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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 hearmgs 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 gnember dissenting) that a single Department of
Armed Forces stablished. 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 repért prepared by Ferdinand Eberstadt at the
request of the Secretary of the Navy and upon the suggestion of
the Chairman of the rgenate 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 (})e ense 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-
fgartments and organized into three coordinated branches (land
orces, 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
golicies and programs for the National Military Establishment and
or 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-
re 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 Ii:%et and repealing the reservation to those Secre-
taries of powers™hot specifically conferred on the Secretary of De-
fense; and (56) making the administration of the three departments
by the respective Secretaries subject to the direction of the Secre-
tary of Defense. =~

The Hoover Comnfission 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
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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 after 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-
fen}sle.) However, the House of Representatives insisted on such a
right.

4. The 1953 Reorganization Plan

In April 1953, President Eisenhower, after having received re-
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-
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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.

(8) 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, vari®ils minor changes have occurred in the organiza-
tion, structure, and functions of the Military Departments, mostly
relating to the nuniber 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-
ant 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

1. Strengthening of the Authority of the Secretary of Defense at
the Expense of the Service Secretaries
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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 Seé'vice 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:

o 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;

o 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;

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

o 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;

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

o 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

o 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 is 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 ServiceMecretaries 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 cunsolidated 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
began to develop shortly after the Spanish-American War and en-
dured through World War II, although its intensity declined during
the war. (Hammond, Organizing For Defense, pages 24 and 183). In
the Navy Department, this natural alliance never materialized due
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)



386

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 needed
the Chief to help provige 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 advisors of the secretary of defense. And since the
Joint Chiefs were the only service lxapartment representatives
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 Secretary of Defense.

In Organizing for Defense, Paul%ammond discusses the weaken-
ing of the ties between Service Secretaries and Chiefs and the re-
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-
\zrgga)ates and expediters of policies formulated by others. (page
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3. Erosion 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 ine 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 Serviceg themselves a set of Secretaries identified with
each service. (pfige 8)

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.

ABLE 6-1

ACTUAL END STRENGTHS IN THE TOP MANAGEMENT gEADQUARTERS OF THE
DEPARTHENT OF THE ARMY

Hilitary
Jear Secretariat Headquarters Staff Comdined
Civ  Mil Iotal Ciy il  Total Civ il Total
1934 10 4 14 39 137 176 49 141 190
1941 23 6 29 36 172 208 59 178 237

1945 1613 357 1970 1685 2228 3913 3298 2535 53833
1948 891 114 1005 12266 3849 16115 13157 3963 17120
1950 925 120 1045 9992 2998 12990 10917 3113 14035

1955 785 150 936 13788 3662 17450 574 3812 18385
1960 717 152 869 11145 3278 14423 11362 3430 15292
1965 799 134 933 6092 2599 8691 5891 2733 9624
1970 653 136 739 4937 3085 8023 5590 3222 3312
1971 654 133 787 4820 2928 7748 5474 3061 8535

1972 374 139 513 4907 2314 7721 5221 2953 8234
1973 314 109 423 2766 1957 4723 3080 2056 5146
1074 274 102 376 2313 1530 3843 2587 1632 4219
1975 251 107 358 2093 1490 3583 2344 1597 3941
1976 250 90 340 2053 1505 3558 2303 1595 3893

1977 259 119 373 1989 1549 3538 2243 1568 3916
1978 220 113 333 1856 1474 3330 2076 1587 3663
1979 222 112 334 1821 1435 3306 2043 1597 3640
1980 242 17 359 1755 1564 3319 1997 1631 3673
1981 234 138 372 1800 1622 3422 2034 1760 3794

1982 295 129 424 1850 1523 3473 2145 1752 3897
1983 283 133 416 1830 1582 3412 2113 1715 3828
278 113 391 1832 1559 3391 2110 1572 37182
251 117 368 1792 1419 3211 2043 1536 3579

a Data for 1934-1970 provided in a letter to the Chairman of the Senate
Committee on Armed Services fron the Secretary of the Aruy, dated
August 16, 1985; data for 1971-1985 provided in a letter to the
Senate Cowmittee on Armed Services from the Chief, Plans and Operations
Division, Office of tne Chief of Legislative Liaison, Department of the
Ariay, dated July 30, 1935,

b Programmed.



