 
nized (as opposed to being separately administered) under the 
Service Secretaries but would function under the direction, 
control, and authority of the Secretary of Defense, and the 
number of Assistant Secretaries of the Military Departments 
was reduced from 4 to 3. However, the Service Secretaries re- 
tained their right to make recommendations directly to the 
Congress after first informing the Secretary of Defense. (Once 
again, as had been the case in 1949, the Senate supported abo- 
lition of this Service Secretary authority. However, the House 
insisted that existing law be continued, and the House position 
prevailed in conference.) 

6. Developments Since 1958 
Since 1958, various minor changes have occurred in the organiza- 

tion, structure, and functions of the Military Departments, mostly 
relating to the number of assistant secretaries and the duties to be 
assigned to them. For example, Public Law 91-611 added a fifth As- 
sistant Secretary of the Army, mandated that one of those assist- 
an t  secretaries be Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works, 
and prescribed the duties of that position. In March 1978, the Sec- 
retary of Defense, exercising the reorganization authority of sec- 
tion 125(a) of title 10, United States Code, reduced the number of 
assistant secretaries in each of the Military Departments by one. 
Finally, the Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1984 (Public 
Law 98-94), enacted on September 24, 1983, restored one assistant 
secretary to both the Army and Navy. 
B. KEY ORGANIZATIONAL TRENDS 

the Expense of the Service Secretaries 
1. Strengthening of the Authority of the Secretary of Defense at 
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As the recent history of the Military Departments shows, the 
most important organizational trend since enactment of the Na- 
tional Security Act of 1947 has been the strengthening of the au- 
thority of the Secretary of Defense and his staff, usually to the 
derogation of the Service Secretaries and the Military Depart- 
ments. (Because there are four Services, “Secretaries of the Mili- 
tary Departments” would be the proper title for the civilian heads 
of the three Military Departments. However, the colloquial term 
“Service Secretaries” is used extensively and is adopted for use in 
this study.) In his book, Defense Management in the 1980s: The Role 
of the Service Secretaries, Colonel Richard J. Daleski, USAF notes 
this trend: 

Prior to 1947, Service Secretaries were the sole members of 
the President’s Cabinet responsible for military affairs. Howev- 
er, subsequent defense reorganizations have gutted the Service 
Secretaries’ legal prerogatives. Especially between 1949 and 
1958, there was a sharp erosion in the Service Secretaries’ or- 
ganizational position and opportunities for influence in defense 
matters. (page 5) 

Evidence of this trend is found in the following: 
0 the strengthening of the statutory authority of the Secretary of 

Defense by the 1949 and 1958 Amendments to the National Se- 
curity Act of 1947 and the 1953 Reorganization Plan; 

0 the substantial increase in the number of assistants to the Sec- 
retary of Defense provided in statute, especially the provisions 
resulting from the 1953 Reorganization Plan; 

0 the substantial increase in the number of personnel assigned 
to the Office of the Secretary of Defense; 

0 the consolidation of supply and service functions common to 
the Services in Defense Agencies and DoD Field Activities 
under the control of the Secretary of Defense; 

0 the assignment of nearly all Service combat forces to unified 
and specified commands which report (through the JCS) to the 
Secretary of Defense; 

0 the development of the Planning, Programming, and Budget- 
ing System which substantially enhanced the control of the 
Secretary of Defense over the Department’s resource allocation 
process; and 

0 the establishment of the Defense Systems Acquisition Review 
Council which strengthened the Secretary of Defense’s review 
and oversight of major research and development and acquisi- 
tion programs. 

The one change in executive authority that, perhaps, can be 
viewed as contrary to this trend was the presidentially approved 
revision in 1953 of the portion of the Key West Agreement dealing 
with the chain of command. This revision provided that the chain 
of command above each unified command was from the President, 
to the Secretary of Defense, to the Secretary of the Military De- 
partment designated as executive agent for that unified command, 
to the Chief of the Service, to the unified commander. However, 
while the Service Secretary had not been previously included in 
the chain of command, the 1953 revision was designed to clarify 
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the authority of the Secretary of Defense at least as much as it was 
designed to clarify the authority of the Service Secretaries. More- 
over, even if this particular step were viewed as a reversal of the 
overall trend of increasing authority of the Secretary of Defense, 
that reversal was short-lived. In his Message to the Congress in 
1958, President Eisenhower explained that he was removing both 
the Service Secretaries and the Service Chiefs from the operational 
chain of command. 

