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The proposal  to e s t a b l i s h  by Leg i s l a t ion  a Senior  
S t r a t egy  Advisory Board was rejected as unnecessary on t h e  
basis of bur study.  
of S t a f f  or f o r m e r  commanders o f  Uni f ied  or S p e c i f i e d  Commands, 
who would serve on the proposed Board, are a l r eady  a v a i l a b l e  
t o  provide advice,  and recommendations on matters of m i l i t a r y  
tactics and strategy. There is no need to establish y e t  
another  adv i so ry  committee, w i t h  the a t t e n d a n t  b u r e a u c r a t i c  
t rappings ,  i n  order to o b t a i n  this kind of help .  There is 
p r e s e n t l y  no d i f f i c u l t y  i n  consu l t ing  any retired officer, 
whether on a special committee or not ,  whenever the need 
a r i s e s .  Experience demonst ra ted  t h a t  career h a b i t s  of 

"service-to-country" con t inue  i n  r e t i r e m e n t ,  so that these 
retired o f f i c e r s  are generous i n  spending their time and 
energy whenever c a l l e d  upon for advice  or r ecommenda t ions .  
We f i n d  nothing to  be gained by e s t a b l i s h i n g  a formal s t a t u t o r y  
i n s t i t u t i o n  to do the same th ing .  An a d d i t i o n a l  concern 
would be the ove r l ap ,  d u p l i c a t i o n  and confused  l i n e s  of 
a u t h o r i t y  and responsibility t h a t  would i n e v i t a b l y  result 
from having two bodies p resen t ing  m i l i t a r y  advice,  

Other proposa ls  have as a common theme t h e  perce ived  
need to  r e l i e v e  the Chiefs of the Services  of t h e  respons i -  
b i l i t y  for provid ing  the planning  and a d v i c e  that is now the 
s t a t u t o r y  f unc t ion  of the Jo in t  C h i e f s  o f  S t a f f .  Advocates 
of t h e s e  proposa ls  would s u b s t i t u t e  a body of a d v i s e r s  made 
up of experienced m i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r s ,  perhaps i n  a f i n a l  t o u r  
of duty,  and perhaps supplemented by c i v i l i a n  experts i n  
n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  matters, to  recommend m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y ,  
force developneat ,  and advice on tho a l l o c a t i o n  of m i l i t a r y  
resources. S e r v i c e  C h i e f s  would be limited to  the  task of 
running their own services i n  connect ion with t h e i r  secretaries. 
I n  o t h e r  words, they would no longer be "dual ha t ted ,"  as 
they c u r r e n t l y  are. 

The major d i sadvantage  wi th  this type of  proposa l  is 
t h a t  it separates r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  from advice. There i s  
cons ide rab le  b e n e f i t  der ived  from t h e  forced d i s c i p l i n e  on 
the adv i so r  who r u s t  c o n s i d e r  his a d v i c e  i n  t h e  l i g h t  of h i s  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  The Service Chiefs are i n  the best posi t ion 
t o  e s t a b l i s h  p r i o r i t i e s  and make cho ices  a m o n g  c o m p e t i n g  
needs and to  avoid the luxury of theoretical s o l u t i o n s  a t  
unacceptable costs. Moreover, the President and S e c r e t a r y  
of Defense would be loss l i k e l y  t o  hea r  in person the views 
and concerns of tho S e r v i c e  C h i e f s  who have the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
for organiz ing ,  t r a i n i n g ,  and equipping t h e  forces for use 
by the u n i f i e d  and s p e c i f i e d  combatant c o m m a n d s .  
I an not  convinced that a case has been made f o r  this s e p a r a t i o n ;  
m a n y  wi tnesses  b e f o r e  your Commi t t ee  l a s t  year s h a r e  my 

skept ic ism.  

The former members of t he  J o i n t  Chiefs 

Therefore ,  