Year

1950
1956
1960
1955
1970

1971
1972
1973
1974
1975

1976
1977
1978
1979
1280

1931
1082
1933

1934,

1985

ACTUAL El

Secretariat
Ziv  Mil Total
1244 421 1655
1225 373 1603
1356 333 1739
1018 3956 1414

916 397 1313
742 377 1119
8§74 331 1005
632 319 951
550 306 956
755 300 1055
793 311 1104
747 284 1031
535 294 979
515 275 790
525 232 807
610 304 914
569 283 352
569 231 850
562 270 332
° 547 259 806

389

LABLE 0622
D STREHGTHS IN THE TCP MANAGEMENT gEADQUARTERS OF THE

Harine Corps

DEPARTHENT OF THE HAVY
ftilitary
Headquarters 3taff
— ... Havy
Civ il Total Civ i
1036 935 1971 1450 1059
1232 1497 2779 1626 1017
1115 1248 2364 1233 965
721 1208 1929 1179 1125
1042 1372 2414 1163 1433
902 1276 2178 1073 1284
1442 1265 2707 1056 1173
797 1234 2031 1196 1409
793 1065 1858 1149 1728
737 1085 1872 656 997
733 1042 1825 566 1032
693 1054 1747 149 460
597 1062 1659 ‘130 395
609 1042 15651 126 409
551 1178 1729 129 379
506 1240 1345 123 813
694 1322 20156 133 424
533 1333 2021 123 453
635 1303 1991 133 420
714 1315 2029 133 370

b

Data provided
Navy (Policy), dated August 23,

Programmed.

Combined

Total Civ Hil

2509
2643
2203
2305
2596

2357
2229
2605
2877
1663

1698
609
525
535
508

536
557
575
553
503

3730
4133
3710
2918
3121

2717
3172
2625
2592
2208

2242
1589
1412
1259
1205

1339
1396
1375
1383
1394

2415
2892
2596
2730
3202

2937
2769
2962
3099
2382

2385
1798
1751
1726
1339

1957
2029
2072
1293
1944

Total
6145
7025
6306
5648
6323

5654
5941
5587
5691
4590

4627
3387
3163
2976
3044

3296
3425
3447
3376
3333

in a memorandum from the Deputy Under Secretary of the
1985.
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TABLE 6-3

ACTUAL EZED STRENGTHS IN THE TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS OF THE
DEPARTHENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Military

lear Secretariat Headquarters Staff Cambined

Civ  HMii  Iotal Civ MiL Total Cily Lil TIotal
1943 234 143 332 2595 2279 4874 2329 2427 5256
1950 307 145 452 3969 2713 6682 4276 23583 7134
1955 358 200 558 4909 3320 8229 5257 3520 8787
1960 317 219 536 33869 2700 6569 3136 2919 7105
1965 334 197 531 2840 2422 5262 3174 2619 5793
1970 301 183 5384 2414 2198 4612 2715 2321 5095
1973 291 201 492 2366 2353 4719 2657 2554 5211
1974 278 199 477 2191 2330 4521 2u69 2529 4993
1975 302 193 495 2159 2262 4421 2461 2455 4916
1976 299 187 477 2000 2207 4297 2290 2394 4634
1977 212 135 348 1803 1964 3767 2015 2100 4115
1978 180 145 325 1364 1787 3151 1544 1932 3476
1979 161 138 299 1231 1664 2395 1392 1302 319y
1980 181 139 320 1256 1674 2930 1437 1313 3250
1931 184 136 320 1251 167 2930 1435 1815 3250
1982 178 142 320 1246 1584 2930 1424 1826 3250
1983 177 143 320 1241 1639 2930 1418 1832 3250
198ub 171 134 305 1171 1629 2300 1342 1763 3105
1985 171 133 304 1139 1630 2769 1310 1763 3073