Overlaying the basic trend of increased authority for the Secre- 
tary of Defense has been the management styles of various Secre- 
taries of Defense. Some Secretaries, notably Secretary McNamara, 
favored a highly centralized decision-making process. Others, espe- 
cially Secretaries Laird and Weinberger, promoted a greater degree 
of decentralization. In particular, Secretary Weinberger has sought 
to shift more authority and accountability to the Service Secretar- 
ies than had been the case during the previous Administration. 
This shift is evidenced visibly by the inclusion of the Service Secre- 
taries as permanent members of the Defense Resources Board. The 
power and influence of the Service Secretaries and their Depart- 
ments have been increased or decreased as a result of the manage- 
ment style of the Secretary of Defense. These changes, however, 
can be viewed as marginal fluctuations when compared with the 
impact of the basic trend of increased authority for the Secretary 
of Defense. 

In summary, the overall trend for the past 40 or more years in 
the organization of the U.S. military establishment has been to 
invest more authority and responsibility in the Secretary of De- 
fense while decreasing the authority and responsibility of the Serv- 
ice Secretaries. Recognition of this trend does not, however, neces- 
sarily answer the question of what i s  the optimal balance (or sepa- 
ration) of powers between the Secretary of Defense and the three 
Service Secretaries within the single Department of Defense. 

2. Weakening of the Ties Between Service Secretaries and Serv- 
ice Chiefs of Staff 

The second major organizational trend is the weakening of the 
ties between Service Secretaries and Service Chiefs of Staff. These 
ties, especially in the War Department, were weakened by the cre- 
ation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1942 and the position of Secre- 
tary of Defense in 1947: As these two central organs in the unified 
Department of Defense consolidated their power and influence in 
the new bureaucracy, the ties between the Service Secretaries and 
Chiefs were further weakened. 

When the War and Navy Departments existed as separate execu- 
tive-level departments, there were powerful forces that could make 
the civilian Secretary and his military Chief natural allies. A 
strong alliance between the Secretary of War and his Chief of Staff 

dured through World War II, although its intensity declined during 
the war. (Hammond, Organizing For Defense, pages 24 and 183). In 

to the continuing search by senior naval officers “towards a way to 
minimize the power of the Secretary over naval affairs.’’ (Ham- 
mond, page 76) 

began to develop shortly after the Spanish-American War and en- 

the Navy Department, t h is natural alliance never materialized due 
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Both internal and external challenges forced the Secretary-Chief 
alliance in the War Department. The internal challenges were 
from the insubordinate, autonomous bureaus. The external chal- 
lenges were from the Congress. The Chief had to rely on the Secre- 
tary to gain and maintain control over the bureaus “for the bu- 
reaus were simply not subservient to the Chief.” (Hammond, page 
25). In addition, the Chief found the Secretary valuable in protect- 
ing the Army from involvement in politics and non-military policy- 
making. (Hammond, page 183). For his part, the Secretary 
the Chief to help provide central direction and control of the De- 
partment. 

The creation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff greatly affected this Sec- 
retary-chief alliance. Service Chiefs became powerful figures, work- 
ing directly with the President and having an  important role in the 
direction of the U.S. war effort. Paul Hammond comments on the 
results of the new stature of the Service Chiefs: 

... Where before the central authority of the Chief of Staff 
had never been secure from successful challenge, so that he 
always required the Secretary’s active support, in World War 
II the risk of challenge all but disappeared. (page 183) 

Moreover, the JCS gave the Service Chiefs an avenue independ- 
ent of the Service Secretary for pursuing the interests of the uni- 
formed Services and for assuming the role of Service spokesmen. In 
his book, The Management of Defense, John C. Ries confirms this 
outcome: 

...As individuals, the Joint Chiefs were responsible to their 
service secretaries. Collectively, the Joint Chiefs constituted 
the military of defense. And since the 

with a statutory role in the departmental policy process, they 
became the spokesmen for the services. The service 

secretaries... were bypassed. (page 148) 
In addition, as the Secretary of Defense became a more powerful 
figure, the Service Chiefs began to use the JCS channel on non-JCS 
issues in order to circumvent the Service Secretaries and present 
their views directly to the Secreta 

In Organizing for Defense, Paul Hammond discusses the weaken- 

sulting erosion in the role of the Secretaries: 
In the 1950’s, the Secretary was less necessary to the service, 

for its Chief was often a more effective champion than he in 
OSD, the new layer of government where so many of the ques- 
tions vital to it were settled. And by this time, bureau inde- 
pendence was negligible. As the bonds of the Secretary-Chief 
alliance were weakened by unification, nothing took their 
place, for the alternative basis for secretarial control, a civilian 
staff, had neither the cohesion nor the position in the military 
establishment necessary to make it a counterweight to the 
policy planning of the Chief of Staff. In the service depart- 
ments the civilian Secretaries have therefore been largely ad- 
vocates and expediters of policies formulated by others. (page 
298) 

eeded 

advisors of the secretary 
Joint Chiefs were the only service depa r tmen t  representatives 

of Defense. 

ing of t h e ties between Service Secretaries and Chiefs and the re- 
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3. Erasion of the Contributions of Service Secretaries to Civilian 
Control of the Military 

The trend discussed in the preceding subsection has been the 
major factor in the erosion of the Service Secretaries’ contributions 
to civilian control of the military. It was only in an environment in 
which the Service Chief and his staff had to depend on the Secre- 
tary for its own authority that the Secretary was able to exercise 
responsible control. The Service Secretary has lost the independ- 
ence from the military headquarters staff that their former de- 
pendence on him provided. While there have been exceptions to 
this general rule— a contemporary example being the forceful man- 
agement style of the current Secretary of the Navy, John 
Lehman— the overall trend has been unaltered. 

The Service Secretary, as a result, has become heavily dependent 
on, if not the captive of, the Service Chief and the military head- 
quarters staff. In The Joint Chiefs of Staff, Dr. Lawrence J .  Korb 
comments on this situation: 

Except in rare cases, the service secretaries play a very 
small part in the major areas of the service policy-making 
process. The initiatives and positions are developed by the 
service chief and his military staff, and the secretary usually 
contents himself with acting as a spokesman for these service 
positions. For example, the secretary usually has very little say 
in the preparation of his departmental budget. (page 4) 

Noting the strong orientation of Service Secretaries to the role of 
advocate, the Symington Committee concluded that the Service 
Secretaries diminished, rather than enhanced, civilian control: 

... The Committee (including its Chairman) now believes, how- 
ever, that, by perpetuating separate Service secretariats, it will 
be more difficult to subordinate service interest to national in- 
terest. The Committee therefore considers that it would be 
wise to discontinue what is now a dual system of civilian con- 
trol as a result of interposing between the Secretary of Defense 
and the Service themselves a set of Secretaries identified with 
each service. (page8) 

Identification of this trend does not suggest that the Service Sec- 
retaries do not have an important role to play in providing civilian 
control of the military. The trend merely signifies that, whatever 
their role, Service Secretaries are having less success in fulfilling 
it. 

4. Trends in the Personnel Strengths of the Top Management 
Headquarters of the Military Departments 

The history of the personnel strengths of the top management 
headquarters of the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force are shown in Tables 6-1, 6-2, and 6-3 respectively. Within 
the scope of this study, it was not possible to determine the reasons 
for fluctuations in the number of personnel assigned to these top 
management headquarters. In many instances, activities and their 
assigned personnel were transferred from headquarters to field ac- 
tivities. The trends for the Secretariats, military headquarters 
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staffs, and combined staffs are evaluated in the following para- 
graphs. 