a Data for 1943-1970, 1975, and 1930-1985 provided in a letter to the
Chairman of thie Senate Committee on Armed Services from the Director,
Lesislative Liaison, Department of the Air Force, dated August 13, 1985;
data for 1973, 1974, and 1976-1979 provided by the Department of the
Air Force on August 14, 1935,

b Programmed.
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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 at 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 ...cooveeeens 25.3 22.0 30.2 34.9 32.1
Air Forece....... 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 .............. 474 52.8 56.8 68.1 64.8
Marine
Corps.......... 42.2 43.8 55.2 74.6 73.6
Air Force....... 40.6 41.1 477 57.1 58.9

c. Combined Staffs

When the pe 1 data for the Service Secretariats and mili-
tary headquartem‘? ffs are combined, the greater extent to which
the work of the top management headquarters of the Military De-
partments is conductéd 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 ............. 22.2 224 36.6 45.7 44.2
Navy ......c...... 39.3 41.2 50.6 60.4 58.2

Air Force....... 40.1 411 46.7 55.8 517.3
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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 ............. 74 5.1 9.0 9.8 10.3
Navy .....ccceoe.. 27.1 27.6 20.8 26.5 24.1
Air Forece....... 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.
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CHART 6-2

ORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

A SECRETARY
OF THE NAVY l
1 1 1 UNDER SECRETARY 1
OFFICE 0F OFHCE 0F OFFICE OF THE OF THE NAVY OFFICE OF THE OFIICE OF
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS INFORMATION 1UDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL MUDITOR GENERAL PAOGRAM APPRAISAL
1 | | ) | 1
ASSISTANT SECREIARY O Tt wavY]  [TASSISTANT SECREIARY OF e NAvY assisiant secaeiany of The wave] [assistant sccreiary of 1 Nve] [ orrice or 1ue cencraL counsed
(MANPOWER & RUstRve ariawsi | JReseanc, enGiNCERNG & SYSikms {TINANCIAL MANAGEMENT) (SHIPBUILOING & L0GISTICS)
b om«h OFHCE DF THE ’
EPARIM
DEPARTMENT NAVAL RESEARCH COMPTROLLER
CHIEF OF RAVAL [ OF 1HE
OPLRATIONS MARINE CORPS i
BUREAU OF OrfICC OF THE HEADQUARTERS
/AL PERSONNEL CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS US. MARINE CORPS

OFFICE OF NAVAL NAVAL FDUCATION NAVAL MEDICAL NAVAL SPACE
I ACOUISITION & TRAINING COMMAND COMMAND COMMAND

“SHORE SUPPORT

ESTABLISHMENT
NAVAL AIR NAVAL OCEANOGRAPHY
SYSTEMS COMMAND COMMAND Im:nmmnmmwn:

NAVAL SEA NAVAL FACILITIES NAVAL SECURITY GROUP NAVAL INVESTIGATIVE
SYSTEMS COMMAND ENGINEERING CUMMAND

1 COMMAND SERVICE
SPACE & NAVAL NAVAL SUPPLY NAYAL DATA AUTOMATION
l WW‘RE SVSI(MS SYSTEMS COMMAND COMMAND

NAVAL INTELLIGENCE [r——————
COMMAND r SUPPORTING ] Pmms CORPS I

NT RESERVE

NAVAL LEGAL
SERVICE COMMAND
| 4 1 1
NAVAL RESERVE FORCE Mll”lﬂ' U. 'S NAVAL FORCES ATLANTIC FLEET
l I l SEALIFT COMMAND ] l EUROPE l l (INCLUDES I
FLEET MARINE FORCES)