ACTUAL END STRENGTHS 

T A B L E  6-1 

IN THE TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE A R M Y  





TABLE 6-3  

ACTUAL END STRENGTHS IN THE TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS OF THE' 
DEPARTMENT OF THE A I R  FORCE 
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a. Secretariats 
Since the end of World War II, the overall trend has been a sub- 

stantial reduction in the number of personnel assigned to the Serv- 
ice Secretariats. The numbers of personnel authorized to be as- 
signed to the three Secretariats in 1985 are a t  or near their lowest 
levels in the last 40 years. 

The Army Secretariat reached its peak end strength in 1946 
(2,156 personnel). While the end strength was reduced substantially 
in 1947 (531 personnel) with the creation of the Department of the 
Air Force, by 1948, it had nearly doubled (1,005 personnel). Modest 
growth continued over the next several years with a spike during 
the Korean War year of 1951 (1,241 personnel). Since 1951, the 
trend has been a near continuous decrease in assigned personnel. 

Like the Army Secretariat, the end strength of the Navy Secre- 
tariat peaked in 1946 (4,331 personnel). From 1948 through 1963, 
the end strength remained relatively constant. The downward 
trend in the personnel strength of the Navy Secretariat began in 
1964 although reversed briefly in 1967 and 1968. 

The Air Force Secretariat has a different history of end 
strengths. After the Department of the Air Force was created, the 
personnel strength grew steadily from 382 in 1948 to 541 in 1951. 
Between 1953 and 1976, the size of the Secretariat staff remained 
relatively constant, reaching a peak strength of 583 in 1962. The 
Secretariat was substantially reduced in 1977 and has continued a 
downward trend in subsequent years: 

The overall downward trend in the end strengths is shown in the 
following summary table: 

TRENDS IN PERSONNEL STRENGTHS OF SERVICE 
SECRETARIATS 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

Army ............. 1,045 869 789 359 368 

Navy ............... 1,665 1,739 1,313 807 806 

Air Force ....... 452 536 484 320 304 

Regarding the relative number of civilian and military personnel 
assigned to the Service Secretariats, there is a trend toward great- 
er percentages of military personnel. This trend is pronounced in 
the Army, modest in the Navy, and small in the Air Force. The fol- 
lowing table presents the data reflecting this trend: 
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MILITARY PERSONNEL AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE 
SERVICE SECRETARIATS 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

Army ............. 11.5 17.4 17.2 32.5 31.8 

Navy .............. 25.3 22.0 30.2 34.9 32.1 

Air Force ....... 32.1 40.9 37.8 43.4 43.8 

b. Military Headquarters Staffs 
While the personnel strengths of the military headquarters staffs 

also have a downward trend, the history of these staff sizes varies 
from that of the Secretariats. In general, these staffs grew in size 
and reached their peak strength sometime during the 1950’s 
(except the Marine Corps whose peak was reached in 1969). 

The Army Staff grew steadily from 4,996 personnel in 1946 to 
19,958 personnel in 1952, nearly four times its strength at the end 
of World War II. Since 1952, the Army Staff has continued to de- 
cline in personnel strength. Its authorized strength in 1985 is its 
lowest level in the postwar period. 

The Office of the Chief of Naval Operations also grew in the im- 
mediate postwar period, reaching a peak of 2,798 personnel in 1956. 
As data for this entire staff is not available prior to 1949, this 
statement is based upon the growth of the staff beginning in 1950 
and the growth in the military component of this staff from the 
1947 level. After 1956, the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 
began to decline in personnel, although this reduction was not con- 
tinuous. 

Data for the personnel strengths of Headquarters, Marine Corps 
are available only for 1950 and subsequent years. After 1951, the 
number of personnel assigned to this staff continued to decrease 
until 1961, with an overall reduction of 35 percent. After stabilizing 
briefly, the personnel strength of Headquarters, Marine Corps grew 
sharply from 1965 to 1969, reaching a postwar high of 3,490 person- 
nel in 1969. Beginning in 1970, the trend has been downward with 
a significant reduction in 1977. 

The Air Staff also grew in the immediate postwar period: from 
4,874 personnel in 1948 to a peak of 8,339 personnel in 1956. Since 
that time, the size of the Air Staff has continued to decline. The 
authorized strength in 1985 is a postwar low. 

The overall downward trend in the end strengths of the military 
headquarters staffs is shown in the following summary table: 
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TRENDS IN PERSONNEL STRENGTHS OF MILITARY 
HEADQUARTERS STAFFS 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

Army ............. 12,990 14,423 8,023 3,319 3,211 

Navy .............. 1,971 2,364 2,414 1,729 2,029 

Marine 
Corps .......... 2,509 2,203 2,596 508 503 

Air Force ....... 6,682 6,569 4,612 2,930 2,769 

Regarding the relative number of civilian and military personnel 
assigned to the military headquarters staffs, there is a significant 
trend toward greater percentages of military personnel in all four 
staffs. The data in the following table show this trend: 

MILITARY PERSONNEL AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE 
MILITARY HEADQUARTERS STAFFS 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

Army ............. 23.1 22.7 38.5 47.1 44.2 
Navy .............. 47.4 52.8 56.8 68.1 64.8 
Marine 

Corps .......... 42.2 43.8 55.2 74.6 73.6 
Air Force ....... 40.6 41.1 47.7 57.1 58.9 

c. Combined Staffs 
When the perso nnel data for the Service Secretariats and mili- 

tary h e a d q u a r t e r  s t a f f s  are combined, the greater extent to which 
the work of the top management headquarters of the Military De- 
partments is conducted by military personnel is quite clear. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE TOP 
MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS OF THE MILITARY DE- 
PARTMENTS 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

Army ............. 22.2 22.4 36.6 45.7 44.2 
Navy .............. 39.3 41.2 50.6 60.4 58.2 
Air Force ....... 40.1 41.1 46.7 55.8 57.3 
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In the Army and Air Force, the Secretariats have increased as a 
percentage of the total personnel assigned to the top management 
headquarters. While the Navy Secretariat represents a substantial- 
ly greater portion of the total work force of the top management 
headquarters, its current percentage is lower than in 1950 and 
1960. 

PERSONNEL STRENGTHS OF THE SERVICE SECRETARIATS 
AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE TOP MANAGEMENT HEAD- 
QUARTERS 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

Army ............. 7.4 5.7 9.0 9.8 10.3 
Navy .............. 27.1 27.6 20.8 26.5 24.1 
Air Force ....... 6.3 7.5 9.5 9.8 9.9 

C. CURRENT ORGANIZATION OF THE MILITARY DEPART- 
MENTS 

The Military Departments are large organizations encompassing 
both Washington headquarters organizations and substantial field 
commands, bureaus, and activities. The major organizational ele- 
ments of the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force are 
graphically presented in Charts 6-1, 6-2, and 6-3, respectively. 
This study will focus on seven organizations that constitute the top 
management headquarters of the three Military Departments: 

Office of the Secretary of the Army 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy 
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force 
Office of the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army 
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 
Office of the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force 
Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps 

While organizations subordinate to these seven headquarters may 
be in need of structural and management reform, evaluation of 
such needs are beyond the scope of this study. 





CHART 6-2 



Department of the Air Force 

CHART 6-3 
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1. Service Secretariats 
a. Organization 
The current structure of each Military Department is generally 

similar. Each is headed by a Secretary whose position and general 
duties are mandated by statute (Sections 3012, 5031, and 8012 of 
title 10, United States Code). Under these statutes, only the Secre- 
tary of the Air Force is required to be “appointed from civilian life 
by the President, and by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate.” (Requirements and procedures for appointment of the Sec- 
retaries of the Army and Navy are not prescribed in statute.) How- 
ever, the Air Force requirement and procedure are followed for all 
three Service Secretaries. 

Additionally, each Military Department is authorized an Under 
Secretary who is appointed by the President from civilian life, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate. Each Under Secre- 
tary succeeds to the duties of the respective Service Secretary if 
there is a vacancy in that office or during the Secretary’s tempo- 
rary absence. The duties of the Service Under Secretaries are not 
prescribed by law. 