“OPERATING
FORCES

PACIFIC FLEET

OPERATING FORCES
OF THE
MARINE CORPS

(INCLUDES
FLEET MARINE FORCES)

NAVAL FORCES MINE DPERATIONAL NAVAL FORCES
SOUTHERN COMMAND . WARFARE COMMAND TSt 3&:’&“‘"“" CENTRAL COMMAND

“ALSO INCLUDES OTHER DESIGNATED ACTIVITIES NOT SHOWN ON THE CHART
WHICH ARE UNDER THE COMMAND OR SUPERVISION OF THE GRGANIZATIONS DEPICTED.
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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

SECRETARY
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CHART6-5

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
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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 ..........cceceeveereenerveennennne. 117 251 368
Navy Secretariat .........ccccccceverevverrerncnnenecne 259 547 806
Air Force Secretariat.........ccccoveeeereeeennee 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 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
5?1 )the total forces which they are required to manage. (page

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:

o 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.

o organizational placement decision —A function is performed in
a particular Secretariat, but not in others, because of a deci-
sion by a Service Secretary.

o expanded function —A function exists in all three Secretariats,
but 1}2 is substantially broader in one Secretariat compared to
another.
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o 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
Army Secretariat Navy Secretariat Si:;-ft:g:t
Service Civil WOTkS (4 18).. .ccerreererrerrenrernertenercresssssssanncsseseeseseons
Unique
Function.
.................................... Shipbuilding
(+22).
........................................................................ Space
Policy and
Systems
(+25)
Organization- Operations Operations  .cccocvreecenvencnene
Research (413). Research (4-22).
Placement
Decision.
................................... Judge Advocate ...
General (479).
................................... Comptroller
(+184).
Expanded Administrative Administrative ..o
Function. Services (+444). Services (4 105).
.................................... General Counsel General
(+51). Counsel
(+13)
Workload/ Manpower and Manpower and  .......ccecennnenn.
Program Reserve Affairs Reserve Affairs
Emphasis. (+14). (+32).
Research and Research and ...cccocveveennens
Development Development
(+7. (+41).
Acquisition and ...
Pr#ffurement
(+8).
........... Shereerenennrennennnse PUbliC Affairs Public
(+170. Affairs
(+15)

The following observations can be drawn from this table:

o 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;

o the placement of the Judge Advocate General and the Comp-
troller in the Navy Secretariat is a major cause of its larger

staff size;

o 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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o 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:

o 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)

o 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)

o 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)

o 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:

o 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)

o 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 States
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 Staif?ving the Commandant; and
Air Force e Air Staff may have five Deputy Chiefs of
Sfi.:aéf;f;fef\.nd there is no limit on the number of Assistant Chiefs
o) : ~2
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.



TABLE 6-5

COMPARISON OF LEADERSHIP POSITIONS IH THE MILITARY HEADQUARTERS STAFFS

— ARMY e BAVY — MARIHE CORPS . _ATR _FORCE
1. Senior Admin- Director of the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff Assistant Vice
istrative Officer Army Staff Chief of HNaval Chief of Staff

Operations

2. Deputy Chiefs
of Staff/Naval
Operations

Personnel Manpower, Per- Manpower

3. Senior Finan-
cial Officer

4, Assistant
Chiefs of Staff/
Navy Directors

Operations and
Plans
Logisties

Research, Devel~
opment, and
Acquisition

Comptroller of
the Army

Intelligence
Information
Manazement

sonnel, and
Training
Plans, Policy,
and Operations
Logistics

Submarine Yarfare
Surface Warfare
Air Warfare

Maval Intelligence
Command and Control

Plans, Policies,
and Operations

Installations and
Logisties

Research, Devel-
opment, and Studies

Requirements and
Programs

Aviation

Training

Reserve Affairs

Fiscal Director of
the Harine Corps

Research, Development,
Test, and Evaluation

Program Planning
Naval Warfare

Hanpower and
Personnel

Plans and
Operations
Logistics and
Engineering
Research, Devel-
opment, and
Acquisition
Prozrams and
Resources