Each Military Department has a number of assistant secretaries. 
The Department of the Army is authorized five; the Department of 
the Navy, four; and the Department of the Air Force, three. Under 
the authorizing statutes, each Military Department must designate 
one of its assistant secretaries as Assistant Secretary for Manpower 
and Reserve Affairs, and the duties of that position are prescribed 
by law. In addition, the Department of the Army also must desig- 
nate one of its assistant secretaries as Assistant Secretary for Civil 
Works, and the duties of that position are prescribed by law. The 
titles and duties of the remaining authorized assistant secretaries 
(three in the Army, three in the Navy, and two in the Air Force) 
are not mandated by law. Administratively, the departments have 
established these positions as follows. Each Military Department 
has an Assistant Secretary for Financial Management. Likewise, 
an assistant secretary exists in each Department to handle re- 
search and development and related activities. Finally, the Army 
has an Assistant Secretary for Installations and Logistics while the 
Navy has an Assistant Secretary for Shipbuilding and Logistics. In 
the Air Force, the logistics function is assigned to the assistant sec- 
retary who handles research and development. 

Additionally, each Military Department is required by law to 
have a Comptroller and Deputy Comptroller, to be appointed by 
the Service Secretary. The authorizing statutes specify the duties of 
these positions and require that at least one of these two positions 
in each department be occupied by a civilian. 

Finally, within each Secretary’s Office, there is an Office of Gen- 
eral Counsel, an office for public affairs, an office for legislative af- 
fairs, and an administrative assistant to the Secretary. (In the 
Army, the position of Administrative Assistant is authorized by 
law.) 

The organization of the three Service Secretariats is graphically 
depicted in Charts 6-4, 6-5, and 6-6. 



CHART 6-4 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 



CHART 6-5 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 



CHART 6-6 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
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b. Personnel Strengths 
The number of military and civilian personnel authorized to be 

assigned during fiscal year 1985 to the three Service Secretariats 
are shown in the following table: 

PERSONNEL ASSIGNED TO SERVICE SECRETARIATS 
[Fiscal Year 1985] 

Military Civilian Total 

Army Secretariat ...................................... 117 251 368 
Navy Secretariat ....................................... 259 547 806 
Air Force Secretariat ................................ 133 171 304 

As these personnel strengths indicate, there is a wide disparity 
in the size of the three Secretariats. The Navy Secretariat is more 
than twice as large as the Army office and 21/2 times the size of the 
Air Force office. Section 1303 of the DoD Authorization Act, 1985 
requested the Secretary of Defense to submit a report to the Con- 
gress on the reasons for these disparities. 

In response to this requirement, Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Taft submitted on January 7, 1985 a report, entitled Report on the 
Size of the Service Secretariats in the Department of Defense. This 
report concludes that: 

... the differences among the three organizations are attribut- 
able to the fact that each secretariat is tailored to meet the 
particular needs of the military department which it oversees 
and the management style of its chief executive, the military 
department secretary. They do not reflect the existence of 
more or less “fat” in one secretariat as compared to another, 
or greater efficiency in the management of one military de- 
partment as compared to another. Further, the size of the sec- 
retariat, alone, does not accurately represent the management 
overhead of a military department. To get a complete picture, 
the service secretariat and service staff must be considered to- 
gether. When this is done, the departmental staffs of the three 
military departments appear to be sized comparably in relation 
to the total forces which they are required to manage. (page 
14) 

In arriving at these conclusions, this report analyzes the number 
of personnel in each Military Department assigned to perform 19 
major functions. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 
6-4. Based upon this functional comparison, the report placed the 
reasons for a Secretariat to have a substantially higher staffing 
level for particular functions into four major categories: 

Service-unique function -A function is performed in one Secre- 
tariat, but not in others, because it is a unique requirement of 
that Military Department’s mission. 
organizational placement decision -A function is performed in 
a particular Secretariat, but not in others, because of a deci- 
sion by a Service Secretary. 
expanded function -A function exists in all three Secretariats, 
but it is substantially broader in one Secretariat compared to 
another. 
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0 program/workload emphasis -A function exists in all three 
Secretariats, but it is staffed more heavily in one compared to 
another, because of greater workload or a decision by a Service 
Secretary to emphasize oversight of that function at the Secre- 
tariat level. 

The following table shows the disparities between Service Secre- 
tariat staffing of functions grouped in the four categories listed 
above. In parenthesis behind each entry is the number of personnel 
assigned to that function above the lowest level assigned to either 
of the other two Secretariats. 
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DISPARITIES IN SECRETARIAT STAFFING OF 
VARIOUS FUNCTIONS 

The following observations can be drawn from this table: 
0 while each Service has one unique function, they do not have a 

noticeable impact on the size of the Secretariat because of the 
relatively similar number of personnel assigned to them; 

0 the placement of the Judge Advocate General and the Comp- 
troller in the Navy Secretariat is a major cause of its larger 
staff size; 

0 the expanded functions for Administrative Services and Gener- 
al Counsel in the Navy Secretariat also are major causes of its 
larger staff size; and 
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0 while the Navy Secretariat has more personnel assigned to 
Manpower and Reserve Affairs and Research and Develop- 
ment, these are more modest differences than in other func- 
tions. 

The Report on the Size of the Service Secretariats in the Depart- 
ment of Defense justifies several of these increased staff levels for 
the Navy Secretariat in light of the dual-Service (Navy and Marine 
Corps) structure of the Department of the Navy: 

0 the Office of the Judge Advocate General is located in the 
Navy Secretariat because, by law, it must provide support to 
two military Services, the Navy and Marine Corps. (page 12) 

0 the Comptroller’s Office is located in the Navy Secretariat be- 
cause it must oversee and integrate budget activities for two 
Services. In addition, a large portion of the Comptroller’s orga- 
nization, the Office of Budgets and Reports, is required, by law, 
to be located in the Navy Secretariat. (page 12) 

0 the Manpower and Reserve Affairs staff in the Navy Secretar- 
iat must be concerned with two separate personnel systems, 
each with its own particular occupational specialties, promo- 
tion and assignment practices, rank structure, manpower utili- 
zation priorities, and training needs. (pages 3 and 4) 

0 certain other functions demand higher staffing levels due to 
the increased number of staff actions required to oversee, co- 
ordinate, and integrate the activities of two separate Services 
and to interface with two separate Service headquarters staffs. 
(page 3) 

There are increased staff levels for two functions that do not fit 
into the category of being caused by the dual-Service nature of the 
Department of the Navy: Administrative Services and General 
Counsel. These are justified in the Report on the Size of  the  Service 
Secretariats in the Department of Defense as follows: 

0 The Navy Secretariat provides for most of its administrative 
support on an in-house basis and, in addition, supports other 
Navy organizations, such as the Office of the Chief of Naval 
Operations, in such areas as civilian personnel, mail, and cor- 
respondence control. (page 13) 

0 In addition to supporting its secretariat, the Navy General 
Counsel provides department-wide legal advice and services 
and, also, has a large centralized litigation staff which handles 
all major law suits involving the Navy. (page 12) 

2. Service Military Headquarters Staffs 
a. Organization 
The headquarters staffs of the four Services are organized under 

the Chief of Staff of the Army, the Chief of Naval Operations, the 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and the Commandant of the Marine 
Corps. These positions are each mandated by statute (sections 3034, 
5081, 8034, and 5201 respectively of title 10, United States Code), 
and the incumbents are appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. While each of these officers 
performs his duties under the direction of his Service Secretary, 
the statutes clearly provide for such direction only for the Army 
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and Air Force Chiefs of Staff. In statute, the Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations is given a special status not provided to the other Service 
Chiefs: 

The Chief of Naval Operations is the principal naval adviser 
to the President and to the Secretary of the Navy on the con- 
duct of war... (section 5081, title 10, United States Code) 

The headquarters staffs that support the four Service Chiefs are 
addressed differently in the statutes. For the Army and Air Force, 
these staffs are identified in statute as the Army Staff and the Air 
Staff (Chapters 305 and 805, respectively, of title 10, United S t a t e s  
Code). The composition of these two staffs and a limitation on the 
number of military officers that may be assigned to them in peace- 
time are prescribed in the statutes. In the case of the Army Staff, 
the limit is 3,000 officers. For the Air Staff, no more than 2,800 of- 
ficers may be so assigned. 