Comptroller of
the Air Torce

Intellizence
Information
Systens
Studies and
Analyses

30V
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CHART6-7
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COMPTROLLER DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF DEPUTY CHIEF DEPUTY CHIEF DEPUTY CHIEF ASST. CHIEF OF ASST. CHIEF O F
OF THE ARMY |(RESEARCN, DEVELOPMENT OF STAFF (OPER. OF STAFF OF STAFF STAFF STAFF (INFORMATION
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OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

VICE CHIEF
ASSISTANT VICE CHIEF

DIRECTOR, NAVAL | |MASTER CHIEF CHIEF OF
NUCLEAR PRO- PETTY OFFICER | ||\ CEEL T IoN
PULSION PROGRAM OF THE NAVY

FLEET MASTER ASSISTANT CNO SAFETY &
CHIEF FOR st FoRNAVAL | |occueationar [ | BNO
NAVY SHORE O e | [nvEsTIGATIVE HEALTH e
ACTIVITIES MATTERS COORDINATOR

1 1

1

DEPUTY CNO
oepuTY cNo | | DEPUTY CNO DEPUTY CNO DIRECTOR,
snre? || e || vmame || ve o o | gmrete | | oo, onecon
WARFARE) WARFARE) & OPERATIONS) PLANNING
AND TRAINING)
DIRECTOR, NAVAL DIRECTOR OF DIRECTOR, DIRECTOR, RESEARCH,
NAVAL e s INSPECTOR NAVAL SPACE, COMMAND DEVELOPMENT, TEST O Ve
MEDICINE GENERAL INTELLIGENCE AND CONTROL AND EVALUATION
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HEADQUARTERS, MARINE CORPS

COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS

ASSISTANT C(
CHIEF OF STAFF |
MARINE CORPS DIRECTOR, COUNSEL MEDICAL DENTAL
UNIFORM SPECIAL PROJECTS LAESGS',SSLT‘:,"VTE FOR THE OFFICER, OFFICER, C"lf:";‘g"v
BOARD DIRECTORATE COMMANDANT usme usMc
DEPUTY CHIEF DEPUTY CHIEF OEPUTY CHIEF | | pEpuTY chigr oF | [ DEPUTY CHIEF
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DIRECTOR, DIRECTOR OF
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THE AIR STAFF

CHIEF OF STAFF
VICE CHIEF
ASSISTANT VICE CHIEF
CHIEF, OFFICE USAF SCIENTIFIC CHIEF CHIEF MASTER DIRECTOR 1047
OF AIR FORCE ADVISORY P SERGEANT OF HEADQUARTERS
HISTORY BOARD THE AIR FORCE ADMINISTRATION SUPPORT GROUP
DEPUTY CHIEF OF | [ DEPUTY CHIEF | [ DEPUTY CHIEF DEPUTY CHIEF | | DEPUTY CHIEF ASST. CHIEF
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TABLE 6-6

MILITARY OFFICER POSITIONS REQUIRING APPOINTMENT BY THE PRESIDENT, BY AND WITH THE ADVICE AND
CONSENT OF THE SENATE

ARMY NAVY MARINE CORPS AIR FORCE
Chief of Staff Chief of Naval Commandant Chief of Staff
Operations
Vice Chief of Naval
Operations
Surgeon General Surgecn General Surgeon General
Judge Advocate Judge Advocate Judge Advocate
General General General
Assistant Judge Deputy Judge
Advocate General Advocate
General

General Officers of the
Judge Advocate
General's Corps

Chief of Chaplains Chief of Chaplains
of the Navy
Chief of Army Reserve Chief of Air
Force
Reserve

Chief of National
Guard Bureau

Chief of Engineers Chief of Naval Personnel
Chief of Naval Research

Director of Budgets and
Reports

484
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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......ceenne 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