The Office of the Chief of Naval Operations and the Headquar- 
ters, U.S. Marine Corps are not prescribed in statute. In addition, 
there are no limitations on the number of officers who may be as- 
signed in peacetime to these headquarters staffs. 

Each Service Chief has a Vice Chief, entitled Vice Chief of Staff 
in the Army and Air Force, Vice Chief of Naval Operations in the 
Navy, and Assistant Commandant in the Marine Corps. Of these 
four officers, only the Vice Chief of Naval Operations is required 
by law to be appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. 

The statutes also differ in prescribing the positions of less senior 
military officials in these four headquarters staffs: 

Army—the Army Staff may have four Deputy Chiefs of Staff 
and five Assistant Chiefs of Staff; 

Navy—the Chief of Naval Operations may have six Deputy 
Chiefs of Naval Operations, and there is no limit on the 
number of Assistant Chiefs of Naval Operations; 

Marine Corps—there is no limit on the number of Deputy 
Chiefs of Staff serving the Commandant; and 

Staff, and there is no limit on the number of Assistant Chiefs 
of staff. 

The senior leadership positions in each of the four military head- 
quarters staffs are compared in Table 6-5. The organization of 
these staffs is graphically depicted in Charts 6-7 through 6-10. 

The statutes also vary widely in terms of military officials who 
must be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. These differences are shown in Table 6-6. 

Air Force the Air Staff may have five Deputy Chiefs of 





CHART 6-7 

THE ARMY STAFF 



CHART 6-8 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 



CHART 6-9 

HEADQUARTERS, MARINE CORPS 



CHART 6-10 

THE AIR STAFF 



6-6 
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b. Personnel Strengths 
The number of military and civilian personnel authorized to be 

assigned during fiscal year 1985 to the Service headquarters staffs 
are shown in the following table. To establish the total size of the 
top management headquarters of each Military Department, the 
personnel strengths of the Secretariats are also included in this 
table. 

PERSONNEL ASSIGNED TO THE TOP 

MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS OF THE MILITARY 
DEPARTMENTS 

[Fiscal Year 1985] 

Service Staffs Service Secretariats Combined 

Mil. Civ. Total Mil. Civ. Total Mil. Civ. Total 

Army .................. 1,419 1,792 3,211 117 251 368 1,536 2,043 3,579 
Navy / Marine 

Corps .............. 1,685 847 2,532 259 547 806 1,944 1,394 3,338 
Air Force ........... 1,630 1,139 2,769 133 171 304 1,763 1,310 3,073 

D. PROBLEM AREAS AND CAUSES 
The predominance of the power and influence of the four Serv- 

ices in decision-making is the most critical organizational problem 
of DoD. As John G. Kester states in his paper, “DO We Need the 
Service Secretary?”: 

... the greatest organizational shortcoming of the Department 
of Defense always has been dominance by the services at the 
expense of truly joint military preparation and planning. That 
difficulty has been papered over, since McNamara’s time, by 
building a large OSD staff around the secretary of defense to 
do things that the parochial services cannot be trusted to do. 
The underlying defect has never been cured. (The Washington 
Quarterly, Winter 1981, page 166) 

Parochial Service positions have dominated for three basic rea- 
sons: (1) OSD is not organized to effectively integrate Service capa- 
bilities and programs into the forces needed to fulfill the major 
missions of DoD; (2) the JCS system is dominated by the Services 
who retain an effective veto over nearly every JCS action; and (3) 
the unified commands are also dominated by the Services primari- 
ly through the strength and independence of the Service compo- 
nent commanders and constraints placed upon the power and influ- 
ence of the unified commanders. In sum, the problem of undue 
Service influence arises principally from the weaknesses of organi- 
zations that are responsible for “truly joint military preparation 
and planning.” 

Noting this critical problem, some have urged that the four sepa- 
rate Services be disestablished and combined into one uniformed 
Service, as Canada has done. There is little evidence to support the 
need for such drastic action in the U.S. military establishment. 
First, there are substantial benefits to having the four separate 


